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The most important characteristic of a city is whether it meets the needs of its residents, both 
material and psychological. Despite the fact that these needs are central to our lives, they are 
often at the periphery of conversations about the future of Australian cities. On Monday 28 June 
Grattan Institute released its next report "The Cities We Need", and a Tuesday 29 June a 
seminar was held to launch the report and discuss the findings. 
 
Speakers: Jane-Frances Kelly  
Moderator: John Daley 
 
JOHN: Good evening ladies and gentlemen. My name is John Daley, I’m the Chief Executive of 
Grattan Institute and it’s my pleasure to welcome you all here this evening. I’d like to start by 
showing our respect in acknowledging the traditional owners of the land and the Elders past and 
present of the place on which this meeting takes place. And I’d also like to thank our hosts 
Macquarie Bank who have provided the premises for this evening’s meeting. 
 
The reason we’re obviously here is that Grattan Institute launches formally tonight, but 
informally yesterday, our most recent report, The Cities We Need. For those of you who haven’t 
had the chance to download it from Grattan’s website, I encourage you to do it. Just follow the 
picture of the person with the pretty picture, and I’m sure you’ll find it very rapidly. 
 
The author of the report we have here tonight, is Jane-Frances Kelly, who is the Program 
Director for the Cities program of Grattan Institute. And she comes to us from a distinguished 
heritage, having worked at various stages for the United Kingdom Cabinet Office, in various 
capacities working with the Cabinets of Victoria and Queensland and the Commonwealth, 
worked extensively on the 2020 Summit, worked with Christine Nixon, with Noel Pearson and a 
number of other luminaries, and has an extraordinary grasp of public policy and the many things 
that have to come together to make it work. Which also makes her the ideal person to be the 
program director for a Cities program which inherently, as we’ll talk about later tonight, is about 
synthesising a whole series of perspectives from a whole series of different areas and 
disciplines and problems and trying to work out how they come together and how we make the 
trade-offs that are inherent in doing so. 
 
So with that brief introduction I’d like to introduce Jane-Frances Kelly and start by asking, this is 
a report not like the one that a Grattan CEO would normally be talking about, one that’s got lots 
of recommendations and things in bright yellow type that governments should go and do 
tomorrow. What was the idea behind writing this kind of piece? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Well, you’re right, the original research program didn’t have this piece in it, 
and when I started in the role late last year I went around and I spoke to a lot of people in 
government, in industry and in the broader community, in order to put together the research 
program. And there were a few features of the conversation in Australia about cities that really 
struck me and somewhat troubled me. The first was that many of the arguments were very 
polarised, so it was difficult to have any kind of conversation about density that didn’t either try 
to pigeon hole you in the lowest density thing possible, or something that looks like Shanghai. 
And I thought, surely there’s space to move in between those and so on. It seemed sometimes 
a bit evidence free. I’ve been in Australia six years but the accent is clearly not going to go 
anywhere, and so I got a lot of well, Jane-Frances, what you have to understand about what 
Australians want is… And then I reckon and sort of say you know, is there good survey 
evidence about this? And there’s not actually that much good survey evidence. There was one 
survey about asking people what their housing preferences would be with no constraints 
whatsoever, and they said they would like a really big house, really close to the centre of the 
city. And I thought well if we’re playing that game, I would like a million dollars and a butler, or 
sorry, it’s just … you know. So it didn’t seem like there was some of the kind of research that 
you would hope that there might be out there about what people actually wanted. And it seemed 
too that the conversation was very fragmented. People would kind of be, this is a housing 
supply problem, this is an infrastructure problem, this is a such and such problem. And, people 
were coming from really wildly different angles. I also listened to some political speeches from 
both parties and they had a lot of the characteristics I’ve just been talking about, particularly the 
fragmented kind of thing. 
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So I realised that I thought it was necessary to provide a bit of a framework for what Grattan 
was going to try and do in this area to explain why the research program that we had come up 
with, and to test that research program too, but to explain why the research program we’ve 
come up with was worth doing and to put different parts of it, which people might just think of 
another kind of fragmented intervention, into a bit of a frame, and also to bring a bit of a fresh 
voice into the conversation. So that was why. 
 
JOHN: Very good. Now some, of course, would ask why on earth do we have our Cities 
program at all. Don’t we do really well? We’ve got the world’s most liveable cities. I notice in that 
journal of record, Monocle, we’ve recently slipped from ninth to tenth, but you know, do we have 
a problem? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Yes. When we go overseas, it is clear that Australian cities really do well 
relative to many other cities around the world. And I fell in love with Australia’s cities and I’m 
now a confirmed Melbourne tragic, but also love Sydney, obviously. Nobody ask me about 
Canberra. And so it’s not that I don’t want to be kind of a naysayer and say oh no, they’re 
terrible and so on, so forth, but I really do think that the rankings which are most frequently cited 
only tell a part of the story and have really quite a narrow focus. So yes, Melbourne is a … what 
is it, fourth this year in The Economist rankings? Sydney’s tenth. The Mercer ranking has 
Sydney and Melbourne the other way around. I think we’ve slipped to tenth this year in 
Monocle? Yeah. 
 
JOHN: Yeah, that’s true. True. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  And so on. But I think it’s really important to keep in mind who those 
rankings are aimed at. So the Mercer quality of life survey, for example, is really explicitly 
written for the HR departments of large corporations to help HR professionals calculate what 
they call hardship allowances for executives being posted around the world. And so they’re 
really focused on a highly educated, globally mobile, professionals and that sounds like a good 
description of the Reader … The Economist as well. And so that’s what they take a look at, if 
you like. 
 
And I remember when Melbourne was the most liveable city when I arrived in 2004, and we like 
to think that we’re doing really well so you hear it a lot in speeches, and it makes us feel good to 
think that we’re doing well. But I do remember thinking when I go into some part of Melbourne 
it’s really not clear to me that everybody is enjoying a very liveable Melbourne. And I think it’s 
really important that we ask how our cities are doing for all of their inhabitants, not just the kind 
of narrow slice of the most fortunate if you like. Plus, and another thing, liveability is a really 
muddy term. So, somebody asked me on the radio about it a couple of weeks ago and I wasn’t 
prepared for it, and I said oh, I think that’s a word that should be taken out and dropped. But it’s 
not analytically very useful because if you ask 10 people what liveability means, you get about 
15 answers. And we’ve been asking people by telephone, all around the world for some other 
research that we’ve been doing recently, how they define liveability. And it means radically 
different things to different people, so it’s quite a fluffy term that I don’t think is all that useful. 
 
JOHN: So what you did instead, and I guess it’s one of the key methodological moves of this 
paper, is to ask what are the needs of people that cities are trying to address? Why did you 
choose to think about it that way? What is it about needs that might shed some new light on 
cities? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Well, so when we realised we were going to be doing what we’ve been 
calling a framing piece, we tried to go back and ask them really basic questions about why do 
we have cities in the first place and why are cities important. And obviously cities have a critical 
economic role in a country and a really important relationship with the regional and rural areas 
and so on. I would use the word hinterlands, but as someone who grew up in a kind of a 
hinterland, I’m not convinced it’s the best word to use. 
 
And, the most obvious thing to me was that most of us live in cities. I was talking to someone 
from the UK a couple of weeks ago and I was reflecting that I really hadn’t thought that looking 
at cities was a politically contentious thing to do in Australia. Whereas a couple of the research 
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associates had been saying oh yeah, it was always clear to me that this would be politically 
contentious in just thinking about cities. And this friend from the UK a couple of weeks ago said, 
but Australia is a country of cities, with the vast majority of the population living in cities. I mean 
it’s cities. And I said I’m not sure that that’s how, in Australia, we see ourselves, still regarded as 
a country of kind of bush and coast and so on. 
 
So how many of us live in cities, was the first thing that I noticed. And that means that cities are 
going to have a huge influence on people’s quality of life and whether they deliver to people 
what they need is really important or not. Which led us on to what do people need? And so I’ve 
been interested for a while in thinking about the difference between material and psychological 
needs, for example. They’re obviously closely interrelated, but the psychological needs have 
had much less attention from researchers and policymakers and so on. So I thought this is 
really important, we should take a look at it. 
 
JOHN: What do you mean by psychological needs? We’re used to material needs, that’s about 
me going and buying the latest iPod, it’s having a nice house, all of those kind of things. But 
psychological needs are perhaps not things we’ve talked about quite so much. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Well that’s a great example because there’s a kind of, you know, the strong 
… I heard some muttering and it’s like other Apple aficionados going oh, there are psychological 
needs there too. They … 
 
(Laughter) 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  I think that’s just kind of an example of – I mean I desire an iPad, I don’t just 
want one – about the kind of interrelationship between material and psychological needs. What I 
mean by psychological needs are those things which are over and above what we need to take 
care of ourselves physically and take care of our family physically and so on. So the material 
needs that we have looked at almost wrote themselves in a sense – food, shelter, water, all of 
that kind of stuff, income, incredibly important obviously. But you know, once all of that stuff is 
taken care of, there’s still a lot of things in our lives that are really important. 
 
So for example, one of the psychological needs we look at is relatedness. And you ask most 
groups of people, and I say most groups of people ‘cause someone in an engineering firm said 
to me last week, I’m not sure this would be my the answer…. If you ask most people what is 
most important to them in their lives, it’s the quality of their relationships that they have. And 
there’s a huge body of literature that says that social interaction is critical to human flourishing, 
and yet we never think about that psychological need when we think about our cities and how 
they develop and how they’re structured. 
 
JOHN: We may not talk about it, but how do you think cities are in fact doing in terms of 
meeting our psychological needs? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Well, yes, that’s an excellent question. The first thing to say is that it’s quite 
hard to tell. I mean data is a real issue here. I mean data when it comes to cities, it seems 
there’s a bit of an issue in any case, there’s a lot of data that doesn’t exist at the city level and 
isn’t tracked over time. But also when it comes to psychological needs, there’s a lot of questions 
that we just don’t ask, because we just haven’t really seen the relevance of them before. So 
there’s some really excellent exceptions to that, like Community Indicators Victoria which asks 
about isolation and things like that. So that’s great. But in general, almost everybody that we’ve 
come across in the field and more broadly has lamented how bad data is on that. And because 
not that many people have looked at cities using this lens, there’s a lot of work to be done. 
 
However, there are some clues. There are some things that you could say and we’ve tried to 
draw some of those out in the report. So for example, taking the social interactions, 
psychological needs that we were talking about, it just seems intuitive that if you have a very 
long commute at the start and finish of your day, that’s taking time away from family and friends 
and activities which will actually promote your wellbeing rather than subtracting from it – ditto 
with car dependent suburbs. How transport works in the city makes a huge difference to 
whether you can get around and see people or actually congregate even with people that you 
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don’t know and so on. You know, streets that are built for cars primarily rather than for people 
are not going to promote just seeing people around the place. 
 
Another really interesting example is the trend in household structures in Australia. These are 
really interesting at the moment. The fastest growing type of household is for a single person. 
And the fastest subset of that is for women over 55 living by themselves. But 80% of the 
development in Melbourne over the last few years has been for large family size detached 
homes at the fringe. So there seems to be a real mismatch there. The other thing is that it’s not 
clear that everybody who is living by themselves would choose to live by themselves, but 
there’s not really any other option available, unless you want to live with green things in your 
bathroom and students. 
 
JOHN: So a lot of needs that we need to think about in terms of our cities and I guess it’s that 
lens which is the first, as I said, methodology [unclear]. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Can I say another thing about that? We’ve talked about the importance of 
income as a material need. In order to get income, it’s really important to have skills and 
competence. Having a sense of competence is a really critical psychological need. So the three 
psychological needs we’ve chosen – there’s a bit of a consensus in the literature that they’re the 
most important ones – that’s why we chose them. So taking together income and competence, 
access to jobs, access to educational opportunities is really important. But the way that a city is 
structured and the way that the transport system works and so on, again can make it easier or 
harder to access those kinds of opportunities. And you generally find there are certain groups of 
people who have much less good access. And in Melbourne, for example, they’re on the outer 
fringes. 
 
JOHN: So, lots of needs, lots of things we’ve got to think about in terms of judging our cities 
through that particular lens. The other big methodological move that struck me in this paper was 
one where you talk about cities as systems. What do you mean by a system and what does it 
mean to analyse the city as a system? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  So, I won’t explain what systems are or how they work right here, although 
we have gone to quite a lot of effort in the report, I think we were fifth or sixth time lucky, in 
trying to describe how they work in a way that is simple without being simplistic and very clear 
and using pictures, it’s very important. So I won’t do that, but I do want to say a few things about 
why it’s so important to realise that cities are sets of interdependent systems. 
 
So we came into this room realising that in cities perhaps more than anywhere else, what 
individual do affects other individuals in lots of different ways. These are profoundly non self-
sufficient lives that we live. And so that made us realise that there are many networks and 
infrastructures and systems and the terminology can get quite technical quite quickly. But there 
are lots of systems that allow us to lead these very non self-sufficient lives. And it doesn’t look 
very obvious like, food and water and energy and so on, and then there’s also slightly more 
abstract systems like the way the economy works and regulation and all of that kind of stuff. 
And realise there’s lots of interdependencies between those systems and how well those 
interdependencies work and how well the systems work dictates how well a city works. And how 
well a city works basically drives how well our needs are met. So we suddenly realise that if 
needs are what are important to us, then you’ve really got to care about how systems work, how 
they interact and all that. 
 
JOHN: Does that create challenges in terms of changing cities, in terms of trying to get them to 
do different things? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Yeah, absolutely, because there are lots of unintended consequences, as 
there were. It’s really interesting, we’ve spoken to guys at CSIRO about this, and so on, and 
one of them had a really interesting comment which was that, I mean we’re not saying, and 
some people may read this and think well this was all kind simple, and we all know this, is … 
that it is actually kind of broadly accepted and understood among many policy makers and 
decision makers that systems are how all of this works and so on. But it’s not always easy to 
operationalise, particularly … and it’s not always easy to know how to intervene, where the kind 
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of particular feedback loops might be, you know, it’s going to repress one thing and lots of other 
things all change. And sometimes it’s because of the way that governments are structured, 
even if policy makers within governments have compensated for that, and many do, decision 
making processes don’t always make it easy to take a more systemic view, and so on. 
 
So you know, this is not to say that we’ve just found this out and we’re here to let you know and 
all the rest of it. We’re just saying that it’s actually quite hard to really properly take into account 
as we make decisions and try to  make our cities better places, you know, how all this works 
and what the consequences of things are. And the other thing to say is that this is really not … 
we’re not suggesting that you can build a complete understanding or some crazy abstract 
theory of how everything works and then you just press the right buttons and it’s all go. I mean 
it’s not like that at all, but there are some basic characteristics of how systems work that it would 
be great that we were able to take into account when making decisions. 
 
JOHN: So, if we are to take needs into account, that raises a whole series of questions. And 
indeed people have got lots and lots of questions about cities and towards the end of this report, 
you sum it all up by saying we’ve got nine ..? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Ten. 
 
JOHN: Yeah. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Ten. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Ten questions about cities. Why did you pick the 10 questions you did? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Well you told me to (whispered). No, that’s not … 
 
(Laughter) 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Well, I mean these are the questions that dropped out of thinking about how 
cities meet peoples’ needs, you know, when you talk about which city … or … what the role of 
cities is in meeting the most important needs that people have, how systems interact, and also 
the challenges that we’re facing around population growth and change, climate change, moving 
to a low carbon economy, and so on. So when we took a look at all of that, and it’s not a perfect 
logical system that you kind of crank the thing and they pop out, you know, it’s a bit of 
judgement involved as well, but I believe that’s why you pay me. Those were the 10 questions 
that came out. And we’re not saying that there are only 10 questions. I mean obviously not. And 
we’re not saying necessarily that they’re the most important 10 questions. But we’re saying that 
if you take this lens of what matters in cities, these are 10 questions that we really think you 
have to get serious about if we want to see better cities. 
 
JOHN: Now of course Grattan’s only got a limited number of resources, so you picked a couple 
of those that you’d like to work on first. What have you chosen to work on and why? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Yeah, well we’ve decided to start at the end, in terms of the list of 10 
questions which is who gets to decide and how, because we think that’s a real a priori issue. 
And again, I was sort of being quite frustrated about the broader kind of governance debate 
because whenever I talked to people about it, they tended to start from a view of what the 
Commonwealth should do and what the states should do and so on, and were much less 
frequently saying, what might work for cities? I mean don’t get me wrong, I’m not, you know, 
kind of suggesting overthrowing the Constitution or anything like that, but what we wanted to do 
was a piece of research which said, when you take a look at some broadly comparable cities 
around the world which have seen really significant improvement across a range of criteria over 
the last couple of decades, what was their experience in governance and what were the 
institutional arrangements that were associated with that so that we could learn from that. And 
of course, in bringing that learning back you then have to ensure that any – and we will be 
making recommendations – are appropriate for the Australian kind of cultural, historical, legal, 
etc. 
 

The Cities We Need – Jane-Frances Kelly 
29 June 2010 – Transcript  p.6 



 

JOHN: Context. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Context. Thank you, that was the word I was searching for there. 
 
JOHN: So that’s question one. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Ah, yes. And the other thing I just want to say about governance is it’s not by 
any stretch just about government. It’s also about the role of other actors and individuals as 
well. So the second piece we’re going to do is about social interaction, because it’s fascinating 
how little is known about the role of the built environment and urban context for social 
interaction, even though it’s so important to real people. And so we’re going to do that piece 
after that. And then the third piece we’ll take a look at what we’re calling market design and 
development. 
 
So I mentioned earlier about the mismatch between what household structure trends in 
Australia look like and what is actually being built in terms of housing. And it’s a very different 
situation in different cities in Australia. So I just mentioned the Melbourne example earlier 
because we’re here. And our hypothesis is that we need that and we’re getting that because of 
the way the taxation and regulatory frameworks are set up and the cost structures that 
developers are facing. So we really want to get under the bonnet of how the markets work in 
each place – and they’ll be different in each state – by taking a look at what all of that legal and 
regulatory context and taxation kind of context all adds up to. So think about how we might be 
able to shift some of the rules of the game so that we’re more likely to get what it is that we 
need rather than what we get. 
 
JOHN: So three questions … 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Yeah. 
 
JOHN: … in all? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Oh, no. 
 
JOHN: That’s going to keep you quiet. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Yeah, yeah. I mean by that point it will be like 18 months from now and the 
research program is a living document. 
 
JOHN: Indeed. I guess one of the general things that we face in Australia is a whole series of 
institutions, whether it’s our cities, whether it’s the way our economy’s working, the way our 
education system is working, it’s fair to characterise them as good, but perhaps not great. And 
one of the things that you’ve called for in this report is to be bold and perhaps take us from good 
to great. What do you think that might entail? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Can I play for time on that question by telling a quick anecdote? So I did my 
first radio thing two weeks ago and I did my first television last night. Did you see me on the 
7:30 Report? But two weeks ago I was on By Design and it was one of those bizarre kind of … I 
heard last week the acronym, CLM which apparently stands for career limiting moment, and I 
experienced what could have been one of them on live national radio, which is always a fun way 
to have them, because Alan Saunders, the presenter, had said to me, so you’re suggesting we 
should be bold about our cities. Well Ceauşescu was bold in Romania. Is that the kind of thing 
you mean? 
 
(Laughter) 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  No. So I don’t mean like Ceauşescu was in Romania. That’s the first thing to 
say. The great thing about this Cities work is that I don’t know what the answers are, which 
makes it really interesting. But I think that taking the issues seriously that we’ve talked about in 
the report, really coming up with a direction as a community for those 10 questions, really taking 
seriously the thought that our cities could really much better meet the full range of all of our 

The Cities We Need – Jane-Frances Kelly 
29 June 2010 – Transcript  p.7 



 

needs, I think would result in cities that would look quite different to the ones that we have 
today. There are certain things that wouldn’t be acceptable like, building suburbs that don’t have 
good enough transport links. Like having a city where there are – and I’m not talking about any 
particular city in particular, but like having a city where there’s one centre to it and everybody 
commutes into it because no matter how good your transport system is, you’re going to have 
enormous congestion and long commutes at that state. So you know, I’ve heard the phrase, 
building a city of shorter distances, there’s less distance between where we work and where we 
live and where we shop and so on. So I think if we take these questions seriously, it could really 
be quite different. And I don’t know what that would look like, but it would be great. 
 
JOHN: Certainly be a lot of fun. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Yeah. 
 
JOHN: We’ve probably talked for long enough, or at least I’ve talked for long enough and we 
should probably throw it open to the floor. So, if we could ask if there are any questions, if I 
could just ask if you could raise your hand. We do have microphones and if you could wait for 
the microphone, that would be much appreciated so that we can ensure that we record not only 
Jane-Frances’ answer but your question for posterity. That would be terrific. And if you could 
just introduce yourself very briefly by name and affiliation, if you would like, at the beginning of 
your question. And I should warn you, from bitter experience, having now run a number of 
these, there will be a lot more questions at the end than at the beginning. So I strongly suggest 
you get in quick. So who would like to get in quick? Thank you. 
 
AUDIENCE:  Nicholas Aberle. I was just wondering how readily … you’ve sort of made a lot of 
interesting points about what it might look like and you know, some of these things that we 
could consider including in future cities, but how readily do you think these things can be 
retrofitted into an existing city? Or is this something that really would rely on well, when we start 
from scratch next time, we’ll know what to do, but, you know, can we apply it to, you know, the 
however many thousands of square kilometres that Melbourne already occupies? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Can I tell you another anecdote? I remember, I worked for the Environment 
Department in Melbourne for about five months in 2005, and I remember driving to Bendigo with 
a couple of people who are supposed to be here, I don’t know if they’re here or not. Anyway, 
they had said to me in the car on the way to Bendigo that Bendigo, and I don’t know if this is still 
true or even if it was then, was one of the lowest density areas anywhere. And I remember 
saying how will we know when we get there, in that case? I think there’s an enormous potential 
for retrofitting things, and I mean all you actually have to do is look at photographs of Australian 
cities in 10 year increments going back and seeing how much has changed. I mean look how 
Melbourne has transformed just ‘cause I saw out the corner of my eye, how it’s transformed, 
you know, its relationship to the river and you know, and so on. 
 
Even in terms of … I mean I think that you were referring to Melbourne’s density there when you 
were talking about many square kilometres and so on. We have come across cities around the 
world which have done really amazing things with increasing density without actually changing 
the character of neighbourhoods that much, and because of the way that they involved 
residents in the planning and the deciding and so on. In other words it’s possible to have a 
situation whereby you can absolutely change what you have. And in fact, you know, we’re going 
to have to. Was it Rob Adams recently who wrote that 80% of the infrastructure we’re going to 
have in 2030 we have at the moment? So as we deal with the challenges that are coming up 
around climate change and low carbon economy and so on, it’s more or less the current 
situation that we’re going to adapt rather than building new cities, for example. 
 
JOHN: So you’re not planning to do a Houseman and kind of bulldoze package? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  You know, the last time they tried that in Australia was Canberra, and I mean 
I shouldn’t … it was just … it’s a comedic pause, what is there about Canberra, but I mean 
there’s many thinks I love about Canberra. But you know, the whole idea of just deciding we’re 
going to have a new city there has often not gone well historically. It doesn’t seem to be how 
great cities start. 
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JOHN: Thank you. Thank you. So just … just coming with you. Thank you. 
 
AUDIENCE:  I’ve been a social scientist but I suppose I consider myself as a sort of citizen 
generalist, and I’d just like to make the point that it worries me sometimes that we speak in 
studies and overviews such as yours more about needs and not so much about opportunities to 
act. I get the feeling in cities that in answer to your first and your second and even your third 
question, you know, the opportunities to act in a city need to be increased. I mean, for instance, 
we … you know, we hear … we hear stories like one I heard on Radio National recently about a 
park which was a place of danger somewhere in the US and people, somebody was killed 
eventually, and then there were a whole lot of surveys and expensive things proposed to 
change it. But the residents got tired of that and they said look, we’re going to do it ourselves, 
we’re going to go into that park and we’re going to speak to everybody we meet every time and 
they reduced, you know, of course, they reduced the danger completely. And I mean you know, 
Jane Jacobs came up with that idea a long time ago, and I now work a little bit with Ceres 
Environmental Park where, you know, we’re trying to do the same thing. But I just feel, is it in 
your plan to sort of talk more about the way we can change needs as well as sort of just looking 
at what people need? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Oh yeah, no, I mean this was really deliberately a framing piece for the 
reasons that I laid out earlier. We also really deliberately didn’t want to make recommendations 
or give solutions, partly because sometimes you’re going to find that once solutions are 
suggested, then people will just talk about the recommendation or the solution rather than 
dwelling for any length of time at all about the diagnosis. And so it was extremely deliberate that 
this was a framing piece which was going to ask questions and suggest a different way of 
thinking about these things. But absolutely the rest of the research program is about making the 
recommendations and also, as you say, bringing in examples that we can learn from elsewhere 
and around Australia about things that have worked. So yeah, that’s absolutely the intention. 
 
AUDIENCE:  Matthew from the Australian Conservation Foundation. Just to confirm your thing 
before, Jane-Frances, from our analysis, Bendigo still is the lowest density of the cities. Or at 
least of the 20 largest cities. My question was … 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  I really like Bendigo. 
 
AUDIENCE (MATTHEW):  It’s a lovely town. Great church. In terms of your analysis is 
responding to existing issues that face the cities, how much of sort of the answers and 
recommendations that come out of that are going to be responding to … creating resilience in 
the cities so they can answer their own problems in the future? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Yeah. Oh look, the challenges that we’re facing and how we’re going to have 
to respond to them is the context in which we’re going to have to do all of our work now. And it 
was part of the context in which we generated these 10 questions. So yes and no, I completely 
agree. But I don’t think it’s all going to be about… when you said, you know, cities generating 
their own solutions, there’s a really good question there about what we mean by the city and 
how that works and so on, which is something we’re going to look at in the next report, because 
there’s a whole bunch of layers of… it’s about individuals, it’s about civil society, it’s about 
government at different levels, and it’s about industry in the private sector as well. I think we’ve 
all got a role in this. 
 
JOHN: One up the front here. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Well … actually just gone away. 
 
AUDIENCE:  I really like the theme of the urban system. I think because that describes the 
complexity of the city, everything’s related to everything else, as Tom Uren used to say. And I 
think that encapsulates … but I wonder whether you’re rejecting … you’re saying well look, 
people don’t like an Australian concept of new cities. There might be something to that. But in a 
sense we need to be able to think of a national urban system. I think if you think of the 1980s, in 
a way for the first time Australians thought of their economy as a national and then a global 
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economy. In a sense, what the urban system theme leads to is thinking about a national urban 
system. And so the sense of the interrelationship, the hierarchy. And surely you can shift the 
hierarchy rather than thinking of particular places you can think of kind of shifting the national 
system in a way that’s compatible with, for example, sustainability. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  That’s a really interesting point and something we need to think about for the 
governance report as well, it’s like well who is it who shifts the hierarchy and the national 
system and so on. And whose perspective is it that you take when thinking about that kind of 
thing. I didn’t want to just give the impression that Australians weren’t keen on new cities. I grew 
up in Britain and with everybody laughing ... 
 
JOHN: Milton Keynes. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  … at Milton Keynes and Cumbernauld, closer to where I grew up and so on. 
But I’m not ruling anything in or out at the moment. And I moderated a session at the Davos 
Future Summit, a few weeks ago on population. And it was really funny because it was hugely 
oversubscribed and so there were people like hanging from the lights and stuff, which was quite 
ironic. But the Mayor of Geraldton in WA was there and he was like we want to be a new city. 
And then the question arises, well how do you make that happen? And what actually works? 
How would you encourage people to move to new places and so on. And it’s really interesting. 
Liz, down here, if you could just wait one second for the microphone. Second row, in the middle, 
could you put your hand up again, unless you’ve changed your mind? Gentleman with the … 
yeah. Can you just put your hand up so ..? 
 
AUDIENCE:  Well no, I was actually [unclear]. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  If you do that, [unclear]. Sorry. 
 
AUDIENCE:  There you are Greg, you’re too popular. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  It’s just as well it’s not an auction, you’d have bought something there. 
 
(Laughter) 
 
AUDIENCE: Just on the last bit you raised then, how are we going to encourage people to 
move to Geraldton or Broome or Darwin for instance, perhaps Rockhampton? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Yeah, well, I mean that is the question. I mean there’s a liberal democracy. 
You can’t force people, I mean, so you know … 
 
AUDIENCE: If we’re going to have a population policy which it looks like that, you may be able 
to [unclear]. 
 
JANE-FRANCES: Yeah, luckily I’m not the Sustainable Population Minister, so I don’t know.  
 
(Laughter) 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  No, no, but that’s the point. I know that there’s this thing saying this is our 
questions paper, those framing issues, but I mean I genuinely don’t know what the answers are 
but these are absolutely the questions we need to be thinking through. And I mean I think 
there’s quite a lot of quite difficult questions there. If they decided to try and make something 
happen, there are a lot of attempts at that that haven’t worked in the past and there are not that 
many attempts that have worked. It’s quite difficult. I mean it might be interesting, they should 
take a look at the data around the immigration program around doctors who came in and who 
were in rural areas and regional areas for the first two years and then see when they were free 
to go where they wanted… you know, ‘cause I mean they vast majority of immigrants, like 
myself included, come to the big cities because that’s where the opportunities are. So it’s a 
really interesting and difficult question. 
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JOHN: Is there a live question do you think about whether it’s actually possible to, through 
government policy, promote the growth of particular cities at all? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Oh, is this my performance review? 
 
(Laughter) 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Well yes, I mean again there’s a whole bunch of very difficult questions in 
there and it takes you back to what has been written about why cities start in the first place, and 
what makes cities thrive as opposed to the ones that collapse over time and so on. I think 
probably government has much more limited levers than many might expect. Thinking about 
economic and industry policy, again there’s very live debates about the extent to which 
government can pick winners as opposed to getting behind industries that also look as if they’re 
thriving. So what is the right bit of the life cycle of a city that you would intervene in and how 
would you intervene. It’s immensely difficult and I don’t know the answer. 
 
JOHN: We’ve got a question up the front here. And then we’ll go to you, Sir. Thank you. 
 
AUDIENCE:  Hi, Sarah from Department of Planning. My question is around the concept of 
change involving risk, something which all investors, particularly banks are highly averse to. So 
in a situation where private sector delivers our cities, how do we make risk a more attractive 
proposition and can any kind of governance or policy change influence such a policy? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Ah-ha, luckily we have a former banker up here. 
 
JOHN: (Laughs) Bankers like anything which at the end of the end will make some money. So 
you reduce risk by reducing uncertainties and bankers will doubtless get more excited about 
things. But whether you want bankers to get excited about things will depend on the situation. 
So I suspect that’s the very short answer. The long answer I suspect will depend on exactly 
which risks and how do you go about mitigating them and how do you go about changing the 
framework in which decisions are made? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  But this is part of the piece of work on market design and development 
because those decisions are part of the way that the market works and there are some things 
that can be done around changing the rules of the game. I mean government does have some 
levers around taxation and regulatory frameworks and so on that could make a difference. And 
so that’s why it’s one of the reasons we’re so keen to get in and understand how each of those 
markets work. 
 
AUDIENCE:  But then, say, things we’ve done before [unclear] do again, so doing something 
differeni that hasn’t been tested or proven [unclear]. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Yes, life is difficult. And you know … 
 
AUDIENCE:  Put their dollars on the table could actually [unclear]. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  No, absolutely but you know the profit motives is an enormous engine of 
human creativity and has been for centuries. And the whole point is they have always tried to do 
different things because they found out that there’re ways of making money out of doing 
different things. Sometimes you have to demonstrate, that’s one of the roles of VicUrban for 
example, that they see themselves as people who can demonstrate that a bit higher density in 
Aurora is possible and saleable and so on. So yeah, sometimes you have to demonstrate. But 
you know it’s been happening for centuries. So it will still happen. It will be slower than one 
might ever like it to have, but that’s the case with so many things. Sorry, I sound like an agony 
aunt now. 
 
JOHN: We’ve just got the gentleman here with the black and grey scarf. And then we’ll go 
behind. 
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AUDIENCE:  Omeed Rameshni from the NOUS Group. Thank you so much for tonight, it was 
very interesting. I look forward to reading the report and maybe it’s in there. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  You haven’t read the report? Take him out. 
 
AUDIENCE:  Not yet. 
 
(Laughter) 
 
AUDIENCE:  My question is you mentioned about a shortage of data, of really good data 
sources that you want to use, and you mentioned the Time News surveys which are very useful 
source of data for the project. What are the other key shortages of data that would be really 
useful for creating good cities? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Helen? I warned Helen I might throw her a question. Look, it can be a whole 
range of things. It can be about availability of data, it can be about the way that it … so 
inaccessibility. So sometimes it’s collected but it’s not kind of cut right or it’s not sort of used 
very well, and all that. And sometimes it’s that not the right questions have been asked. And so 
as I was saying, particularly around the psychological needs... Oh, can I make two 
recommendations to you about … so well one in fact. In fact we quote this in the report. The 
Stiglitz Sen report to the President of France which was done last week where Sarkozy 
basically asked … 
 
JOHN: Last year, not last week. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Oh, last year. Sarkozy asked Joseph Stiglitz and Amartya Sen to do a report 
on what we should be measuring so that the statisticians could… and they took a look at a 
whole bunch of stuff and eventually so we need to measuring a whole bunch more than we 
currently are and made a whole series of recommendations, that kind of stuff. 
 
JOHN: From memory there’s a lot of psychological needs that we’re not measuring. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Yes. 
 
JOHN: I mean if you think about the economy and the way that we measure domestic product 
and various things, by detailed location, by detailed industry and collect very accurate statistics 
on a quite regular basis and yet you try and do much in the way of mapping around 
psychological needs and you’ll find very little there, and even less on what drives them. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Yeah. No, it’s fascinating, there’s some research that’s been done in the US 
that suggests that loneliness is something that we should take as seriously as physical pain in 
the sense that it is a signal that you need to change something, because the sort of correlation 
– and they’re figuring out the causations and all the rest of it – of people who have spent 
periods of their lives being lonely, ‘cause you know, very bad health outcomes, their diet and all 
that kind of stuff. When it comes to physical pain, I mean you just think about the response that 
government and society has made to that. You know, we have an entire health system and 
health tools and if you fall over, an ambulance will come with a flashing light and pick you up. 
But if you’re chronically isolated and lonely it’s not clear anything will happen. So, and we just 
don’t know, for example, who it is that feels most isolated in society and all of that kind of stuff. 
 
JOHN: Thank you. 
 
AUDIENCE:  Hi, my name is Bonnie Shaw. You mentioned that two of the areas that you’re 
focusing on in the future will be around governance and social interactions. My question is that 
around the world now we’re seeing new technologies like social media and access to open data 
having huge impacts on defining new forms of governance and social interaction, and I’m 
wondering if you have any ideas on how that new infrastructure could impact on the future of 
the city. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Not yet, but we will. 
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JOHN: (Chuckles) 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  No, seriously, I mean I think it’s incredibly exciting the potential that’s there 
and experiences other places have already had. And places … and some kind of examples 
here as well. And we really look forward to, now we’ve published this finally, looking at that in 
more detail and we’ll be in touch, Bonnie. 
 
JOHN: Thank you. Anyone else? Thank you. 
 
AUDIENCE:  Robert Peck and I know I’m sticking my head out for Brian’s future role here and 
Lucy Turnbull’s on the COAG role that they’re playing, but could I ask, one of the criticisms of 
this report will be from your brother. There’s no hardware in here. What are we going to build to 
make this thing work? How are we going to do these cities? And the first question that the 
politicians at COAG will ask Brian is will you give us a fast train between Melbourne and Sydney 
or a fast train up the western side of New South Wales? And we’ll fix a lot of these things. How 
do we see ourselves as balancing these two things in a systematic way, to pick up Brian’s 
words, going forward from here? What is the right approach? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  It’s pathetic to repeat this again, but this was not about giving answers. Part 
of it was about saying we don’t think we’re asking the right questions at the moment, so the 
whole kind of exactly what infrastructure do we need and where does it need to be is a question 
I’ve heard quite a lot. But the questions that we were asking in this report, many of them I hadn’t 
heard anywhere. So it was really important to us to do a piece of work which emphasises the 
questions that we don’t think are being asked. So I think that’s the balance for the moment. It’s 
one of those things where if people kind of think that we haven’t done our done our job as the 
Cities Program ‘cause we haven’t told them where the train lines should go, I think … 
 
AUDIENCE: That’s his brother. 
 
JOHN: That’s my brother who, as you know, is a project financier and helps finance things that 
cost a lot of money. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  And an incredibly important role. But there’s also an … 
 
(Laughter) 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  John. There’s also an incredibly important role thinking deeply about where it 
is we want to try to get to as well as how we’re going to get there. 
 
JOHN: Yeah. I mean is it fair to say on that, that one of the ways of thinking about infrastructure 
and one of the things that I guess implicitly this report advocates is thinking through very 
carefully what are the critical needs, what are the things that people need most and therefore 
using that lens to judge infrastructure as distinct from what project’s going to have the highest 
ROI … 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Yeah. 
 
JOHN: … as well as also thinking about it through a systems lens and saying don’t assume that 
just because you build this piece of infrastructure for this purpose, that that’s going to be its only 
impact. It may have a whole bunch of impacts on things that you haven’t necessarily thought 
through that may be rather less desirable. 
 
Thank you, Robert. We had a question at the front here. And by the way, the answer is my 
brother builds lots of things and I ask him why on earth would you want to do that. 
 
AUDIENCE:  Thanks. Sarah Amons from Urbis. I was going to ask you about this sort of issue 
that we have in our cities about the disconnects between, you know, what the planners and 
policy makers kind of think are the things we have to do to create great cities and where our 
community’s at because they’re not on a board yet and we failed to sort of … 
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JANE-FRANCES:  Yeah. 
 
AUDIENCE:  … bring them along. But you just mentioned something that’s even closer to my 
heart which is about vision for cities. And I think, I want to ask you about what you think the role 
of great vision is in shaping our cities, ‘cause I don’t think we actually have a clear picture and 
we haven’t convinced our community about what we want from our cities, what we want them to 
look like and feel like and be in 50 years' time, how we want people to be able to access 
affordable housing. What do you think is the role of great vision in kind of setting us up for 
engaging the rest of the community in this debate about the future of Australian cities? 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Yeah. No, I think it’s really important, but not just for engaging the 
community. The broader community have to be part of building it because I think it would exist 
at a whole series of different levels, if you like. As we’ve been taking a look at these very 
successful cities overseas, one of the themes that has come out has been that there’s been a 
really clear direction which has then been delivered on. So you know, in the scoping of the 
report I remember writing about effective decision making which are decisions that are made 
and then actually are followed through and happen because sometimes they’re not. And you 
know, a vision is nothing without it actually being followed through. So yes, it’s really important, 
but it’s not something that is come up with over here and then it’s communicated to the 
community, as it were, and so on. I think it’s something that is kind of … feeds back a whole 
bunch and it changes a bit over time but the broad direction is clear. 
 
I remember what it was I was going to say about the last one. Right, okay, sorry. I heard about a 
city recently where they decided, and it was their vision, their direction was going to be … it was 
going to be the best city, they were going to maximise the productivity of the economy of the 
city. And so that was going to be the guiding principle. And they were incredibly happy ‘cause 
they had this clear direction and all the rest of it. And I remember thinking I’d hate to live there, 
you know, it’s like because … I mean but that’s that kind of thing about sort of picking 
something that is just about the economy and so on, and I mean this is our point about what it is 
that human beings are like and what we need, is that if you just concentrate on that, you’re 
going to miss a whole bunch of really important things. So a vision has to be very broad as well 
and just take into account what we’re like as humans. 
 
JOHN: Thank you. Question up here, thank you. 
 
AUDIENCE:  Thank you so much. My name is Kate Noble and I’ve been working on 
sustainability and environmental sustainability of cities for quite a while. One of the questions I 
always come up against but there doesn’t seem to be the data around, is you might want, 
environmentally you might want more people to use public transport and that to be more 
accessible and reduce emissions etc, until we have electric cars, but there are factors involved 
in that social component which you intuitively know, but there just doesn’t seem to be the data 
available in it. So I wondered whether you’re going to look at things like personal safety and 
those social factors involved in people’s decisions around transport use, but other things as 
well. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Look, we’re not going to look at that specifically just because it’s a very small 
program, and we have to be ruthless with our … and really focus on the pieces of work that we 
are going to do. It’s a really important issue. It goes to that thing about there’s many of the 
challenges that we’re facing are going to require people to want to change their behaviour. It’s 
not a case of somebody is just going to tell them to change their behaviour, they’re going to 
have to want to change their behaviour. And we don’t really understand enough about what it is 
that motivates people to change behaviour. So I mean you’ve hit on something that’s really 
important that we’re going to need to know more about. 
 
AUDIENCE:  And [unclear]. 
 
JOHN: (Laughs) Possibly. I think in fact to be fair, one of the things you actually identify as a 
major need in the report is precisely that need for safety … 
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JANE-FRANCES:  Yes. 
 
JOHN: … as a specific thing that we need to think about as one of the things that we’re trying 
to provide through cities. I notice that it’s gone seven o’clock and the witching hour is therefore 
well and truly past. So I wondered if I could bring things to a close by doing a couple of things. 
Firstly, Jane-Frances and indeed the team from Grattan Institute who have … 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  So and Ben Weidmann who is in the library, Helen Morrow, Caitrin Davis, 
Daniel Mullerworth and Owen Probert all put enormous amounts of work into this. My name is 
just on the front because somebody needs to be blamed, but those guys put just enormous 
amounts of work into it. 
 
JOHN: So many thanks to them. Many thanks to you Jane-Frances for this report. It’s, I think a 
really important contribution to thinking about cities. And as you said, it’s trying to get people to 
think about the questions in a different way. I hope that as a result, cities have been well and 
truly framed, presumably for the crime of shooting visibility. And also to thank you for a number 
of career limiting moves today including, you know … 
 
But nevertheless, providing us with a really interesting, entertaining, I hope thought provoking, 
and hopefully ultimately changing report and changing thoughts about how we live our lives and 
how cities serve the needs that we all have in different ways, and if there’s a result of this 
ultimately our cities can be better places then you’ll have done this country a great service. So 
thank you very much for this. Thank you very much to everyone for coming this evening, it’s 
great to have you here and we look forward to welcoming you at the next Grattan event. For 
those of you who have enjoyed this evening, the podcast will go up on the Grattan Institute 
website … 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Edited. 
 
(Laughter) 
 
JOHN: … to delete all references from Canberra, will go up … 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  I like Canberra. 
 
JOHN: … very shortly and the transcript, we’re also now providing transcripts for those people 
who have short attention spans and want to kind of get to the juicy bits about Canberra as 
quickly as possible, and that should be up within the next week or so. 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  You know the great thing is that the people who write the transcripts, they 
come back to me saying okay, so there’s all these bits that I didn’t understand, can … 
 
JOHN: (Laughs) So, please go and have a look. We welcome you to the next Grattan Institute 
event and meantime, thank you very much for coming, thank you to the providers of our venue 
this evening, Macquarie Bank, and good night into, I suspect, a very cold Melbourne evening. 
Thank you. 
 
Audience: Thank you. 
 
(Applause) 
 
JANE-FRANCES:  Thank you. 
 
End of recording 

 


