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In relation to providing greater discretion around allowable land use it is considered that
the ability to provide for this should be something which can be built into the zones
schedule rather than a generic approach by repositioning certain activities within the
Table of Uses. The basis for advancing this is that Councils should be provided with
the ability to tailor the distribution of medical / child care centres etc to accord with
demographic needs and in certain areas incentives/disincentives may be required to
guide the distribution of such facilities when also considering the role of non residential
zoned land. As such it may be useful 1o be able to spatially vary how such setivities are
encouraged within the Substantial Change Zones.

Some caution is expressed in relution to removing the subdivision requirement to meet
Clause 56 on the basis of a development permit having issued. Concern exists that
without an agreement in place, to compel a property owner to pursue the development
permit, this could provide a window for avoiding compliance with Clause 56 and in
some mytances mappropriate subdivisions could be advanced.

It is understood that requiring a permit for a single dwelling on a ot is to prevent
“underdevelopment’ i an area where significant change is anticipated. Much of the
area covered hy the member Councils of the Il generally require permits due to
lots being under 300/500m™ and this requirement in itself has not really assisted in
addressing strategic planning objectives as a means of preventing ‘underdevelopment”,
In such mstances in imner Melbourne areas, where in the future substantial change is
sought, mcentives for *site consolidation” would be more beneficial in achieving the
stated strategic objective (limiting underdevelopment).

The BBB appreciate that this may however be different to middle and outer
Melhoumne areas where substantial change may be encouraged in arcas where
consolidation of Iots is not necessarily due to existing lots sizes being sufficient to
achieve desired rates of change.

The[ M belicve that & number of the ‘Development Provisions® in relation to
minimum maximum building heights or minimum number of dwellings on a lot would
need to be informed by tailored strategic approaches. Provided ( following the necessary
strategic work) the application of such “provisions’ can be spatially varied across
municipalities the principal is supported. However, a blanket stipulation of a minimum
12 metres (maximum height) throughowt Victoria is considered antiguated and poor
planning in both responding to desired future character considerations and the strategic
acoommodation challenges which vary substantially across Local Government areas.

The- also believe that varnations to Rescode car parking standards should be
able to be expressed should they be substantiated through strategic work. Clesrly much
could be done in relation to integreting sustainable transport and land use planning in
more densely populated inner city areas, if discretion were made available to tailor
localised standards in relation to car parking which addressed the prevailing
circumstances. This may also remove the need to generate lengthy local policy work
which seeks to stipulaste desired parking responses for residential / mixed use
development. Opportunities to consider how such variations could work in relation to
“cash in lieu” payments to support sustainable transport objectives should not be bevond
the scope of considering how zone schedules may be structured given the importance of
this issue.





