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1 Executive Summary — Key Messages

_walr.nrnus the recent initiative from the State Government fo
invesligate an alternative approach to land use zoning in residential areas across

meatrapolitan Melbourne. Council Is pleased 1o provide input inle this process which it
is hoped will lzad ta improved planning outcomes within m*

Council currently deals with the following short comings with the existing suite of
residential planning controls:

# Lack of ability to recognise the neighbourhood characler of the residential areas
it I

# A ‘one-size-fits-all' approach to zones which apply built form cutcomes ta all of
Victoria. Thus the 3-storey haight limit imposed under the Residential 3 Zone is
not usafu! in [ T vhere 3-storey develapment is very rare.

* Hequirement for multiple controls (zones, overays and policy) in order to
implemeant straiegic policy {housing, character and actvity cenirg] outcomes
Unnecessary duplication and repelition,

» Out-of-centre development allowable under the R1Z (take away food, place of
assombly, convenience restaurant; convenience shops, etc).

= The YPPs are currently unable to adequately implement Melboume 2030,
particularly activity centre policy.

* The current VPPs and experience with VCAT is that a sustainability agenda
cannot ba implemeanted.

= An inability to specify mandaiory and discretionary controls,
= Lack of certainty for residents and developers.

Council supports the instigation of a new planning regima which more clearly and
accuralely defines the developmeni expectations within different residential areas
Any shift to a regime of controls which provides a distinction between areas where
consolidation is encouraged, and those areas where nelghbourhood characier is o
be parsavered, will resull in greater cartainty and plece-of-mind for residents,
developers and counciks, This will provide planning autharitias with another statulory
tool to ensure the successful implementation of Malbourne 2030 policies and create
a morna sustainable urban form.

Vihile supportive of the general thrust of the review, Council does have some
concems with the proposed new residential provisions, namealy:

= There appears to be litlle statutory force 1o address out-of-centre development,
which should involve redirecting high trip generating land-use fo located within
activity centres.

= No social impact or 'triple-bottom-line’ sustainability assessmeni has been
undertaken o demonstrate the benefits of the proposed zones, despite Melbourne
2030 commitments {o do so.

* No statutory mechansm has bean proposed to ensura thal identilied housing
nasds are addressed, particularly housing affordabiliby.



Bayond thair name, their appears to be very litle practical difference between the
proposad rones. For instance, medium density development appears to be
possible undear all the zones.

The similarity of the zones can be partly attributad to the lack of differance
between permitted uses, and a failure to focus on the real built form differances.

If built form oulcomes were the focus, then a second stage of the review should be
to consider changes to any zona where dwelling is a parmitted use.

It is falt that the three storey haight limit allowad under the Incremental Change
Zone doas not constilute incremental change in many outer suburban areas.

The new zones depart from VPP principle that where permitted uses do not vary,
subdivision and’or built form differences are deall with via variabon to the
schedule o the zone.

The remaval of notice and review provisions s not supporied, as it is fall that this
will lead to poor planning outcomes. A maore sophisticated approach may be
needed 1o determine where notification and review is not necessary.

The applicability of the Substantial Change Zone fo activity centres is
questionable, given that it is the State Government's stated policy to encourage
mixed use development within activity centres

Fasl-tracking i5 planning applications is felt to be beyond the scope of this review
and need to be addressed via an alternative process, not as a VPP change.

Vartical zoning, subdivision prior to development and the appropriaieness of a
mandatory four storey height imit for 8l aclivity centres all need further
consideration as part of this review,

I cconcil believes that many of the above short-comings can be avoided by
the following the basic principle that that residential planning regime under the VPPs
should be stronger, wilh less ambigueous conirols, result in a reduction of red-tape,
raking it simpler to comprahand and yet allow a dagree of lexibility its structure 1o
accommodate a mulliplicity of policy and built form oulcomeas.

To this end, Councll recommends that a slightly different approach be taken to
developing a new residential planning regime, the key features of which would be:

Mare wariation in the content of ihe three proposed new zones, More
consdaration should be given 1o revising the contant of each of the proposed
Zones so that they provide real and obviously different implementation tools that
planning authorities can utilise.

An expanded schedule 1o the new residential zonas, the purpose of which is to
provide a single comprehensive built form statement. This would include preferred
characier statements, objectives, built form provisions, vegetation controls, height
limits and a density provision.

The inclusion of a "preferred density statement” within the schedules would provide
clear and aasy to implament conirals on the number of dwellings to ba located on
a lot and/or the minimum subdivision size for residential lols.

Multiple built form schedules not only to residential zones, but also any other
zones under which a dwelling is a permitted use (i.e. Township, Mixed Use and
Businass Zoneas).

Reducing the reliance on multiple planning provisions (zones, several overlays
and palicies), in favour of a single contral.



» Reducing the scope for high-irip ganerating activities to locate within disparsed
residential arcas.

» Direct transiation of the new residential zona into planning schemes by the
Minister for Planning, subject to consullation with councils. For thosa areas with
some form of neighbourhood character control, DPCD should work with local
councils to create & new schedule to replace the exiafing provisiona.

Council's submiasion will expand upan the above elemenis in the following sections

2 Recognised Problems with Residential Controls

2.1 Overwview of existing residential zone issues

There are a series of clear and obwvious short comings with the exisling VPP regime
wihen il comes to implementing strategic planning policies for residenbal areas.

Council highlighted these issues in s submission 1o the Stale Governmant in
Ociober 2007, as part of the Malbourne 2030 Audil, where Council pointed to the
following failings in the implementation of Melbourne 2030 policies:

5.1  Dispersed higher densify housing

Daspile an emphass on directing higher densily housing loward aclivity
cenires (Policy 1,3), mo efforl has been made fo incorporale a suile of conlrols
into the Vicharia Planning Provisions which wouwld allow counclls and the Stale
Govemment the abiily fo belter direct housing growth

The axpenence over the past five years, indeed since policees for greater
consolidation were introduced (Good Design Guide for Medium Densily
Housing, VicCode 2), medivm densily housing has fended fo ococur dispersed
hroughout the residential areas of the Shire, and nof within acfivity centres.
The anecdolal exparience would seem fo demonstrate thaf the Yow hanging
fruit’ has been the most atfractive fo developers — comer allolments and
above average siped jofs. As fhese sites occur ramdomiy Bhroughout (he
urban greas, the bulk of now housing developmant within the Shire confinues
{o ocour in arees wiich do nol offer pood acoess fo services and fransport.

Again ahecdotal evidence would seem lo suggest that the fypical lype of
housing developed on these allotments is /move of he same, [ 8. three lo four
hedroom houses, typically iwo storey, sufed fo nuclear familes. Thus new
development has done iiflle fo increase the diversily of the local houaing
stock,

Higher densty housing of the type referred fo above, nol within wailking
distance of a8 range of commundy and commercial services, parficulerdy public
transport, doas nothing fo contribute to 8 reduction in energy usage and
greenhouse gas emissions (Policy 7.3), contribule fo impravemenis in air
quality (Policy 7 8] mar pramale the concept of susteinabilily (Palicy 7.8),
which is a prnciple which is meant fo undering Melbowrne 2030

Prior to the intraduction of ResCade in 2001, [TINNGNG s -
the process of prepanng @ Housing Siralegy and Nelghbourhood Characher



Study. If aceordingly moved guickly fa infroduce neighbourhond character
provisions info the planming scheme: Amendment 12 was exhibited in
Novamber 2002 and gazetted in modified form in May 2004, Despite the
witkaspread application of the Significant Landscape Cvarfay and precinct
gideiines, this appears i have had litle impact on the location meditim
dansity within the Shire. The impact of this increased intensity of developmeant
an the character of = noticeabie and detrimental

It showld alsa ba noled that daspite much of the abowe stralegic work, this
appears fo have e impact an decisans from the Victoran and Civil
Administralive Tribunal {VCAT). This has been ssen mos! recenlly in
decisions regarding medium density housing apolicalions on the fringas of
Within two manths, two coniradictory decigions (Ishak Vs
SC (2006) VCAT 522 and Anamant Pty Lid Vs C (2006)
VCAT 1315) were handed down, ane encoursging infenaive housing on the
urban fringe, and ancther refusing it Greater direction and consistency from
VCAT would grestly assizt in the implementation of Melboume 2030 policies.

3.2  Conservation of neighbourhood character

A consequence of the dispersal of higher density residential development
throughout the urban areas of the Shire iz the defnmenfal impact upon the
sensitive character of these aress.

Genzrally, the hily ferrain of - has hisforicaly resulted in the creation
of many larger than (metropalfzn) average sired allotments. Smaller
dweilings in associalion with these larger lotz have resuited in the retention of
much indigenous vegelation andfor alfowed an oppartunity far the planting of
extensive gardens, with the provision of canopy lrees. Tha end reswll is thal
the predominant character of many of the urban areas of the Shire s a buil
forrm which is nestied amongs!, and secondany to, the vegetalion. The effect
of this characleristic in combination with the slopa, Is that the medium o long
distance wiews of urban areas present as heavily freed landscapes. In
summary, fo fve in the urban areas of i5 o tive amangs! the bush,

The residents of I 2 o repealedly volced their preference for thesa
characlenstics o be refained: during the inlroduction of the Municipal
Strafegic Stetement (developed from 18897 lo 2000), the undertaking of the
Neighbourhood Character Study (2000) and during the M55 Review [2004).
Developments which adversely impact upon and detract from these
characleriztics ara the ones which cause the most consternation and angst

within the | community

Az menbioned above, the larger than average lols dispersed randomily
throughow! the urban areas of the Shire have tended to be the focus of
maditm densily development. Incraases in the building foolprint and amount
of hard sfanding swfaces associated with higher densily developmeant alrmost
inevitably leads to a loss of vegelalion andior the buill form bacoming the
predorinant wisual glement on the sie. in combinalion with the slope of the
area, sites dominated by built form bacome obvious within the landscape,
delrimentally impacting upon the preferred neighbourhood character of the
area

The cumulative impact of this lype of development is adversely affecting the
neighbourhood character and sense of place within I contrary to the
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