





distinctly different planning ouicome in relation to consolidation and the amount of
change that can be expectad in a given areas.

Yet the proposed residential zones as announced have departed from the simple
logic that defines the ‘go-skow-no” framework. While the difference between the
Substantial Change Zone and the other bwo proposed zones i seemingly obvious,
i differences babwean the ‘Limited Change” and ‘Incremantal Change' zones are
nol as clear.

Quite rightly, the new zones do not include a ‘No-Change” zone, as all residantlal
areas can, and should according to policy objectives, accommodate a degree of
changa - avan If this change is restricled 1o the developmant of vacant lots, andior
e subdivision and development of above averaged sized allotments. To achieve the
limited developmant outcome, i 5 proposed 1o include restrictions on subdivision
sizes and Ihe maximum number of dwellings allowed on a lot. These are clear and
firrn confrols which could successiully limil the amount of change in a given araa.

Yt the Incramantal Change Zone also implies a resiriction on tha intensity and
amount of change that can occur in the residential areas it applies lo, yel as
propased it does not contain any similar firm controls. So how would the Incremental
Change Zone achieve its stated purpose of only providing “...a moderate increase in
new dwellings™7 The term ‘a moderate increase’ implies a form of restriction. Yet
there is no clarity around how this restriction would occur, as no specific tool has
been proposed to achieve this cutcome. Would the number of lols which can
accommodate medium density dwelling be restricted? Or would the density, and
hence yield of medium density housing applications be restricted?

To achieve the stated objective of this zone it would appear that a mandatory conirol
on the density of housing development would be required. Without a mandatory
statement, there will continue to be debate, unceriainty and an inability to ensure that
desired policy outcomes for dispersed residential areas are achieved.

If sweh mandatory controls are part of the Incremental Change Zone, then how does
it meaningfully differ from the Limited Change Zone? The answer would appear o be
in the amount of change allowed under each zone. If the controls on subdivision and
development density are effectively the same under each zone, as are the
permissible uses, is there any point to having two different zones?

The prime failing of the axisting Residential 1 Zone is that it is a ‘one-size-fits-all’ to
managing the degree of change in rezidential areas with differing policy objectives
and character outcomes. The proposed new regime would seem ko replace this with
a 'two-sizes-fits-all’ approach, which would confinue not to provide the flecibility
required to effectively implement policy and protect local characier. A better response
would recognise the need for stronger built form conirols in dispersed regidential
areas, mixed with the flexibility required to recognise that some areas can and should
accommodate a degree of change.,

There is simply not a sufficient degree of difference between each of the thres
proposed residential zones to justify separate controls, [1is suggested more thought
should be given to the conlent of the new zones so that they provide real and
obviously different implemantation icols that planning authorities can ufilise.

14



4 5 Focus on buill form and density rather than residential zones

As identified above, the focus of this review should increasingly be directed foward
how built form controls can be made stronger, and yet retain the flexibility required fo
recognise differing policy objectives and local character types for mulfiple residential
areas. On this hasis, this review should be expanded fo mclude considarafion of how
built form outcomeas operate within the pfanning schama for all zones.

Thers are clesr inkages betwean this rewview and tha Township, Low Density and
Mixed Use zones, but the basic principles |sironger, less ambiguous controls and
flexibility to accommodate a multiplicity of palcy and built farm cutcomeas) are aqually
applicable to the suite of Business Zones under the VPPs, as well as any other
rones which allow dwellings as a Section 1 or 2 use. There a number of reasons for
fhis:

= In terms of aquity and consistency of application, any built form conirals that apply
io dwellings in residenilally zoned arneas, should egually apply [0 any other area
where dwallings are allowed,

* The Business and Mixed Usa zones are aften applied to areas of substantial
change, as the range of uses parmitted undar these zones are more fikely o
achieve activity cantre objoctives, Given the dagres of change, it is thus more vital
in thasa areas lo provide clear direction fo the desired amount and form of
devalopment

4.6 Is three storey development incremental change'?

The proposed Incremental Change Zone proposes fo allow development up-to 3
sinrays_As mantioned praviously, it is assumed that this zone would be applied to
the bulk of the exisbing residential areas through-out Melbourne; these areas that are
sithar outside of a defined activity centre andior those with insufficient character
value lo warran| the application of the Minimal Change Zone.

i [ edium density housing in dispersed residential areas is raraly {if ever)
fhrea storeys in height. In fact, two major activity centres are fikely to be

the only areas of tha munscipality where three storey development will be supparted,
given thal thess centres atiract less devalopmant pressure dus to their lacation on

the metropolitan fringe.

Therefore, if tha new residential zonas were introduced in[[] I 2= propasad, it
wolld be difficull, inaccurate and possibly miskeading to apply the Incremental
Changa Zone to the out-of-centre residentlal aress, as any permisaible three storey
developmaents would constitute a highimajor degree of change Three storey
developmeant would also not be in keeping with the character

It is suggested that a= proposed the new residential zones will perpetuale one of the
main short-comings of the axisting residantial zone provisions. Namely, they will
imposze a planning regime which doas not have sufficient variability built into its
structure o accommodale the range of residential character types sround
meiropolitan Mebourne.

A new regime of residential planning conirols should seek 1o maintain consistency of

application of the main slements of residential developmaent, yel be dasigned in such
a way as o maximises fexibility 1o achieve local policy objectivas,

15



4.7 Following the VPF moael

The VWPPs have generally followed the principle that for a given area, where the
permitied uses do nol vary, subdivigion and'or built form differences are deall with via
variation to the schedule to the zone.

An example of this is the application of zones to Grean Wadge areas. Whare land-
use differences are desired, a planning authority can choose bebwean a varialy of
zones to achieva the difference: Rural Conservation Green Wadge, Graan Wedge A,
Public Use, alc. Bul for areas within the same zone where differences anse batween
desired built form, developmeant imtensily or subdivision sizes, these differences are
addressed through multiple schedules to the same zone. Thus injIIIesoite
most of its Grean Wedge area baing zoned Rural Conservation, the subdivisional
and buill form pattern for each area differs slight through the application of one of five
schedules, each of which spacifies a differant subdivision and built Torm outcome.

Az an alternative approach, there are five Businass zonas under the VPPs, sach of
which specifies a slightly different mix of parmitted uses. Thus the basic principle 1o
be drawn from this is that a new zone is justified if the range of desired uses is
significantly different from any olher existing zones.

This is contrasted to the suite of three available Residential zones, whera the range
of uses are held constani, the schedule fo the zones vary little, and the differences
are in the amount of notice and review, or a restriction fo height. The proposed
controls alsc seem to deparl from this WPP principle, in that there ig liltle variation to
the zones, and the real and substantive buill form difference are deali with by
crealing a new zone,

An approach that is more consistent with the VPPs principles and structure would be
to have one zone {0 apply to dispersed [out-of-centre) residential areas, which
applies consistent land-uses policies to these areas, but then recognises differences
in built form and consclidation policy objectives through multiple schedules.

4.8 Activity centres, mixed use development and the Substantial
Change Zone

The Substantial Change Zone would appear o have limited application in urban
environments, The most likely application of this zone would be activity centres,
where a substantial amount of change, consisting of residential development, is
encouraged Melbourne 2030 and a range of other policies.

Yel it is a8 commonly accepied policy and practice thal mixed use development is o
be encouraged in activity cenires: developments should thus include a rasidential,
office and refail components. As proposed the permitted uses within the Substantial
Change Zone are unlikely to encourage a mixed use culcome, focusing instead on
providing an area where residential uses are in the ascendency. Thus the real-world
application of the Subsiantial Change Zone is limited due to the inabifity to deliver
Melbourne 2030 and other policies objectives in activity centres.

Conceivably, a planning authority may wish o apply the Substantial Change Zone fo
the fringe of an activity centre, providing a transition between the mixed use activities
in the core of a centre, and the sumounding residential hinterland. If it is intended to
apply the Substantial Zone to thess areas, then the only difference between land
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within this zone, and land under the Incremental and Limited Change zones is the
intensity of development permitted.

It is suggested that following the VWPP principles, the proposed new residential zones
should provide & real differences in the range of uses pemmitted under each zone, as
well a3 providing a difference betwaen what types of uses reguiring a permil in each
zone, a3 well as which uses are exampt from nofice and review. The new zongs
should also avoid containing sei and non-variable built form provisions (such as a
mandatory height control), which should instead be dealt with via the application of
multiphe schedules to each of the zones

4.9 Removal of the nofice and review provisions

Al the present juncture, and without furiher details, Council is generally not
supportive of the removal of notice and review provisions in any of the proposed
zones. People should continue 1o be able to provide meaningful comment on
applications which have the potental 1o detrimentally impact upon them.

It is suggested that the removal of notice and review rights is a significant policy and
legal departure from existing praciices, and the principles and objectives embedded
in the Pignning & Environment Acf 1987, It is thus felt that a debate on the merits of
remaoving notice and review rights should form part of a broader review of the content
and structure of the Planming & Environment Act 1987, and the definiticn and
operation of ‘material detriment’.

There may however, be an opportunity to devalop a mora sophisticated approach to
limiting notice and review provisions rather than that proposed in the draft zones. If a
move to mora prescription and cerlainty is demonsirated in the new residential
zonas, then Council 2nd the community may be more suppartive of the remaoval of
soma notica and review rights.

For instanca, if in the Incremantal and Limited Change zones thers were fewer
discrationary non-rasidential uses, and a ‘maximum permissible density’, then it may
be reasonable o exempt development that conforms with standards contained within
ResCode and the schedule fo the new zone. As stated above, more detail needs to
be provided before Council can make a definitive statement on this matter,

4. 10 Promoiion of fasi-frack’ approvals

No details have beoan provided as to what would constitute a "fast-track approval
process’. It is suggasied that real gains in processing fime could be provided via a
number of related changes:

a) Council's ara adequately resourced to amploy more exparanced planning
professionals, his is relevant to the current review of Planning fees;

bl Thare is currently a lack of exparienced planning profassionals, and the State
Govermment should intaervena to increase tha numbser of planners, and

o)  Developing streamlined internal Council procadures and process improvemenis
such as increasas of dalagation to officars, thus avoiding Council meesting
timelines.





