Submissions Received – Draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan 2011
Publication of submissions online

 

The following submissions have been received by the City of Melbourne during public consultation on the Draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan. They are being published so that anyone who is interested in the structure plan will have the opportunity to view the full range of comments received during the consultation. 
 

Each submission contains the personal views of the submitter and does not represent the views of Council. Personal details (except the submitter's name) have been removed from each submission. Any content of a personal nature has also been removed. 
 

A number of submitters have requested to have their submissions not placed online and they have been removed from this publication. If any additional submitters would like their content removed from this online document please contact Strategic Planning at the City of Melbourne on 96589658 or via email on structureplans@melbourne.vic.gov.au
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A Phefley

 
I think the plans to revitalise the creek are good but there is a need to add sporting facilities such as tennis courts, soccer pitch and indoor sports space for netball/basketball etc.
The local facilities adjoining the area are already at capacity and the redevelopment of factory etc areas provides the ideal opportunity to add new facilities. these must not be in place of the passive spaces but rather in addition to them.
A Sulivan


I have read with interest the material on Council's website regarding this plan. 

It seems to me that to call the land adjacent to Shiel Street an "industrial area" is misleading as it fails to take into account the general residential nature of the area as a whole, focussing as it does on Arden Street . 

The proposed plan ignores the longstanding residential areas in the immediate vicinity as is evidence by the many old and worthwhile houses in the area and seeks to impose what I find to be aesthetically unattractive, moderrn high density units entirely out of character with the area and the community as a whole. I have lived in and around the general precinct since 1963 and believe I am qualified to speak in this regard. 

It appears no more than yet another endeavour ( as is far too common with innner urban planning) to fill up scarce existing space which is in keeping with the general quiet nature of the area with a large amount of units which will severely impact on existing residents quality of life. 

What facilities are also planned to cope with the influx of tenants to the area? This does not seem to be addressed. What steps will be taken to protect and expand upon existing amenties to cope with the infux of new residents?

Council of course, has a duty to protect and maintain the amenities of existing residents and not simply go for growth for growths' sake as is too often the fashion.

Overall, a very disappointing plan indeed.
Adam Cocks

I am writing to comment on the Arden – Macaulay Structure Plan.  As a resident who lives in a single storey Level B graded heritage listed house [personal details removed by CoM] I am extremely concerned about the proposal to increase the height limit in my area & question the reasoning of this decision. 

In the Structure Plan, Figure 1.3 Growth Framework Plan – Draft Municipal Strategic Statement clearly shows that my property is situated within a stable area.  The suggestion to increase the height limit in this area from 14m to 20m (Figure 3.2 Proposed building heights) will do nothing more than promote instability to this area – a true contradiction in anyone’s terms.  It will allow the opportunity to introduce completely inappropriate development to the existing stable low level built form of 2-3 storeys.   With so many heritage graded properties in this area which are only single or double storey the City of Melbourne should be emphasising the protection of these streetscapes rather than focusing on introducing as much development as possible.

Further reinforcing the City of Melbourne’s confusion about the way it sees & wants North Melbourne to develop is the suggestion in the Structure Plan to lower the height limit along parts of Dryburgh Street when in the past 2-3 years the City of Melbourne has allowed several developments to be approved &/or built to the full current limit of 14m!  The City of Melbourne is saying one thing, but planning for another when a precedent has already been set.

The plan to promote unprecedented development in some stable areas & promote lower heights in areas with development opportunities suggests real confusion by the City of Melbourne in its strategic planning in North Melbourne.

In proposing the current option for the Arden – Macaulay Structure Plan the City of Melbourne should be promoting growth in the urban renewal areas, but at the same time should be implementing strategies to protect & maintain the existing stable areas.   This can only be achieved by much more sympathetic integration of the structure plan with the existing built form of North Melbourne by gradually, rather than rapidly, stepping the building heights & the built form.

We appreciate the council's vision and proactively planning for expansion in Melbourne; and generally support the proposal to redevelop the Arden Macaulay precinct. However believe the plan does have some shortcomings. 

Alexander Sheko 

 
I was pleased to read the Arden Macauley Structure Plan, which I feel is a great example of forward-thinking and integrated planning. 

It is a shame that there are so many under-utilised sites so close to the city and existing, vibrant neighbourhoods. 

It is my hope that the City's planning and ideas do come to fruition, with the cooperation of the State Government. In the light of plans such as these, I think it is more important than ever to advocate for transport upgrades such as the Melbourne Metro and direct tram service to Footscray, not only for the direct public transport benefits they will bring, but also for their potential to influence and transform areas of urban renewal.
Airlie Koo

Child care- there is currently NOTHING in the Kensington/ Felmington & north Melbourne areas. There are waiting lists years long. I would also be worried about ability to get into the local schools

There are not enough trains to support this type of development. The Traffic and roads are also terrible to navigate during peak hour. I can't even imagine what it would be like if this happened.
Andrew and Sarah Colman

We support the councils vision of reduced car use and increased amenity through improved public transport. Very keen to see the increased amenity of moonee ponds creek and links to major open spaces of royal park and Carlton.

Areas where we believe require further consideration are in regard to the community and social infrastructure and believe this needs to be considered up front in the strategic context of the precinct, not as a later bolt on (we don't want a repeat of Docklands in centre of North Melbourne and Kensington), as follows:

· Official allocation of active open spaces is needed to accommodate a significant increase in population of the area

· Consideration for social planning is needed and appears to be completely absent from the strategy i.e. provision for community infrastructure and education. Social and commmunity planning should consider what is lackling in kensington currently and build on that to determine what is required for future population expansion. Sustainable community development.   

· Grade separation is not likely to be preferable at train crossings at mcaulay and kensington stations as this will attract additional traffic to mcaulay rd. However there needs to be transport planning to improve the east-west and north-south connections on other corridors to access proposed Arden central development.

Alan Ashley and Alba Gatto

We endorse the resolution below passed at the briefing organised by the North & West Melbourne Association on the 16th June 2011.

'We call on the Melbourne City Council and the Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these structure plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities,.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( I.e 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.

-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might develop to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


We request the deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 november, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.'

Please keep us updated on the progress of these plans.

Angela Williams

ARDEN MACAULAY DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN RESPONSE

General response to the Structure Plan Processes
	Time available and level of communication about the plans
	There has been insufficient time available for the community to come to grips with an extensive range of documentation contained in the structure plans for such far reaching consequences for North Melbourne.

	
	I consider that the City of Melbourne has not used the recognised channels to publicise these draft structure plans and the information sessions. I consider that a major piece of work such as this should have been mailed by the council to all parts of North Melbourne parts of Carlton and most of Kensington, including an information booklet which indicated the scale of the plans being considered. The North Melbourne Library was the logical place to have large posters and advertisements about what was being exhibited, to have copies of the plan available to take home, and instructions on how to access the information and how to make submissions. The Library did not have any of this, and also did not have any notices about the meetings to be held on its notice board; the only place to find the documents was upstairs. Not very public. Cr Peter Clarke's comments at Arden Macaulay presentation was that council would like the community to be engaged in this process, well I am not sure this has got off to a very good start. In addition, the lack of councillors attending the sessions, and staying to hear the public comments and questions was of concern.

	
	I was a participant in the consultation sessions in September 2010 for both City North and Arden Macaulay. My details were registered as a participant and I expected to have received a copy of the outcome of the sessions and to be kept informed about subsequent developments. Despite this, I was not advised that the structure plans had reached draft stage, nor that the plans were being discussed at two information sessions, I found out about the plans by chance.

	
	The draft structure plans are only available as large [15-18MB] files on the internet, 75 pages in length, and only readable if printed out in colour. I know of many people whose download limits are not large enough to access these documents let alone print them. The internet is a wonderful resource to those who can access it. The only real way to access the information contained in the reports is by having a hard copy. These were not even available for collection at the library, but could be requested from the council.

	
	I live opposite the boundary of City North study area. I was not letterboxed about the public meeting in time to attend it. There was a black and white brochure under my door the night of the public meeting. Too late to attend the meeting, had I not found out about it through other means. You could not read from the black and white flyer the information which was being presented. This is not good communication.

	Lack of scenarios
	The structure plan documents do not demonstrate the generation and evaluation of alternative scenarios, and then identify preferred options. Only one scenario is presented. I consider that high density residential and commercial properties could be delivered in a number of ways, and alternative scenarios have not been presented to the community. This comes after participating in workshops where there was a clear message that the community did not want a repeat of Docklands proposed in this area and this is exactly what has been proposed. The impact of this is that the community feels disempowered and there is no evidence in the information sessions I have attended about the Structure plans that there is broad support for what is proposed.

	
	The generation of alternatives for the structure planning process obviously can be done with or without direct community input. However, a collaborative approach involving the community (for example workshops or charettes) is more likely to maintain community buy-in and confidence in the final outcome.

	Density targets
	I am concerned about where the density targets have emanated. Arden Macaulay target  is My Google search of residents per hectares in other cities revealed: In a comparison of the three cities, Tokyo is the highest in population density with 131 people per hectare (10,000 m2). New York is a little lower with 112, and London is the lowest with 72, which is about 50 to 60 percent of the level of Tokyo and New York.

	
	Cities such as Barcelona with 200 persons per hectare, and more recently Malmö Bo01 in Sweden, are examples worth reflecting on. Bo01, built in 2001, has a density of 120 persons per hectare, about eight times the typical Australian urban density, accommodated in highly sustainable buildings of two to five storeys. As with Barcelona, this low-rise high-density dispels the myth that high-density requires high-rise.

	Flawed process
	A key challenge for these Structure Plans is achieving public acceptance. I do not consider the draft plans have been able to reach the stage of Public Acceptance and need considerable re-work, and further engagement with the community PRIOR to council embarking on drafting Planning Scheme Amendments.

	
	I understand that the Council will consider the final Structure plan in September. This is the only opportunity that the community will have, in a public place, to see how the councillors receive their comments about the Draft Structure plan, and to observe the debate and the decision making about what aspects will be supported and what aspects will be rejected. It is premature for the officers to be drafting Planning Scheme amendments to match a structure plan which the Council has not publicly debated and adopted. This is particularly due to the fact that no alternative scenarios have been exhibited in the draft plan. I do not support a process where the councillors work with the officers to finalise the plan and present it to the community with planning scheme amendments as a Fait Accompli. The process should be revised to ensure that the council review the submissions made and make amendments to the plan in September. Only after the plan is adopted by council should the resultant draft planning scheme amendments commence. Further, the planning scheme amendments should not be taken through a process until the stations are announced for construction, see below. There is plenty of time for proper decision making to take place. The stations have not been announced for construction and the inundation issues have not been resolved.


Arden Macaulay Structure Plan

	Issue
	Comments

	Testing concept scenarios
	Concept scenarios - clarification is sought whether, as in the City North Structure plan, the City of Melbourne developed and tested a series of scenarios in preparing this plan and refined these following consultation [we were told at the consultation] with stakeholder groups, excluding resident groups. It is considered that if this is the case, the plans must be seen as incomplete, as the consultation with such groups in developing and testing scenarios is the prime manner to obtain buy and acceptance from community groups.

	
	It is of concern that the consultation and scenario testing excluded the local residents groups - NWMA and the Kensington Association. In order to be fully informed about impacts of such proposals, the City of Melbourne should have had a balanced input into the scenarios. While residents were able to part of the initial workshopping, they have not been invited since that time to develop the plan. Now, the consultation period is fast, is brief and limited to a one hour question time, with a two week notice of meeting only published directly to those living in the study area, and not those directly opposite the precinct, all I consider to be a bit unreasonable.

	"Plan does not go ahead if Station is not developed"
	Clarity is sought over this statement which appears in the Draft Plan and also was strongly emphasised at public information sessions. It is clear that the existing infrastructure and road network would not be able to cope with such an increase in population of residents and workers without the provision of the station, therefore it is necessary to be crystal clear that this plan CANNOT be enacted until the station is announced for construction. It is wrong to alter the planning scheme height controls and carry out re-zoning to inflate land prices and inflate developer expectations which potentially create problems which may never be alleviated in relation to community infrastructure, open space, schools, recreation and traffic. Council must agree that planning scheme amendments must not be proceeded with which inflate developer and land owner expectations until certainty is established over the station.

	Inundation
	As with the station issue above, unless there is certainty and commitment on a 'watertight' solution to the land inundation issues, progression beyond the structure plan into a planning scheme amendment is premature.

	The scale of the Urban

Renewal
	I do not support the premise of expanding the capital city in the area between the North Melbourne Station and Racecourse Road. I do support an urban renewal project of a different nature, but not of the scale proposed. For an increased population of the size which is contained in this plan, I do not consider that the fundamentals of quality open space, community services, and human scale have been given enough consideration. I am concerned that the Council has not presented and evaluated a series of options for consideration by the community, although it appears that alternative scenarios may have been debated with other 'stakeholders' and I am of the view that the proposal does not reflect the aspirations of the initial consultation sessions held in 2010 to inform this process.

	Population targets
	The document contains conflicting statements about residential targets. Eg. in the summary it is stated that 22,000 residents would be added in the study area. Then the Arden Central description states 12,000 residents and 10,000 students would be added and the Arden Macaulay area would have a further 15,000 residents, totalling 37,000 additional residents. It is not clear whether the 10,000 students are also assumed to be residents and are in addition to the 12,000 residents. Is the intended target 22,000 or 37,000? Whether 27,000 or 37,000, this number of new residents is three to four times the current population of North Melbourne, and equal to the population of a large regional town like Warrnambool. Material from City of Melbourne data indicates that the residential population of Docklands is likely to be 15,790 by 2031, and the size of Docklands is 146 hectares. Arden Macaulay is also 146 hectares, but with a predicted population of double that of Docklands, and Arden Macaulay does not have the advantage of the waterfront which is the outlook for many of the high rise buildings in Docklands. It is also noted that the City North Plan is predicted to add a further 13,500 residents. Along with the increase in workers, this represents a significant impact on the North Melbourne, Kensington and Carlton Communities.

	Don't repeat Docklands
	A strong message which came from the session held in September 2010 was "don't repeat docklands here", and this is exactly what is proposed in terms of scale. There is nothing in the structure plan which convinces me that the high rise high density environment promoted by Arden Macaulay Structure plan will avoid repeating windswept soulless spaces. Much of the amenity to be provided to developments as indicated in the plan relies on private developers giving over their valuable land to private open space [all of the dark green spaces on the open space maps]. It is doubted that this can be realised with the controls available within the planning scheme.

	Diverse provision of housing required
	Generally, more diverse communities are more sustainable in the long term, as they are able to maintain a range of services and facilities useful to all age groups. How will the City of Melbourne develop policy responses which will ensure that housing opportunities are provided for all household types, not just students and 1.5 person households.

	
	I do not accept that the plan for the future should be in 1-2 bedroom apartments. There must be planning intervention to ensure that there is a balanced community provided for and that the lower levels with access to the ground open space and passive surveillance is available for family units larger than two people. Having a community which is made up of a broad range of household types is what makes a rich community. This must be strived for. I do not support the council continuing with its approval of multistorey buildings full of 1 bedroom and studio apartments with bedrooms with borrowed light all in the name of affordable housing, we can do better than that, that type of housing may be affordable, but you cannot live in it long term.

	Schools and community Hubs
	Schools and community hubs are fundamental things to be provided and should be actively planned as a starting point in any structure plan. These were short-sightedly excluded from Docklands planning and the result is difficult to resolve. Locations for schools and community hubs need to be carefully evaluated and identified at the outset located in either government or council owned land. The importance of the quality of land free from contamination will be a further consideration. If necessary, commitments must be made to purchase/compulsorily acquire appropriately located and sized lots for these uses. Two schools are identified as being required for the area. These schools must be able to be provided with quality ground level outdoor space, so vital to children's growth, health, learning, social development in particular when children are likely to be living in high density apartments without 'backyards'. While this is a must for pre school and primary school students, it is also important for secondary school students. I do not support the premise promoted by David Mayes at the information sessions that the VCASS school in South Melbourne presents a model for future inner city schools. VCASS is a secondary school for elite students of dance and music. While there are large theatre/dance studios this is a two storey [and mezzanine] school which has zero open space. It is known that the students in this school do not like the fact that they do not have access to open space.

	
	It does not make sense to inflate the cost of land by the proposed height expectations, and then go looking for land suitable to locate school and community facilities, this should be done first. The community demand that these be planned early and in consultation.

	Impact of these plans on public health outcomes
	What evidence has been collected to demonstrate that the proposed structure plan would have a positive impact on public health particularly from the perspective of building communities, access to quality open space, etc. ? From the material presented and the densities proposed in high rise buildings, I would characterise the structure plan as the equivalent of 'fast food' when considering public health: perhaps cheap in the short term [while developers obtain high yields], but in the long term expensive as future costs to the community and the government to address social problems when too little consideration is made of community, open space, social interaction, isolation from excessive noise etc.

	Zero carbon and high Amenity
	Promises from Cr Clark at the Arden Macaulay presentation were given of zero carbon and high amenity. If this is to be achieved there has to be mandatory requirements of each development application to mandate features including strict orientation controls to limit west and east facing windows, cross ventilation, open air clothes drying, and avoidance of use of air conditioners. It is unclear how such things could be delivered within the current planning scheme or with any mechanisms outlined to date.

	Flood areas
	Locating buildings and public open space in land subject to inundation is questioned.

	
	Map 1.6 differs from 1.8 in relation to the flood prone area and the land subject to inundation. It is common knowledge that properties in this area are frequently flooded. The plan is not clear as to how the mitigation of such flooding is to occur, but this is surely a fundamental issue to be addressed.

	
	In Kensington Banks, the design solution for flood prevention from the Maribyrnong River was a levee bank. This type of solution may work if there is comprehensive redevelopment of the whole zone, but it is likely that much of the area would need to be developed somewhat piecemeal unless compulsory acquisition occurred. Another solution may be that buildings are built 'on stilts'. Either solution would be an issue in relation to urban design, particularly the 'on stilts' solution which would fail to deliver on active street frontages promoted by the structure plan.

	State Government comprehensive Development Plan
	The need for a CDP was mooted at an information session. Clarification is sought as to whether the area dotted and referred to as the Melbourne Metro initiative is the area which would form the CDP area. This is a significant area which engulfs Council assets and community icons such as the Lost Dogs Home and the inner city hardware store of Bowens. Is it intended, or is it possible that these uses going to be compulsorily acquired? Clarification is sought about how the community can remain involved with important planning decisions in their area when the State Government takes over a parcel of land and carries out a comprehensive development plan. It is vital that community stakeholders are involved in this process in a meaningful way.

	Heritage
	There is a great danger in these structure plans that the heritage character of the heritage overlay areas will be lost and this is not supported. In a recent Tribunal decision, 130-140 Errol St, the VCAT ruled that the DDO of 14m was the Council's sign that development should occur to this level - regardless of the fact that the heritage streetscape of Errol St was 1-2 storeys predominantly. The City of Melbourne cannot afford to lose their heritage, and this will occur if the height controls over heritage buildings are HIGHER than their current form. If the City of Melbourne is serious about heritage, and the community says that it should be, then a much stronger statement and set of planning controls is needed to guide development of these sites and neighbourhoods. Retaining the fine grain which is said to be an objective of the structure plan [to ensure the neighbourhood has a richness about it] will not be possible using the heritage controls if the DDOs imposed over the heritage overlay are vastly different.

	
	The ability for future generations to interpret the Arden Macaulay region as one which had manufacturing and industrial beginnings is a key opportunity which should be seized upon to ensure that the character of the new area retains these buildings.

	
	The plan has insufficient detail as to how the review of heritage grading and precincts will occur and also what the intent is to increase or decrease the level of protection offered to heritage assets. I only support further review of heritage gradings where they are aimed at strengthening the ability for the existing heritage assets to be retained and enhanced.

	Artists impression
	This artist’s impression of building heights is misleading and this is unfortunate as this image is on the 'fact' sheet which is the sheet which council has used to promote the plan at information sessions. Between Arden and Queensberry Sts facing City Link the illustration indicates that there is a wide portion of open space between the railway lines and the new street. This is not shown on the proposed open space map, or the built form map. Further, the heights of the buildings differ vastly from that shown on the built form map, as the buildings to the western edge of this precinct are 60, or 20 storeys - the same height as the existing Canning St residential towers. Such a different picture to the one which has been portrayed.

	Building Heights
	The structure plan states the ground floor of any development shall be a minimum of 4m, and upper floors a minimum of 3.6m. I believe, having regard to the plethora of contemporary residential development which has closer to 3m floor to floor heights, that such a mandatory approach will be counter productive to the provision of affordable housing and should not be proceeded with. If the structure plan plans commercial and residential uses properly, then this should not be required.

	Human scale
	I consider that the heights generally promoted by the plan will not deliver human scale development and that an appropriate human scale should be a 4 storey maximum beyond which significant setbacks should be provided. Further, I consider that 60m high buildings, higher than exist in the centre of the CBD, are not appropriate residential environments, with streets in shade for much of the time between the equinoxes, this is not a pleasant living environment.

	Mandatory heights or Discretionary
	There needs to be certainty over what is to be expected. It is not considered that discretionary controls will delver the community any certainty over the building heights - developers always see the discretionary heights as a starting point to argue up from. Do not support discretionary heights.

	Storeys
	Where this is residential development, I consider 3m is more likely to deliver affordable solutions, and that 3.6m cannot be justified. It is highly likely that this fact alone would impact on calculations as to density or residents per hectare.

	20m Council says this is 5 storeys
	20-4=16 16/3=5 total 6 storeys. When heights are discretionary, this could just be the starting point.

	30m
	30-4=26 26/3=8, likely 9 total 10 storeys.

	40m Council says this is 10 storeys
	40-4=36 36/3=12 total 13 storeys

	60m council says this is 15 storeys
	60-4=55 56/3=19 total 20 storeys

	Zero setbacks - predominantly

no podiums
	I do not support this. I do not consider that zero setbacks and no podiums will deliver human scale, rather is likely to deliver wind tunnels, shaded streets and unpleasant environments.

	Specific examples of where the proposed height is excessive
	It is not appropriate to have 30m high buildings overshadowing Gardiners reserve in Haines St. This is the height of buildings in Swanston St. Don't mess up the little existing open space that North Melbourne already has.

	
	I do not support the proposed height limits along Macaulay Road in Kensington or North Melbourne at 20m and 30m. This will only serve to make this strip gloomy, traffic ridden and windswept. A good example of the impact on the streetscape of similar scaled buildings is on Mount Alexander Road - at the beginning of City Link. Here the street is no devoid of light and life and the shadows extend to the public parkland opposite.

	
	The buildings in Macaulay Road on the cover of this report are considered to be an appropriate scale for development in the block they are contained within - these are 5 storeys, and the proposal for this area is 30m, which is likely to be 10 storeys. This height is not supported.

	
	10.5m in the block Hardiman/Chelmsford/Bent and Eastwood requires further review. This should be 9m, as this area is a heritage overlay, the Res 1 zone applies, and where there are single and double storey houses.

	
	An increase in current height controls along Dryburgh St is ill conceived and not supported, existing controls should remain.

	Building spacing
	Tall buildings such as proposed need to be spaced to allow any amenity for the occupants; it is not clear how this would be delivered in this plan. The council has failed to deal with this in current planning applications and it is evident that the 'first in best dressed' principle is currently prevailing. If this is to be zero carbon and high amenity, there needs to be a lot more thought put how amenity can be equitably delivered and protected.

	High density but not high rise
	I challenge that it is necessary to have extensive high rise buildings as promoted by the plan to deliver high density. High density can be delivered with much lower rise, and a more human scale will be provided. A range of options of heights of buildings and the density delivered needs to be presented in varying models for scrutiny to the community. High density is not to be confused with high-rise as many of our densest cities, such as Barcelona are no higher than eight stories and exhibit all the positive qualities articulated in this report. An optimal density will emerge as one of the key drivers of both financial and environmental sustainability in the near future. Economy of infrastructure and land use will combine with uniform building heights to help moderate the increasing unpredictability of climate change.

	
	7.3.5 in Background report refers to the slum clearance of 19th century cottages and row housing for high rise towers, stating: social problems raising from this style of public housing lead to the end of the program. Ironically, the number of people housed in the tower redevelopments did not significantly increase density. What studies have been done to compare the 'yield' of housing density in high rise towers [which must be spaced] and, say uniform 4-6-8 storey development? David Mayes commented on this in the public meeting that the household sizes were higher in the cottages than the household sizes which were replacing them, but I dispute the logic in this. It is the numbers of people who are housed per hectare which should be compared, and I have located examples through internet searching which indicate high densities with far lower buildings than are proposed.

	
	Residential densities of 170 per hectare - are planning applications going to be assessed based on what density they deliver? This is a very blunt tool, is this going to be given priority over other important issues, such as heritage, architectural design, internal amenity, impact on neighbouring properties It appears as if the plan promotes the demolition of the 20 storey [59m high] Canning Street high rise Office of Housing block, and re-zoning this land to business use, with a height limit of 30m, or around 10 storeys. The plan then has the objective of achieving 20% of affordable housing units. It is unclear whether this is to replace this lost stock. It seems interesting that the plan is to demolish a 20 storey housing block and then build other 18-20 storey housing blocks in the study area. Surely this is not a sustainable approach to development and more creative solutions can be found.

	Open Space
	It is considered that it is misleading to indicate that vast pockets of green open space are possible [albeit in private developments] over land which has been re-developed in the past 10-15 years. Eg, Archive Centre and new residential development in Macaulay Rd [ironically used on the front cover of the Arden Macaulay Rd Structure plan, and marked on this plan as private open space]. Is the City of Melbourne telling the community that the State Government wishes to relocate the archives building and sell to a developer of commercial and residential properties?

	Map 5.1 Open space proposals is misleading
	The high quantity of private open spaces are unlikely to be realised by private development, and in many cases with the heights of building proposed would always be in shadow from the tall buildings.

	
	Open space shown as a linear strip of council owned land which is located along what is being promoted as a new major through road and bus route. The use of this street [which is flagged to be upgraded to a busier street] for open space needs to be further considered.

	Open space along Moonee

Ponds creek
	The quality of open space adjacent to the rail lines and under city link is poor - this area is noisy from the traffic along city link, from the trains and from the bells ringing at the level crossings. The open space will be in shade for much of the day and has no direct physical connection with the bike path or the creek, except at the existing roads of Arden and racecourse. The visual connection with the creek is also compromised by the need to isolate and make safe this space from the railway tracks. This is a poor open space and its value is really questionable.

	Street trees
	Green St has some magnificent existing mature trees. These are planted in the footpath, and have wide crowns. Development in this street is currently single storey, and the tree crowns significantly extend over the property boundary. I do not support the reports suggestion that development should be built to the boundary and 30m high is not supported.

	Council depots
	City of Melbourne facilities for asphalt and service depots - where will these go, and how does the City of Melbourne continue to service its roads and footpaths? To relocate these facilities will inevitably lead to increase in service provision and cost to provide such services.

	Service Industry
	I am concerned that the structure plan inflates land prices significantly and virtually sends the kiss of death to small service industries. Forced to more distant locations, the ability to service the inner city area is diminished and amenity and convenience for the inner city residents and commercial premises is diminished.

	Amenity
	The plan states "Melbournians in the inner and central part of the city have a great quality of life." The plan is silent on how this will be protected for existing residents, and the consultation session advised that it was proposed that the height controls are not designed to protect existing residents unless their properties are covered by heritage overlays. I consider this to be unreasonable, particularly when the planning controls in many cases over the past 10 years have resulted in some of these 3-4 storey buildings being constructed. I reject this and call for the plan to provide protection to the access to sun and outlook and reasonable levels of privacy to existing residential development.

	
	No statements found as to amenity of the new residential dwellings - is this development at all costs?

	
	Affordable housing, what is this? Currently developers appear to be arguing that providing bedrooms with borrowed light and ventilation is provision of affordable housing - is this good enough for future residents? I do not consider that it is a good solution for public health and mechanisms should be explored by the City of Melbourne to ensure that this cannot proliferate in developments as it has been allowed to do already. Just because a single unit may comply with BCA minimum requirements this does not mean that a full block of apartments should be built like this.

	Roads
	There is a need for additional road networks to be established to the north of Macaulay Rd in North Melbourne. I do not support the provision of a road directly abutting the city link/rail alignment as this provides a poor abutment for residential or commercial properties. Noise will always be an issue for such properties. Consideration should be given to devising solutions for buildings to become the sound wall for the city link/railway for the properties to the east, and having a through road which is then addressed on both sides. However, careful consideration must be given to the possibility that such a 'soundwall' may throw the sounds from City Link back over into the Kensington area.

	Traffic
	Based on the existing road network which feeds into and out of this planned area, there are not further roads planned. We were told at the information sessions that a lot of people from outside of the area will come into this area. It is well known how congested the single lane each way Macaulay Rd and Arden St/Lloyd St are during the morning and evening peak times and this would be vastly magnified if development to the degree planned were to be added in to the area. The city link and railway lines and the creek provide a significant barrier to altering this. Add to this the proposal that a strip of Macaulay Road becomes a retail centre, traffic issues would be very difficult.

	Parking
	I agree with parking limitation proposals for the residential units. Is a limitation to be applied to the commercial and retail properties as well? If not, then this is of concern, and this calls into question whether such a high density area could be well serviced by the train station and just one new bus route running through it.


Anna Dare
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

My concerns are:

1.  That I live in [personal details removed by CoM] At the moment, the commercial businesses on that corner are single storey buildings.  Looking at the proposed plan, it appears that 20 storey buildings would be allowed on that corner.  Am I correct on that assumption?  Surely not.  As home owners we have had to abide to strict heritage guidelines, and then to see 20 storey buildings being erected would be totally unacceptable. 

2.  Is the Council able to suggest/enforce that some new buildings incorporate external living walls? (plants grown up the face of a building).  This new concept in construction is becoming popular and if we could have some of the new buildings incorporate this style if would assist with a warming climate and increasing pollution in our suburb.  

3.  How is the Council going to deal with the increase in traffic?  We already have heavy congestion through Macaulay & Racecourse Roads so what is the proposal to deal with the added residents, and for that matter a plan to discourage traffic coming through from other suburbs.  I do not favour grade separations at the Macaulay Road boom gates.  I think they go in some small way to discourage drivers coming through.

4.  The added residents into Kensington will cause a major traffic nightmare through the smaller streets.  Even if only 50% of the residents are car owners, our streets would not be able to handle the load.

At present, if I travel from the corner of Arden Street up Macaulay Road, it can take up to 25 minutes to reach the Kensington boom gates.  The large volume of cars trying to enter from many of the side streets is already taking it toll.  How will it ever work with the increase residents.

5.  The social infrastructure it a most obvious area for development, but who will have the final say as to what facilities will be developed?  The council or state government?  Wouldn't we need firm commitment before we start to bring people in?

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my concerns.

Anne Anderson

As the joint owner and resident of [personal details removed by CoM], I am extremely concerned about the plans of Melbourne Council displayed at last week's meeting at Holy Rosary school in Kensington.  The serious traffic and parking issues which create havoc on a regular basis within our area, can only increase with the addition of the proposed  twenty-five thousand residents.  Although the plan is for this to be a gradual increase in population, I heard no viable solution to what is already an unacceptable situation, and one that long-time residents have complained about for many years now.

I also find the prospect of "building the area up to the level of the freeway" a preposterous idea.   I think that we could learn from the mistakes of cities such as Shanghai and Bangkok, amongst others, and realise that this can create nothing but a disastrous landscape and not one that any part of our beautiful city of Melbourne should embrace.   It is hard to imagine anything other than future slums if the size of current developments of apartments in the Kensington area are anything to go by.  The tiny, shoe-box dwellings recently erected by Becton in Derby Street give me reason to fear the power of the developers' dollar and the apparent indifference to the feelings and wishes of the Kensington residents.  I feel that acceptance of the proposed height of future structures within our residential precinct would surely return us to the position of embarrassment and major social problems that were experienced with the advent of the commission housing blocks built during the 60's and early 70's throughout Melbourne.   I don't think anyone would disagree that similar developments should be avoided at all costs.    

Another major concern for me is the lack of open space.   The idea that the small amount of grassland that runs alongside the Moonee Ponds Creek, ever being considered parkland or anything like it, is not within the boundaries of reality.  I wonder where the families who council wants to encourage to move into Kensington, will find any decent area to share the delights of nature within easy walking distance of their homes.  Isn't this a right that all residents of a modern, progressive city would expect?

I implore you to reconsider your current plans.   If our only option in allowing this enormous amount of new residents into our suburb,  is to accept compacting way too many people into small spaces and forcing buildings to reach higher upwards than an acceptable two or three stories, is it not possible that we reject such over-population and encourage a more diverse expansion of our city into the outer suburbs, accessible by improved public transport.  

Please respect the over-whelming wishes of your current rate-payers and help keep safe the amenity of Kensington.

Ann Roberts
 
Even without the projected significant growth in population, there is an urgent need for at least one more primary and one more secondary school in this area. It is extremely disappointing that this plan fails to set aside land for these essential services, which was a major failing of the Docklands development. With a growth in population, there will also be a requirement for more childcare and other care services and land should be earmarked for these.

The heavy reliance of the corridor along Moonee Ponds Creek as open space is inappropriate and a greater variety of open space (eg sport, playground and garden) is required.

The plan also seems predicated on the assumption that the land to the west of Dryburgh St is currently completely industrial and business. This ignores the fact that there are several residential developments along Stawell St, Dryburgh St and Munster Tce that have been built within the past decade. How the plan will integrate with these existing developments and take into account the needs of residents in medium-density housing is not clear. There are also a number of historic houses that significantly enhance the character of this precinct. Extending the height limit to 20m for buildings within 1-2 blocks of Dryburgh St is, therefore, inappropriate.

With a unique opportunity to provide a high-quality living environment for future generations, it is essential that the needs of current and future residents of all ages and backgrounds are carefully considered.
Annie and Mart Hunter Block


While compact cities have been shown to produce demonstrable environmental, economic and social benefits, we have a number of serious concerns about the proposed urban renewal development presented in the Draft Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan:

· Given the potential social and environmental impacts of the Structure Plan, the community should be involved in its development from conception to implementation, through the engagement of a residents consultative group. As it stands, the proposal appears to be driven by the interests of developers, despite the ‘greenwash’.

· No rationale is given for the proposed increase in the resident population from 2,894 to 25,000 people and from 3,278 to 30,000 workers, and these figures are not contextualised within broader population policies. What is clear however, is that the numbers proposed will overwhelm our tight-nit Kensington community and erode its social capital. The high-density model is presented as a fait accompli; a more modest population increase through the introduction of a mix of high and medium density development is apparently not an option. 

We would argue that a development along the lines of BedZED (Beddington Zero Energy Development) – an award-winning, mixed-use sustainable urban development in London – would contribute to, rather than undermine social capital. BedZED meets very high environmental standards, with a strong emphasis on social housing, roof gardens, passive thermal mass, solar energy, reduction of energy consumption, and waste water recycling. Dwellings are four to five storeys high and many incorporate ‘live/work’ spaces, encouraging residents to work within their local community. Roads and parking are placed at the edge of the development. These design features give rise to the social benefits we already enjoy in Kensington: on average, each BedZED resident knows twenty of their neighbours by name. Children play outside safely, as there are plenty of familiar ‘eyes on the street’
.

· The Structure Plan appears oblivious to the problem of traffic congestion. If every dwelling is permitted one car, there may be as many as 25,000 more cars in the Kensington-Macaulay area. Moreover, the development of the proposed Arden Central Hub will give rise to thousands more cars on roads in the area during business hours, even if all of the 30,000 new workers travel to work by the proposed new train service. Macaulay Road is already bumper-to-bumper during peak hour (it can take 20 minutes to drive from Kensington Station to Macaulay Station). 

· The Structure Plan does not deliver any significant new public open space. Such a development should be aiming to provide at least one hectare of public open space per 1,000 people. Instead we are given poor old Moonee Ponds Creek, in a form that is both unrecognisable and laughable: ‘New and existing residents will access the areas parks on both sides of the creek along leafy streets and enjoy the Moonee Ponds Creek linear parklands where they can walk and cycle and connect to Docklands and the Yarra River’.  The area under the Tullamarine Freeway at Macaulay Station cannot be made over as a recreation zone without removing the freeway altogether! Try waiting for a train at Macaulay: it is so noisy, smelly and high in particulate levels that one finds oneself desperate for the train to arrive. 

· The Structure Plan emphasises the need to mitigate urban heat islands and increase urban forests, but what is proposed is primarily built form with little secure provision of public or private open space. New private open space is presented in indicative terms only (Figure 5.1). Minimum allocations of private open space will need to be strictly mandated if the proposed development is to reduce rather than exacerbate urban heat island effects.

· It is counter-intuitive to locate high-rise development in the flood-prone area along Stubbs Street. We believe the Structure Plan underestimates the likely impacts of flooding on these proposed developments, particularly given that climate change will increase the frequency and intensity of such floods.

The Structure Plan demands a much more detailed critical analysis than we are able to provide here. The period of public comment has been disappointingly brief. As residents of Kensington, we are very disturbed by many elements of this Structure Plan. Many of our neighbours have voiced consternation and are fearful that Kensington will become ‘unliveable’ if it is implemented as currently proposed. Traffic congestion will be a nightmare. Noise levels (already high due to the increasing of truck traffic on CityLink) will skyrocket. The relationship between population density and environmental sustainability is much debated in the scientific literature, and the public should be given greater opportunity to consider the various urban renewal models proposed in this literature and participate directly in the development of a shared vision for the Arden-Macaulay precinct.
Annie Turner

I send this email to endorse the motions put forward by the North & West Melbourne Association.

I am in wholehearted agreement with every point in the two resolutions passed at the end of the briefing.

[North and West Melbourne Association motions inserted by CoM]

Motion 1

‘This public meeting, convened by the North and West Melbourne Association, to consider the Melbourne City Council's Arden- Macaulay and City-North Structure Plans expresses its alarm at the details of the proposals and the process leading up to the current situation.

This public meeting calls on the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented. It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city – a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration: 

· The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is completely out of scale with the existing built form of these communities,. Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise.

· The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory. This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings. For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres (i.e. 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase).

· Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc. 

· Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

· No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000. It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.

· Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne. For example, the 24 metre height limit proposed for the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne which is a double storey heritage building. Under the proposed plan an eight storey building could be build within the heritage facade. 

· Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented. Public transport is already to capacity.

· Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development. Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area. It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced.

· Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

· The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas. They provide important employment and economic opportunities. Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

· Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans. This is not consultation. This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response. There has been no enunciation of a vision, of how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might develop to give the community some role in deciding its direction.

This meeting requests that the 30 June deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.’

Motion 2

‘That the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured. (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne)’

Anonymous

I am writing to you in response to the Draft Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan. In general my family and I support development within North Melbourne however we do have a few concerns about the plan and the impact it will have on the existing North Melbourne community.

As you are probably aware, the residents in North Melbourne are very proud of their homes, their streetscape and their neighbours. We already have the relationships with our neighbours that you are striving to achieve in your redevelopment. We are mix of long term older North Melbourne residents and new young families and a blend of cultures, and despite our differences in age or religion we all care for each other – we get the mail when one is on holidays, we spend [personal details removed by CoM] night’s playing in Gardiner Reserve, we share meals together, we celebrate our successes and losses (particularly when it is the death of a neighbour or one of their family members) and in general just look out for each other. It is really rare to have this sort of connection with your neighbours in this day and age, which is why we urge you to carefully consider this development and its impacts on the existing community. 

We believe the redevelopment will have many benefits, but it needs to be refined a little to ensure it minimizes the impact, disruption and inconvenience on the existing community. Outlined below are areas that need to be considered when revising the Structural Plan. I really do encourage you again to adjust your plan to take into account some of these concerns. They are as follows:

· Heritage and impact of existing streetscape

The proposed heights of new buildings are not sympathetic with the heritage of the neighbouring properties. We live in [personal details removed by CoM], and although the street has recently been compromised by the construction of new modern building within the street, the street still has a historical feel about it with our beautiful trees and heritage facades. The rezoning and approval of new developments on Boundary / Macaulay Road beyond the 9 metres currently allowed in Shiel Street and the 20 metres on Boundary Road will compromise the historical value of the street. Your plan indicates that it will “focus on preserving and integrating valued buildings and spaces”, so can we ask that you maintain the height of buildings on the Shiel Street side to 9 metres and restrict the height of the buildings on the Shiel Street / Boundary Road / Macaulay Road side of your development to less than 30 metres and no more than 20 metres as this will assist in maintaining the current historical streetscape that we are all proud of. We are very proud of our street, please help us maintain it and not create multi-storey residential buildings which have no heart – or as one of your facilitators at the public meeting said “we won’t create another Docklands, which is cold and heartless”. 

· Traffic and parking impacts

We currently face a myriad of traffic and parking issues within our area and we believe your new development will further add to these issues. At present we are confronted with people travelling down our street in excess of 70km in a 60km zone, and at times we have witnessed people speeding and overtaking other cars like it is a race track. We have at least 9 families in our street with very young children, and I live in fear of one of them being hit by one of these cars.

Your development will increase the number of vehicles using our street, as it is perfect rat run to other arterial roads, in turn increasing the risk of an accident with a pedestrian and vehicle.  Could you consider implementing traffic calming measures (which minimal impact on off-street parking) [personal details removed by CoM] prior to commencing your redevelopment? 

We understand your wish to create a community which is reliant on public transport rather than private vehicles. We too believe in this philosophy, as do most people in North Melbourne with all of us having only one car and riding bikes to work when we don’t have to transport the children. However we are currently facing a problem whereby the Council has approved the construction of townhouses and the renovation of homes which do not have off street parking. Given there is not fantastic public transport in the area, people who do move into these properties still rely on private vehicles and have multiple cars (particularly when the properties are made into rental properties). This places huge pressure on the limited number of spaces available, which is compounded by people who choose not to use the Victorian Archives public car park and use Shiel Street instead – further worsened by construction workers parking in our street all day without regard to residents.

We do not wish to become like Carlton where it is all paid parking or permit parking, so can you ensure that your re-development accommodates off street parking for residents or shoppers – particularly prior to the construction of new public transport infrastructure.

My other major concern from a traffic perspective is on the corner of Canning Street / Vaughan Terrace / Macaulay Road. We understand that Woolworth will be doing a development on this corner (both a high rise residential and a shopping complex), and are fearful of the impact of traffic and parking in this area. Firstly the parking in this corner of Canning Street is exhausted due to residents from the Commission Housing parking in this area, so to add another complex will result in people seeking parking in neighbouring streets such as Shiel and Melrose Streets. As indicated above, Shiel Street presently has traffic problems with speeding and large volumes of traffic rat running down a street which should be a quiet residential street, so can you ensure that this new development only has vehicles entering this business / residential complex from Macaulay Road (both shoppers, residents and delivery vehicles).

And on that point, can measures be put in place to ensure construction vehicles and delivery vehicles (upon operation of the Woolworth) do not use Shiel Street / end of Canning Street.

· Lack of public infrastructure to accommodate the increase of people

Infrastructure in North Melbourne is already under pressure due to the increase in the population over the last few years – particularly on childcare, schooling, medical services, public transport etc. For example it can take up to 3 years to get a child into childcare at the end of your very own street, and by the time you receive a place it is too late and too unsettling on your child. Furthermore, it can take over a week to get into a doctor, even when it is quite an urgent matter. The Arden-Macaulay Street redevelopment will further heighten the pressure on these existing facilities. Can you please provide commitments that such facilities will be constructed prior the construction of the new facilities which will attract new residents? Given this redevelopment is being managed by the City of Melbourne it really is your responsibility to ensure that these facilities are in place, so it is not adequate to advise residents that they should contact the education department (when asked a question about schools and rezoning) – you should be planning in conjunction with them. 

There also needs to be public transport and improved roads prior to the development commencing to minimise impact on the current infrastructure which is already struggling – otherwise it will be a mess on the roads from a travel and parking perspective.

· Construction impacts

Over the last two years, our neighbourhood has experienced at least 4 developments within metres of each other. These developments have had considerable impacts on our young family from a noise perspective (particularly when some builders have chosen to work on Sunday’s and do extremely noisy activities during baby sleep times), closure of paths (make it difficult with prams and walking toddlers), large numbers of heavy vehicles driving up and down the street and construction workers and equipment parking in the street all day and taking away parks usually available for residents.

I recognize the response from the Council’s staff at the recent community meeting that the construction team in the Council will look at construction methodologies following the approval of property developments. However I would challenge you to take into account the impacts of construction on neighbouring properties prior to you approving the developments – particularly since the development of the Woolworth and the associated residential development will have huge impacts on neighbouring streets. The workers will park in usually quite streets all day, and from experience I know the developers will wish to use the residential streets to bring in equipment and machinery. The impacts from what you are proposing on existing residents will be huge, please work with us now to try and minimise them. 

· Operational impacts

As outlined above, our community is fearful of the new Woolworths / residential development. We understand that such a development will be open potentially 24/7 or at least until midnight. This will bring with it increased traffic in Shiel Street (particularly if measures are not put in place to direct the traffic to an entrance from Macaulay Road and restrict access from the quiet local roads), which will further heighten the traffic problems of speeding that we are currently experiencing. In addition the facility will have cooling systems and lighting which will operate 24/7 and create a huge increase in noise to what is usually a very quiet and peaceful area. And finally the risk of delivery trucks operating all night, using our street and making extreme noise which will keep our families awake. Can measures be taken to ensure that the impact from this facility is minimized -  particularly noise, light spill and traffic impacts?

· Limited consultation with the community

And finally there seems to be a need to rush through this Plan with limited interaction and consultation with the community. The perception in the community is that the Council is attempting to get a tick in the box for consultation, but is really attempting to do it in a manner so the community does not get to influence the outcome. 

To tell you the truth I am quite upset with the lack of information advising our community [personal details removed by CoM] of this development. Firstly, no one in our street was advised of the information session at the Victorian Archives in September 2010 – we were informed by a neighbour and I couldn’t [personal details removed by CoM]. And again when the Arden-Macaulay Street Plan came out and the meeting was announced there was no communication (advised again by our neighbour). If your communication team were good at their job and committed to actual “consultation” not “information sharing” they would have ensured that every property affected by these works received a letter advising of the meeting (even if it meant letterbox dropping themselves). They would also know that publications the Council may usually advertise such meetings do not get delivered to all properties in North Melbourne – no one in our street gets Melbourne Weekly or any other local publication.

You have the opportunity to redeem yourselves at this point by modifying your timeline and enabling proper consultation and ensuring that some of the community thoughts and suggestions are adopted in your overall Plan. To tell you the truth, if you did this properly you would probably get a fantastic outcome, with even some of your old regular complainers (yes I know there are  few [personal details removed by CoM]) commending you for the work that you have done. We are very passionate about our area and simply want to enhance the area. I would be more than happy to be involved in as an interested resident in a public consultation committee or reference group to ensure community views are accommodated. They can actually work.
So in summary I am sure the community will look kindly upon the Council if you do make some changes, because it was evident at the recent community meeting that there was a feeling as if you simply weren’t listening to their concerns. The changes will bring great things to the community, but you really do need to accommodate some of the community concerns to make it work. And personally, I would be thrilled if you considered some of my family concerns.

Anthony Dare

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan.

Here are my comments on the Plan:
I think it is a wise decision to have a Plan:  The City of Melbourne is to be commended on taking this long-term view.  It is seizing the initiative in guiding developments which are almost certain to occur in any case, that is, increased density on industrial land in the inner suburbs, with the intention of producing the very best outcomes.

I have some specific comments:
1.  Problem with developers trying to avoid controls:  I am concerned about the degree of control the City will have on developers, who will get access to prime sites for mixed-use development.  As an example, Kensington Estate was a prime redevelopment site, to be developed according to a plan agreed upon by the government, the community and the developer.  However, over the 10 or more years of its development, the community experienced many difficulties.  The developer, Becton, continually pressed to the relaxation of conditions and was successful in gaining many concessions that we believe were not justified.  These included relaxation of parking requirements, increased height and increased density.  In the Study Area, it would be undesirable if all buildings were modern apartment blocks of the 'leggo block' type.  What controls will the Council be able to exercise?  For example, many developments might be more attractive if existing industrial buildings were renovated and added to.  But can the Council control these aspects?    It would be desirable for the Council to retain site by site control over exactly what is and is not built.  If this control can be over ruled by VCAT, we will have the current, unacceptable situation.
2.  Height limits may not work:   Height limits are critical to the Plan.  Are they to be advisory or mandatory?  If advisory, we can expect to have to fight, proposal after proposal, as now, where developers attempt to stretch the envelope.  This would be a nightmare and would exhaust the community.  On the other hand, if there are to be mandatory limits, + or - 20%, as has been suggested, we can predict that pretty much every development proposal will take advantage of the +.  The net effect of 20% is that 5 storeys becomes de facto 6 storeys.  I recommend mandatory limits, on a site by site case, taking into account both the desired outcomes and impacts on existing residents.
3.  The proposed transition is incomplete:  In North Melbourne there are transitions, but in Kensington, heights apparently go from 9 meters to 20 meters in one step. The 20 meter limits (whether advisory or mandatory) along the boundaries of Kensington section of the Study Area pose a threat to existing residents.  For example, Hardiman (north side), Chelmsford (south side) and Barnett (east side) could experience an immediate transition from 1-storey to 5 or 6-storeys on their boundary.  This appears to apply to most properties on the boundary of the Study Area between Macaulay and Racecourse Road, especially Lambeth Street.  Surely, this is an oversight.  I urge the Council to provide more detail and ensure that the transition from 9 to 20 meters is made in steps.
4.  Specific threat at Rankins-Macaulay corner:  Following on from 3. above, another example that personally concerns me [personal details removed by CoM]:  From the map on page 33 it appears that the proposed retail/commercial area on the north side of Macaulay, including the corner of Rankins and Macaulay, is at least 20 meters, perhaps more, as the colour is not clear (it is lighter than the 20 meter section, but surely it isn't 60 meters!).    Currently the existing single-storey non-residental structure on the corner houses a cafe, a proposed cafe, a dressmaker and a panel beating business.  Across the laneway, to the east on Macaulay, there is another panel beater.  If the limit is to be 20 meters, that would allow for a 6 storey structure where there now exists single storey, overlooking a heritage area; if higher, it's even worse.   Again, I urge the Council to provide more detail and ensure that the transition from 9 to 20 meters is made in steps.
5.  Through traffic:  It seems likely, given the general rise in population and the growth of outer Western suburbs, that through traffic will continue to be a problem to Kensington.  My view is not to attempt to improve through traffic flows.  This would simply result in more through traffic being attracted to Macaulay Road.   In fact, the more disruptions to traffic, via level crossing, traffic lights and controlled pedestrian crossings, the better.  I recommend that the Plan include measures to discourage through traffic, for example via 1 or maybe 2 traffic-lights controlled pedestrian crossings on Macaulay Road between Rankins and Stubbs.  
6.  Possible grade separations:  Despite the annoyance that boom gate closures cause local residents, I do not favour grade separations where the Craigieburn or Upfield lines cross Macaulay Road.  Such grade separations would merely facilitate through traffic, attracting more of it.   As I mentioned above, the more elements that disrupt through traffic the better, hopefully leading to Macaulay Road having the reputation of being a nightmare, best avoided.  I recommend that grade separations are not included in the Plan.
7.  Local traffic:  The traffic that will be generated in Kensington by the Plan is of concern.  For example, the industrial area between Macaulay and Arden, west of the Creek, comprises a network of small streets.  These streets could not accommodate an explosion of residential/commercial development.  On the other hand, if the streets were widened, it would destroy the character of the precinct and simply attract more through traffic.  The viability of the Plan for this area depends on availability of public transport, see 9. below.  I recommend that detailed traffic studies be completed.
8.  Public transport:  I am sure that the Council is well aware that the Plan depends on improvements in public transport for which the Council can advocate, but cannot control.  Currently, trains at Kensington are congested in the morning peak, leading to reports of passengers being unable to board trains.  It would seem that specific promises regarding upgrades in public transport would need to be obtained before rezoning is commenced.
9.  Social infrastructure:  I am sure that the Council is well aware that the Plan depends on schools, tertiary institutions, health and other social services, most of which the Council can advocate for but cannot control.  Again, it would seem that specific promises regarding upgrades in social infrastructure would need to be obtained before rezoning is commenced.
Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Plan.  I hope that my comments will be useful.

Asha Rao 

I call on the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  High-rise is NOT the only way to achieve higher density. It is wrong to assume that the only way ahead for the areas under study  to achieve increased population is by high-rise development. This is completely out of scale with the existing landscape of these communities. 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.  This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Infrastructure is not addressed at the same level of importance . Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Social infrastructure has not been considered. There is insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  Polputation increase is vastly out of sync with current propulation especially considering current infrastructre. No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne. A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.

-  Traffic and Parking Issues ignored. Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  

-  Public transport is already at capacity. Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Innundation Issues ignored.  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Boundary Road Spenser Street link would vastly increase traffic problems. Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


I request the deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

Audrie Darrigrand
I wish to express my objection in regards to the Arden Macaulay development.

* High density apartments will place a great deal of pressure on an already overburdened 
community.
* Roads are over burdened as it is.

* Waiting lists of up to several years currently exist for occasional care.

* Waiting lists of several years for long day care.

* Schools are over burdened.

* Extremely limited "Open Spaces" - high density will soak up last remaining green spaces.

* It can take weeks to see family GP. Emergency departments are overloaded and need to see people that can't get to see GP.

* No respect for heritage buildings and sites.

* The current village atmosphere will disappear and never return.

* The noise and the chaos of the works will be hugely distructive.

* The proposed height of 20m in the transition zone will not be repsected.

Please respect our community and reject overloading an overburdened community.

Ben Familton
I am writing to comment on the proposed Arden Macaulay structure plan as a resident of [personal details removed by CoM].

Overall i am in support of a plan for the area. A plan once agreed should resolve contentious height issues which cause great debate over fairness and transparency of the council approval processes.

I am concerned over the plan to accommodate the proposed number of new residents into the area. The predominant built form of the area is suburban detached or semi detached townhouses and this attracts people and families that are keen to be a part of the unique community. High density housing struggles to build community. There is a significant risk that the community flavour which is what people who live here value so highly will be lost. To minimise this risk, a low density alternative of 3-4 stories would accommodate additional people without destroying the flavour.

Kensington has a well preserved architectural streetscape. It would be disappointing to see this being ruined by low quality developments with no architectural merit. To enable the new sit well with the old, there needs to be a standard of design for new developments, particularly those that abut or are nearby the historic parts. The height allowances should also take into account neighbouring and existing properties to ensure there is an asthetically pleasing transition between new housing/development and old.  Heritage overlays need to be revisited to ensure the streetscape that forms the feel of the suburb is adequately maintained.

The Metro development is a positive one for the area however there needs to be a clear plan for any subterraneal disturbance of properties built around the area. Assessments to existing properties that will be in the vicinity of the tunneling should be inspected prior to and after tunneling to determine damage (if any) for remedial works to be compensated.

Open air spaces need to be considered with respect to the types of activities people want to engage in and be sufficient to accommodate these activities at the scale relevant to the number of residents proposed. Providing green space although highly regarded must be sufficient to provide amenity, i.e. If there is green space that no one wants to use then it has low amenity. A measure of amenity judged by the residents should determine whether there is adequate space.

The proposed amendment to the plan and proposed development of the Young Husband building is an excellent indicator of the need for and desire by the residents for a plan. I would propose that this application and subsequent applications where not in line with the direction the pkan is taking be rejected or put on hold.  An approval of this development even amended would make farcical the proposed intent and consultation process being conducted currently.

Traffic in and through the area is poor, particularly along the main arterial of Epsom/Macaulay Road. A significant volume of the traffic coming through Kensington is unlikely to be residents of Kensington and even being 3-4km from the city centre, this route is diabolical when entering from side streets. This will only be exacerbated by an increased number of residents in Melbourne and Arden/Macaulay. A proper traffic plan needs to sort out this issues which is only getting worse.

Public transport should theoretically improve with the new Metro station, however it is likely that the current issues of getting on a train that is already at capacity when it arrives will continue. I have missed countless trains that i have been unable to get on and there needs to be a plan to address this if we as a society wish to encourage public transport over driving.

Overall i believe the proposal has a very strong direction which is required for the area. But it does need to take into account the people that live in the area, the amenity they currently have, and to set a goal to enhance that while accommodating a larger population. We must not lose the qualities that make Kensington a wonderful place to live. After all, at the heart of it, that's what people really desire.

Beverley Anne Rodan
[Submission 1]
I ask the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of the Structure and Transport Strategy Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands and increasingly within West Melbourne and North Melbourne.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities,.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise.

-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.
 

-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

 

I object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing residents and ratepayers on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what has been said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, nor even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


I REQUEST THE deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

 

 [Submission 2]

I ask that the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne.)

Bill Cook

Just to say that we wish to endorse strongly the North and West Melbourne Association submission on these two Plans.

We wish to emphasise that the process is too short and flawed.

We wish to emphasise that the building heights are too high.

We wish to emphasise that consultation requires the consideration of options, which do not appear to us to be part of these consultations.

We wish to emphasise that we consider the outcome of these proposals will be to destroy Melbourne,s reputation as  a most liveable city and certainly North Melbourne's vision of being an urban village. 
[North and West Melbourne Association motions inserted by CoM]

Motion 1

‘This public meeting, convened by the North and West Melbourne Association, to consider the Melbourne City Council's Arden- Macaulay and City-North Structure Plans expresses its alarm at the details of the proposals and the process leading up to the current situation.

This public meeting calls on the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented. It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city – a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration: 

· The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is completely out of scale with the existing built form of these communities,. Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise.

· The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory. This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings. For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres (i.e. 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase).

· Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc. 

· Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

· No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000. It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.

· Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne. For example, the 24 metre height limit proposed for the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne which is a double storey heritage building. Under the proposed plan an eight storey building could be build within the heritage facade. 

· Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented. Public transport is already to capacity.

· Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development. Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area. It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced.

· Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

· The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas. They provide important employment and economic opportunities. Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

· Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans. This is not consultation. This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response. There has been no enunciation of a vision, of how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might develop to give the community some role in deciding its direction.

This meeting requests that the 30 June deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.’

Motion 2

‘That the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured. (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne)’
Bill Hannan

In spite of its often laudable aims, the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan comes across as a conception of inner city living in which apartment dwellers can travel to the city by train but otherwise drive to schools, other community services and outlying stores.  It does not overall come across as a place that provides local services or encourages community activities such as meeting neighbours walking, riding, running or skating round streets and parks.
 
In important respects it may also be caught in the no-man’s land of interdepartmental liaison.  The material on schools, for example, is extremely vague.  We can safely assume that there will in time be a substantial local school population. We know also that education authorities do not presently plan for local schools. On the contrary they encourage parents to seek out their preferred schools within a quite large area.  As a result, planning for local schools is uncertain, as we see in the structure plan. For the moment, pre-school and junior primary schools tend to be locally patronized, but choices beyond that age tend to encourage forms of specialization and exclusion (academic, arts, sports, whatever) that encourage travel, often by car, both into and out of the locality. Although this is manifestly harmful to both community and environmental values, education authorities do not see these values as part of their responsibilities and city planners find themselves unable to do anything about it. Arguing that schools can be entirely interiors exacerbates this problem significantly. It would be possible to set aside large spaces for local schools. Even if we can only guess at what education authorities might want to do with them, a long-term strategy plan should include such spaces and a vision of how they might be used.  
 
I imagine, but without specialist knowledge, that similar lacunae exist with regard to other departmental responsibilities.  Certainly there seems to be very little consideration for the aged community or at the other end of the scale for young people. 
Bobby and Colm Scully 

[Submission 1]
WE CALL ON the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities,.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.

-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


WE REQUEST THE deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

[Submission 2]

WE SUBMIT that the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne.)

Brad Preist and Jane Whyment

We are opposed to the development and rezoning in our area and are concerned regarding building heights, traffic flow including parking, population density, noise, light, crime, views & sunlight, time of construction, supported infrastructure including shopping and amenities, heritage of the area, implementation of zones, other opportunities, and the consultation and approval of such rezoning from current residents.

Our concerns are as outlined below:
1. Building Heights:  We are extremely concerned about heights going from 9 metres in existing residential areas to 20 metres or more for sites proposed for rezoning. Sometimes this occurs on a boundary. We believe that building heights should be no more than 9 metres graduated in 'steps' to reduce their impact and create a buffer to the adjoining residential areas. We ask you where is the research into this zoning height. 

2. Traffic and parking issues:  We are concerned about the amount of traffic along Chelmsford Street and surrounding areas.  Chelmsford is a one way street, and we object to any road work development to increase traffic flow.  This area also has small streets surrounding it such as Elizabeth, Eastwood, Hardiman, and Albemarle Streets which will not handle the amount of traffic proposed for the zoning of the area.  We are also concerned about the on-street parking and its availability outside our homes for current residents with the influx of some? 25,000 vehicles.  We ask you where is the research into the traffic flow, parking and associated issues from arterials into Kensington and into these defined areas?  We also ask of you for research and proposals into the management of incoming and outgoing traffic from the west (whom use Macaular to avoid the Bolte Bridge tolls), along Macaulay Road as well as the railway intersections where both railway lines cross Macaulay. 

3. Population Density:  We are concerned about the population growth and density and its reliance on existing infrasctructure and the plans to further develop ammenities to support the population including schools, shopping, sporting facilities, parkland etc. 

4. Noise:  With the increase in population, construction, and traffic, we are concerned about the noise concerning these issues both at day and at night, and request research into those areas in particularly for residents on the boundaries of these proposed rezoned areas such as Chelmsford Street. 

5. Light:  With the increase in building height and density, we are concerned of the amount of light that will be projected in the evenings with larger dwellings. 

6. Crime:  With the increase in population we are concerned of the increase of crime to burglaries and theft both from housing and vehicles. 

7. Views & sunlight:  With the increase in building height, size and mass, we are concerned about the views and sunlight to existing terrace residents concerning these issues and request research into those areas in particularly for residents on the boundaries of these proposed rezoned areas such as Chelmsford Street. 

8. Time of Construction:  With the increase in construction, we are concerned with the timeframes and longevity of each project and their impact on our dailiy including: traffic, noise, dust, cleanliness, and so on. 

9. Supported infrastructure:  An increase of 25,000 population will require appropriate provision of schools, health services, community centres. It is not clear how the City can ensure that these services are provided. 

10. Heritage assessments:  Some industrial buildings are likely to have heritage features. These need to be assessed and preserved prior to any rezoning. In many cases, a renovation and conversion of a building may produce a better result than demolition.  We also seek the existing heritage of existing dwellings to be maintained and not change with rezoning. 

11. Implementation: A piecemeal, site-by-site development would be unlikely to deliver the desired planning outcomes. How will it be coordinated? 

12. Public transport: Major aspects of the Plan depend on upgrades in public transport, especially Arden Central which cannot proceed unless the Metro Line and Arden Station are built. Furthermore, increases in population in Kensington will require upgrades in services on the Craigieburn and Upfield lines, which are yet to be promised, let alone implemented. 

13. Other Opportunities: We also believe there are other areas which are more suitable to this rezoning and development than between Arden & Macaulay Roads – these areas include E Gate, West & North Melbourne, Parkville which not impact on the area, culture and community of a col de sac such as Kensington. 

14. Consultation: We are concerned and alarmed that there has been no to little consultation with residents of the rezoning, and the allowance of developers for the Wool Store for instance to proceed prior to this rezoning to be formalised.

In listing these, we are not presuming that Council planners are unaware of these points, or haven't done a lot of thinking about them. However, these appear to be the main issues that need to be resolved.

Brenda McCarthy

I wish to express my objection in regards to the Arden Macaulay development.

* High density apartments will place a great deal of pressure on an already overburdened  community.
* Roads are over burdened as it is.

* Waiting lists of up to several years currently exist for occasional care.

* Waiting lists of several years for long day care.

* Schools are over burdened.

* Extremely limited "Open Spaces" - high density will soak up last remaining green spaces.

* It can take weeks to see family GP. Emergency departments are overloaded and need to see people that can't get to see GP.

* No respect for heritage buildings and sites.

* The current village atmosphere will disappear and never return.

* The noise and the chaos of the works will be hugely distructive.

* The proposed height of 20m in the transition zone will not be repsected.

Please respect our community and reject overloading an overburdened community.

Brooke Pauwels


I am writing in response to the Arden Macaulay proposed struture plan, as I live in [personal details removed by CoM] and these changes will impact me as a resident.
 
Overall I support having a plan for the area, as it allows development decisions to be made with a consistent reference point.  In order to be a success; however, the plan must address the following:

· impact on traffic and transport - it is already very difficult for kensington residents to get on the train in the morning at peak hour 

· height restrictions - to ensure amenity is not lost for kensington residents, the feel of the suburb is maintained, and housing density is not out of context 

· the overall number of residents that the plan needs to accommodate - 25k is a substantial increase on the number of people that live in the area 

· architectural quality of developments - one of the assets that the kensington area has is its architecture (significant number of heritage properties) and tree lined streets.  Developments need to be off a high quality to ensure that they fit with neighbouring areas 

· Given the proposal is to accommodate 25000 people within the suburb, it is not encouraging that the educational needs of households with children hasn't been accounted for. This absolutely must be considered as without additional schools and childcare available within the area will mean increased load on roads and public transport. 

· Need to ensure that the tunneling for the new train station does not cause disturbance to any properties in the surrounding area 

· There needs to be plenty of high quality green/open spaces 

· The plan should look to rectify height anomylies in the landscape such as the Allied Mills building which looks very out of place with its surroundings

 
As mentioned above, I do support having a plan, but it needs to ensure that it is in context with it's surrounding areas, is looking to accommodate a realistic number of people, and does not decrease the amenity that so many people get from living in the Kensington community.
 
I look forward to hearing your response.

Carmel T. O'Keeffe

[personal content removed by CoM] I have been unable to examine and provide a comprehensive response to the Draft Arden-Macauley Structure Plan, however having attended the public information meeting held in Kensington on June 16, I would like to place my concerns about this on record by your due date.

As the owner of a historically significant residence in [personal details removed by CoM] I am particularly concerned about the detrimental impact the proposed high density development - involving potentially discretionary building heights of more than 20 metres - will have on the existing community, the character of Kensington and the heritage value of long established residences in the rezoned area. A buffer zone to protect these values needs to be included and consideration of the gradient of the zoned area also needs taken into account.  Maintaining 20-30 metre height levels from the flat of Moonee Pond Creek up Macauley Road to the much higher level of Macauley/Rankins Roads would not only dwarf adjoining residences, but tower over any existing structures - including the railway signal box and Kensington Village area - and destroy the character and heritage value of this historically significant precinct.  

Furthermore I share my neighbours' and wider community's concerns about: needing to cater for open space and social infrastructure for the proposed massive (25,000) increase in local population; traffic, parking and public transport issues; and implementation of the structure plan.

I look forward to your response. 

Carolyn Fyfe


I  call on the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities,.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.

-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


I request the deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

Cathy Sage

While redevelopment of central Melbourne is likely to have advantages in environmental terms in slowing the Melbourne sprawl and encouraging public transport and fewer cars, I think it would be vitally important to ensure that amenity for an enlarged population is enhanced not reduced. Assuming one car per family, clearly the impact of 25,000 people  will influence vehicle traffic going to and from the city and from the proposed Arden central to outer suburbs. MacAulay Road is already clogged with cars and unless Arden Central and other public transport infrastructure is in place, the local roads could not accommodate the huge influx of cars associated with that number of residents going either way! And parking??? We have already had to fight developers in Kensington to add car parking to their 2-3 storey building plans... if you have multi-story apartments and each apartment has one car, I assume developers will be required to provide enough parking space under their buildings at least to equate with the number of apartments they propose.  

Also, what extra recreation spots will be produced to accommodate that many people? The only areas close by are the North Melbourne oval and little park across the road from it. And close by, Holland Park already has limited space for car parking if soccer and football are on at the same time and if people are using the YMCA. Moonee Ponds Creek regularly floods as it is so assuming no-one wants to see their children floating away down that, I suppose you have other thoughts for recreation spots in mind.  The other area flood prone recreation spot is near the Maribyrnong River off Smithfield Road. 

I'm also sure the main Ascot Vale, North Melbourne and Kensington fitness centres together couldn't cope with an extra 25,000 members so I assume more sporting amenities are being built to cater for this huge number of potential residents or are being put in the basements of the proposed buildings.  

What about supermarkets, local shops etc, schools, kindergartens, health services etc.? There is no mention of any in the plans I looked at.

Finally I hope there will be some sort of centralised approval process to ensure the whole 25,000 people project is really well coordinated and developers don't run riot with horrible mixes of oversized multi-storey eyesores that promise to fit the people in but don't enhance the look and feel of the new suburb. Also, what is the process in place for on-going community consultation and review?

Chris, Gill and Luca Dwyer

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the plan. The council should be commended

for putting together a plan to guide the future development of the Macaulay / Arden area and

minimise what may otherwise become an ad hoc approach to renewal. The plan has many

good aspects and the intent to provide a controlled renewal of the area over the long term

with increased population is great. We do have a number of concerns about the plan outlined

below. A significant number of these relate to the social impact of the plan. In considering

the concerns, please do so knowing we:

Support increased urban density in an effort to address population growth while also

minimising suburban spread

Support renewing the study area as a predominantly residential area

Believe this is a fantastic opportunity to “masterplan” a vibrant, diverse, socially and

environmentally responsible area.

Our concerns regarding the proposed plan are as follows:

1. Target number of 25,000 – this target appears to have been determined / agreed / set

prior to the actual structure plan. We have two concerns regarding this:

a. 25,000 is just too many people for this area, given Kensington has something

like 10,000 residents.

b. That the structure plan has been sized to try and “shoe horn” 25,000 people

into the area.

2. Approach to the Structure Plan: Rather than starting with 25,000 target and

assembling a structure plan to fit that many people, the area should have been

“designed” as a “model” suburb. This design should have informed the number of

people that could fit into such a suburb. That is, we believe the “brief” was wrong.

3. Social Infrastructure: This plan has a complete lack of Kinders, Primary schools,

Secondary Schools, Child Care, Maternal Health facilities, etc. If there is to be a

diverse demographic, 25,000 people are going to require this kind of infrastructure.

Without these, a diverse demographic that includes families is not going to occur in

this area and we will end up with a mono culture of university age, transient residents.

(At the Kensington Association meeting it was explicitly stated that there is no intent

for any schools in the area but hope there will be a tertiary institution.)

4. Responsibility: Who takes responsibility for ensuring the resultant area includes the

intended diversity in demographics, age, family structure, etc. Developers are not

incentivised to develop socially responsible environments and the council is keen to

maximise rates / revenue. Who is going to ensure we don’t end up with another

“renewal” disaster like Docklands? The comment at the Kensington Association

seemed to suggest there would be attempts to do this through planning controls.

Forgive my cynicism, but Developers and VCAT trump “planning intentions”

consistently and will navigate “soft intentions” with ease.

5. Is this a University Suburb? Based on the comments to include a Tertiary Institution

and no schools and considering the connection with Melbourne University, RMIT and

Caulfield, is this another node in the Education infrastructure of Melbourne.

Assuming it is, any thought of a diverse demographic in the area is unlikely and once

again we will be likely to end up with a mono culture in the area.

6. Public Transport Proposed: If the Arden Station is not connected to North

Melbourne Station and the city loop, public transport users will find travel to this

place of work onerous if they live on any train line other than a western line or the

Upfield line. Eg. How does a user of the Broadmeadows line or any other Eastern line

get to this place of work by public transport.

7. Public Transport Existing: The Craigieburn line is already maxed out during peak

periods. (The Upfield line seems OK). An increase in population density in the

Western area of this plan is going to have a drastic effect on the amenity of the

Kensington area. Issues with this line need to be address in conjunction with the plan.

8. Height Limitations: We are concerned about height limits. Are they to be advisory

or mandatory? If advisory, we can expect to have to fight, proposal after proposal, as

now, where developers attempt to stretch the envelope. This would be a nightmare

and would exhaust the community. On the other hand, if there are to be mandatory

limits, + or - 20%, as has been suggested, we can predict that pretty much every

development proposal will take advantage of the +. The net effect of 20% is that 5

storeys is a de facto 6 storeys. We recommend mandatory maximum limits, on a site

by site case that cannot be overridden by VCAT, taking into account both the desired

outcomes and impacts on existing residents.

9. Height Transitions: The 20 meter limits (whether advisory or mandatory) along the

boundaries of Kensington section of the Study Zone pose a threat to existing

residents. For example, Hardiman (north side), Chelmsford (south side) and Barnett

(east side) could experience an immediate transition from 1-storey to 5 or 6-storeys on

their boundary. This appears to apply to most properties on the boundary of the Study

Zone between Macaulay and Racecourse Road. This is unacceptable. We

recommend the transition from 9 to 20 meters be made in steps.

10. Bulk Limitations: We understand council can request setbacks etc. However, we

know this will be fought by the developer and we will end up with a similarly horrible

block based environment as the Becton Development. We would like to see the

structure plan have maximum bulk restrictions (massing restrictions) as per height

limits comment above.

11. Traffic both Local and through: When we moved to Kensington we downsized to a

single car. All local trips are conducted either by foot or on bike. The car is used

exclusively for trips to the Eastern Suburbs or Country. Due to the poor state of the

Craigieburn Line, commute to work is via Scooter. We believe we are responsible

users of private transport. However, traffic in the Kensington area is still an issue and

as the population in the study area increases, so too will the traffic issues. Despite

good intentions and the strong desire for the population to improve responsible use of

private vehicles (which we share), we don’t believe the plan adequately addresses

road based traffic. Note: “proper” electric cars and motorbikes are only a few years

away. What happens with this plan if our approach to road use actually increases the

number of small, economical vehicles?

12. Artistic Impressions: The artistic impressions provided (Kensington Association

meeting) are gravely concerning. While the planner was talking about buildings that

are tall enough to “mask” City Link, the pictures of the bike path under City Link

were devoid of any such buildings in the foreground or background. In fact they were

devoid of buildings. At best this is misleading, at worst completely culpable from

someone who is supposed to be presenting to the community a “realistic” view of the

plan. This kind of crap is expected from a developer, not from our council.

13. Visual Modelling – In this age of computer modelling it would be easy enough to

product a three dimensional model showing the likely height, bulk and density of the

area. Council should be expected to provide this level of modelling to the community

to aid visualisation and their understanding of the likely physical environment.

14. Mathematical / Scientific Modelling: Mathematical modelling of all aspects of the

study area should be expected. Car movements, bicycle movements, public transport

use, demographic outcomes, school populations, social impacts etc. should all be

modelled to understand what aspects of the model as sensitive to changes.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. We only hope these comments will be listened

to, considered and included in future revisions of the plan.

Chris Delbridge

[Submission 1]
 
A masterplan for the section of Moonee Ponds Creek in the City of Melbourne is urgently required so that residents and other stakeholders can see how the proposed improvements will work in the broader context. Much of this section of the creek is little more than a tidal drain at this point, and does not compare well with sections upstream where the creek has been returned to a more natural state. An increase in the environmental health and habitat value of Melbourne's section of the creek should be a high priority and the open space provisions should all contribute to this priority.

[Submission 2]
 
I support the Council's vision for a vibrant and self-sustaining precinct. This aspect of the development has the potential to propel the city into the leading cohort of environmentally responsible cities. In the next stage of planning, details should be developed on how the new precinct will reduce the overall carbon footprint of the city, examining several scenarios including contruction and transport measures to consider what mix will produce the best possible outcome. It would be good if some of the proposed initiatives could be extended to benefit surrounding residential areas and reduce their footprints, perhaps through development contributions?
[Submission 3]
 
With the concentration of medium and high density development in the study area and strong contribution to a more consolidated Greater Melbourne, will the Council limit multi-unit development in existing residential streets in North Melbourne and Kensington, where the housing form is primarily 1 and 2 storey single household buildings?

[Submission 4]

The range of proposed public transport, cycling and pedestrian initiatives proposed as part of the development are impressive and will help me connect in and around the local area. I use public transport for commuting and to get to the CBD for shopping or entertainment. However, car movement cannot be ignored by the plan. It is essential and urgent that Phase 1 of the Transport Strategy be developed to consider how all transport movements and connections in the area will work. In particular, the substantial increase in local residents in Kensington due to the Younghusband development and how they will move about must be addressed by the strategy. The streets in that immediate area will struggle to effectively provide car access to and from the Younghusband site, then presumably deliver them to (or gather them from) Arden Street with its Upfield train level crossing or the already highly congested Macaulay Road with its 2 level crossings. This matter is of great concern to local residents with the busyness and noise they face on their local street and the car congestion they face getting to and from the surrounding areas on a daily basis.
Comdain Property Pty Ltd.

Comdain Property Pty Ltd [personal details removed by CoM] would like to make the following statements with regard to the Draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan 2011:

We are positive about the plan and applaud Council for their vision for the area and their proactive approach to Strategic Planning.

We support the interconnected street networks proposed and the move to promote public transport, pedestrianism and bicycle use as priorities.

We support active street frontages to enliven the streets and provide passive surveillance.

We support the proposed rezoning of the Industrial 1 and Industrial 3 areas to a Mixed Use Zoning. This area is underutilized and industrial use is certainly not the highest and best use of the land. Mixed Use will allow employment uses to continue in the area.

We support the existing use rights for the current Industrial areas of Kensington as this ensures no businesses will be forced out if they wish to remain.

We support clean energy utilization but would seek clarification at some stage with regards to who will provide the infrastructure, when they will provide it and what contribution to this infrastructure (if any) is assumed to be made by the developers of the land.

We support the improvement of the rail stations and access to them by bicycle and by foot.

We support the time frame set by Council Officers and applaud the significant opportunities for stakeholder input/feedback.

We support the fact that Arden Central will be contingent upon the proposed Metro Station.

We support the intent of the proposed height controls and believe such density is appropriate for a city fringe regeneration area.

o We suggest that such controls be discretionary so that outstanding developments may exceed the proposed heights.

o We propose that sites with existing residential only to the North be considered for higher limits as there will be no overshadowing and with appropriate articulation and upper story set backs, whether the building is 6 or 8 or 10 stories would not be discernable from across the street.

Increases in height limits also allows for creative solutions to ensure high quality private and public Open Spaces. Some areas may remain low rise to the North of such Open Spaces and allow greater height elsewhere.

We propose that to ensure the desired densities (100 Dwellings per Hectare), such increases in height are necessary as some properties will not be developed and others will be developed to lower densities due to market conditions, developer preferences, viable businesses and the like.

We note a number of properties are only 300 – 500m2 and under fragmented ownership so their development to 20 or 30m is unlikely. Larger land holdings should therefore be considered for more intensive development.

Even if this change did lead to greater density than planned, this would increase the viability of:

transport & cycling infrastructure,

Local businesses

Power, water and other service infrastructure

o We support the definite boundaries to define height controls to create more certainty for existing residents and future developers alike.

We support the upgrade and expansion of the Moonee Ponds Creek to a more meaningful active and passive recreation area for current and future residents.

o We support additional Open Space along the creek.

o We support the proposed additional pedestrian links across the creek but suggest a further connection between Arden and Macaulay Streets to further enhance this connectivity, particularly with Open Space proposed on the East of the creek in this location.

We support any opportunity to remove the road/rail interfaces on Macaulay Rd and Arden Street as part of this process. This would assist in managing greater vehicular traffic but with minimal impact on travel times by removing the delays at the crossings.

We support reduced reliance on cars but suggest minimum cars per dwelling be defined and maximum cars per dwelling be increased to 1.5. Perhaps maximum cars per dwelling could relate to the number of bedrooms per dwelling as a large, 3 bedroom townhouse or apartment may require 2 spaces as opposed to a small one bedroom apartment that may not need a space at all.

o We suggest that Council considers the use of share cars in the Arden Macaulay area (eg: Flexicar) to reduce car ownership in the area.

We applaud the requirement for private open space but feel it needs some better definition to ensure certainty for developers of the land and residents alike. What constitutes private open space, what percentage of the land area must be set aside, what access to direct sunlight is required, must it be green etc?

The visual interface between the raised Citylink roadway and areas that will be converted from industrial to residential should be creatively considered. Is there potential for aesthetic upgrade to the concrete external walls of the roadway ie. art, architecture, visual articulation, etc?

Cory Boardman


Thanks for running the public session in Kensington. It was most informative, even though I had seen much of it before in various other presentations. I applaud CoM's vision, and believe that higher density living on existing (or proposed) transport routes is a much more sustainable solution to population growth than the State Gov's (past and present) yet more manufactured suburbs on the fringe, or worse still, in green wedges.

I suppose the main areas of concern I have are -

1. the 'suggested' maximum heights
Time and time again we've seen the City of Melbourne and/or residents successfully defeat a developer's proposals, only to see it turned over at VCAT. These maximum height levels must be 'mandatory' (with appropriate +/- of course) so they cannot be overturned. I'd also suggest that maximum rooms/resident numbers should also be factored in, as this will have a key impact upon the liveability of the area. These heights should also take in the slope of the land, so the western-most heights should be lower than those closer to Moonee ponds creek. This would also provide an easier transition from the existing buildings to the new developments.

2. With such an increase in the localised population, more reference needs to be given to the surrounding amenities and residents. eg: the area is already low on many amenities, including larger ones such as a secondary school, childcare etc. The plans need to take into account not just this new area, but the surroundings.

3. I applaud the beautification of Moonee Ponds Creek and to increase the amenity to pedestrian traffic. However, I am concerned that this is, for all intents and purposes, a major cycling commuting route presently, as are, Macaulay Rd, Arden Street and Footscray Rd. Any works to this area to increase the amenity to pedestrians in the whole area should take its current, increasing use as a key (relatively high-speed) cycling route into account. Hopefully this will further encourage less car use, in addition to the planning with public transport. The plan does say an integrated network of cycling paths - but does not necessarily make mention of the existing volumes of cycling traffic that would need to be catered for, as well as those of new residents.

I am happy to provide any further detail or opinion at any time on these, or other aspects of the proposal.

Cyrille Darrigrand

I wish to express my objection in regards to the Arden Macaulay development.

- Already too much traffic on Macaulay Road 

- The proposed height of 20 m in the transition zone will not be respected

- Noises and disturbance generated by the works over years!
- Not enough parks

- How many schools will be developed, how many medical centers, if any?

- Not enough heritage respect, buildings with history will be knock down.

Please consider our concerns.

Darragh O’Brien 
 
Not a good sign that the first development for the Arden MacAulay area in Young Husbands site is already attempting to exceed the height limitation of 20m recommended in the draft structural plan.
Will residential developments include larger units and support infrastructure for young families/first homebuyers or will the target market be the dwindling supply of transient international students?
What will this development do for the existing residents? Where is the provision for additional primary and secondary schools which are not available currently?
Has the plan been considered in the context of the high density developments proposed for Footscray?
David Holland

[Submission 1]
I, DAVID HOLLAND, SUBMIT that the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne.)

[Submission 2]
I, DAVID HOLLAND, call on the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities,.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 

 
-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.

 

-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

 

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.

David Koetsier

[Submission 1]

The plan does not integrate the areas on the edge of the planned Arden Central area well. While there is a need to have medium to high density housing in the new proposed area, the impact on areas around the planned zone, such as between Lauren St and Dryburgh St is far too aggressive. It does not take into account that there are a number of buildings in this area that have been built in the last decade and that the proposed height limits would overshadow these buildings significantly. There is no demonstrated need to impact these areas to such an extent. The aims could equally be met through the proposed development in the planning zone and far smaller changes to the existing development limits in the existing areas. This would also better align with the National strategy of balanced and liveable development.

[Submission 2]
 
There are significant issues around the scale of the development given the federal government urban plans, but my major issue is in the timing of the impacts to the surrounding areas.
The need to increase the height limits around the core area of Arden Central is only relevant once the development is completed. Before that, there is no pressing need for such change. New demand for higher density housing will be met by Docklands, then E-Gate and then the new Arden Macaulay development. Only then will there be a need to increase the density in the surrounding area.
Unless height restrictions are retained in the short term there will be an incentive for devleopers to push the concentration and height limits in these areas where the infrastrcture is stable and the area established rather than risk development in the newer area.
In short, changing height limits in the surrounding areas before the need is there will undermine the strategy and negatively impact the established areas of North Melbourne.
I would be very interested to hear a response to this as my previous dealings with the council on planning have suggested that this feedback is not read or dealt with. I would dearly love to be proven wrong.
[Submission 3]
Submission in Response the Melbourne City Council Strategy on Arden-Macaulay

Consultation and Agreement

This strategy fundamentally changes the nature of the suburb of North Melbourne, not just through the major influx of people, but also in the significant change in the density of population. One of the most historic suburbs of Melbourne will move from being predominantly a mixture of medium density housing and low scale manufacture, to a predominant mixture of high density housing and office towers along Moonee Ponds creek. Such a change should be agreed by the people that the council purports to represent. Such a change should require a plebiscite of the impacted population or at least a direction from the elected representatives. To radically change a suburb without the agreement of the existing residents is currently being done undemocratically, and the information session in North Melbourne town hall suggested that there is no belief that the strategy is in the best interests of the suburb.

Information

The information distribution to the people impacted by the strategy has been inadequate. As a resident who lives within the impacted area, I was not even made aware of the town hall meeting and timeframe for submissions via a direct mailing, let alone been provided detailed information on how this strategy would impact me. There appears to be a belief that there are no people living west of Dryburgh St and south of Arden St. This is incorrect.

Existing Amenity

Similarly, a feeling that there are no people currently living in the impacted area appears to have lead to a belief that there is no need to address the loss of amenity for these people who will suddenly find that infrastructure, roads, parking and parks will suddenly be in far greater demand, the area will suddenly become far noisier and more crowded and that existing westerly views will be blocked by high-rise tower blocks. This loss of amenity would need to be addressed if the strategy was to be acceptable to these people. It appears that a “Terra Nullius” approach has been used instead.

Timing of Changes

The intent of the strategy is that the changes to the Arden area will be made in 10-15 years or beyond. The most important thing from the point of view of an impacted resident is that the amenity we currently have is at least not destroyed prior to this. The proposal to increase the height limit of the area surrounding the new development to 20m is intended to provide a transition zone between the areas of medium density housing in the existing North Melbourne and the high density of the new development. Such a rezoning is unnecessary until well after the development along the creek has been completed. Rezoning prior to this would be detrimental to the area and would drive ‘shoebox’ development as has already been suggested for a number of the sites in the area.

Provision of Services

The existing services in the area are stretched. The primary school has increased in student numbers in the last five years, the local high school has a demand that far exceeds supply of places, childcare and aged care services are either at capacity of beyond it. Adding a large number of people to the area will only add to the demand. It is slipshod to add these people without the provision for the services to support them. While it is understood that the actual services are not generally provided by the council, the strategy should include dedicated space for these services. There is a laissez faire attitude to this in the current version of the strategy. While it is true that land could be used for these services in the currently zoning, there is no dedicated areas put aside for them and no statement in the strategy that people will not be added to the demand pool for these services until the supply is ready to accommodate them.

Open Spaces

The current version of the strategy uses ‘private open space’ to mitigate the high density and lack of public open space. This is not adequate. The privatisation of such areas is elitist and not in keeping with the history of the suburb. Open space should be available for all people within the suburb, not just to those people who can afford it. The strategy needs a significant increase in the amount of public open space. A patchwork of tiny green spaces – in some cases simply redefining median strips as parks is not an adequate substitute for real parkland. Pretending that these will be provided by private development and that this is equivalent is unacceptable.

Submission 4
The state government strategic planning process should mean that this plan is either included in that exercise or at least deferred until after the tabling of that document.
http://www.theage.com.au/victoria/baillieu-reviews-green-wedges-20110623-1ghkz.html
Deborah Cole

I make the following comments on the Draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan:
 
I commend the City of Melbourne for taking a long-term view of changes in the area in question. It is likely that the areas identified will eventually become residential, due to their proximity to the City. By enforcing controls on development and planning open space pro-actively the City of Melbourne has a chance to create a positive outcome, a liveable precinct in one of the world's most liveable cities.
 
Historically however, developers have managed to wriggle out of controls in Kensington. This has resulted in increases in height and population density. To prevent this re-occuring the Council must retain site by site control over exactly what can and cannot be built. If this can be over ruled by VCAT, we will have a repeat of current, unacceptable situation in Kensington.
 
I am concerned about height limits. Advisory limits are likely to to be stretched by developers and protected by the community, resulting in community exhaustion. I recommend mandatory limits, on a site by site case, taking into account both the desired outcomes and impacts on existing residents. Mandatory limits must also take into account that development proposals will take advantage of the + where limits include a + or - 20%. 
 
The high residential tower blocks will diminish the recreational value of land nearby due to overshadowing, the restriction of open views and potential increases in local wind speeds. The proposed landscape unlikely to attract families and is thereby likely to attract a transient population with little demographic diversity. This is unlikely to produce a stable, diverse community. I have concerns about the social dynamics that can be created in residential towers.
 
I am concerned about existing residents in the area and how their homes will be affected by the construction of numerous buildings whose heights exceed the current planning controls. Current dwellings must be protected from overshadowing.Futhermore, I recommend transitions in building heights from 9 to 20 meters be made in steps to prevent existing dwellings being dwarfed by much taller, new, neighbouring buildings. I also recommend a more detailed study of heritage buildings in the area. I would like to see heritage buildings protected with strict controls on development in the surrounding area, so that these significant buildings can exist within a sympathetic landscape.
 
High density living can provide a sustainable solution to population growth, enabling people to live close to workplaces and educational institutions while being supported by various infrastructure including public transport, open space, community centres, health services and education facilities. However, the proposed Arden Macaulay structure plan does not make adequate provisions for these necessary services. 

The number and amenity of the proposed open spaces in the area is insufficient. Australians increasingly suffer from 'lifestyle diseases' such as diabetes and cardiovascular disease. If the population housed in the proposed area are to remain healthy they must have access to high amenity open spaces capable of supporting active recreation. No such reserves are included in the proposal. The largest open space proposed surrounds the Moonee Ponds Creek. This land has limited potential for valuable open space as it is flood prone and beneath the imposing Ciytlink overpass. As such, the area receives limited sunlight and at times will be inaccessible due to flooding. This area cannot be considered any more than a cycling or walking path. Surrounding parks are at capacity (eg: Holland Park ) or are frequently unavailable for public use (North Melbourne Football Ground).Can the council could consider altering the plan to include a large open space available that would have the capacity to be used for sporting activities? I recommend more parks and parks with high amenity value be included in the plan.

I support an approach to through traffic which does not attract additional traffic. I recommend that no measures are taken to facilitate through traffic. I recommend that specific promises regarding upgrades in public transport be obtained before rezoning is commenced The success of the plan relies on effective public transport.
 
Thank you for considering my comments.

Deborah Macfarlane

The City of Melbourne is to be commended on taking a long-term view of what is to happen in Kensington.  It is seizing the initiative in guiding developments which are almost certain to occur in any case, that is, increased density on industrial land in the inner suburbs, with the intention of producing the very best outcomes.

However, the Plan as it stands may not work. I am concerned about two main aspects of the Plan: some possible adverse impacts on Kensington and the danger that good intentions may not be realised.

1. Developers try to avoid controls:  I am concerned about the degree of control the City will have on developers, who will get access to prime sites for mixed-use development. As an example, Kensington Estate was a prime redevelopment site, to be developed according to a plan agreed upon by the government, the community and the developer.  However, over the 10 or more years of its development, the community experienced many difficulties.  The developer, Becton, continually pressed to the relaxation of conditions and was successful in gaining many concessions that were not justified.  These included relaxation of parking requirements, increased height and increased density.  The result is a pretty ordinary result.  A Google search of 'Kensington Estate' does not result in finding praise for what could have been a showcase development.  In fact, you won't find any comments at all.  This despite having a community committee for many years.  Kensington Banks has to be considered a missed opportunity on the part of Council! The Council must retain site by site control over exactly what is and is not built.  If this can be overruled by VCAT, we will have the current, unacceptable situation.

2. Height limits may not work:   I am concerned about height limits.  Are they to be advisory or mandatory?  If advisory, residents can expect to have to fight, proposal after proposal, as now, where developers attempt to stretch the envelope.  This would be a nightmare and would exhaust the community which I am sure is not the aim of the Council.  On the other hand, if there are to be mandatory limits, + or - 20%, as has been suggested, we can predict that pretty much every development proposal will take advantage of the +.  The net effect of 20% is that the 5 storey limit becomes a de facto 6 storeys.  I think it would be best if there were mandatory limits, on a site by site case, taking into account both the desired outcomes and impacts on existing residents.

3. The proposed transition is inappropriate. The 20 meter limits (whether advisory or mandatory) along the boundaries of Kensington section of the Study Zone pose a threat to existing residents.  For example, Hardiman (north side), Chelmsford (south side) and Barnett (east side) could experience an immediate transition from 1-storey to 5 or 6-storeys on their boundary.  This appears to apply to most properties on the boundary of the Study Zone between Macaulay and Racecourse Road.  This is unacceptable.  I consider the transition from 9 to 20 meters should be made in steps.

4. Threat at Rankins-Macaulay.  That part of the proposed retail/commercial area on the north side of Macaulay that includes the corner of Rankins and Macaulay concerns me.  In Rankins Road, for example, it seems to be possible for the current situation where all houses are either single storey or have a second storey extension, to be replace with height limits of 20 metres which would allow for a 6 storey structure overlooking what is not are heritage area..  This would be unacceptable.  I consider that the transition should in steps.

5. Through traffic.  Any attempt to facilitate through traffic will simply result in increased traffic as drivers try to avoid City Link tolls. I consider grade separations should not be included  in the Plan. 

6. Local traffic. The traffic that will be generated in Kensington by the Plan is of concern.  For example, the industrial area between Macaulay and Arden, west of the Creek, comprises a network of small streets.  These streets could not accommodate an explosion of residential/commercial development.  On the other hand, if the streets were widened, it would destroy the character of the precinct.  The viability of the Plan for this area depends on availability of public transport.  Detailed traffic studies be completed.

7. Public transport.  The Plan depends on improvements in public transport for which the Council can advocate, but cannot control.  We have been told that Arden Central cannot proceed unless there is a metro line with a station at Arden.  The future of the metro line is unresolved.  In the Plan, the viability of developments in Kensington depends on upgrades to the Craigieburn and Upfield lines.  Currently, trains arriving at Kensington are so congested in the morning peak that passengers are frequently unable to board trains.  The argument that people will not need cars because of the availability of public transport is conditional, and out of the control of the Council.  It is essential that specific promises regarding upgrades in public transport be obtained before rezoning is commenced.

Denise Young

The proposed Planning Amendment as presented at Kensington (Holy Rosary) School Hall in June 2011 is unsatisfactory because it will lead to a loss of amenity for the residents of Kensington. We residents are currently rate-payers to the City of Melbourne: our needs should be respected above those of "potential" residents, developers, or considerations of greater revenues from increased population.

Proposals for increased density in residential developments should be based on planning that involves the whole of "greater Melbourne", rather than the current ad-hoc council-by-council schemes which have lead to traffic congestion and the extremely centralised location of work centres in the CBD.

The current proposal for redevelopment is detrimental to the Kensington area because of:

(1) the limited amount of open space proposed;

(2) the height of buildings proposed;

(3) the incapacity of local roads and public transport to meet the pressures of population

increase;

(4) the density of population, and community type proposed.

(1) Proposal shows limited amount of open space

In the proposal, the public open space to be set aside within the area is indicated as being along the Moonee Ponds Creek. This thin strip of land adjoining the creek is topped by a freeway, bordered by a train line and a concrete bike path, and is subject to flooding. It is not recreational land, but land that could not be built on. Both Parkville and East Melbourne are well serviced by public gardens and parks. Unlike these other areas of Melbourne City, Kensington has few parks for either passive recreation or for physical exercise. The JJ Holland Park in Kensington will not be able to meet the needs of additional population. 
At the meeting, the presenter suggested that further "public open space" would be made available in the area where the creek meets the Yarra, as well as the area connecting to Royal Park. The concept of a Royal Park Gardens Corridor is not a provision of local recreational space. The proposal must show open space within the area to be redeveloped and it should be space that meets the needs of a population, and not be space that cannot be used otherwise.

(2) Proposed height of buildings

The area to be redeveloped already has a mix of single-storey houses and factories. It should not become the site of apartments far higher than the buildings they are replacing. The amenity of the current residents should not be jeopardised by overshadowing and overlooking. 

The presenter made the ludicrous suggestion that the Freeway was an eyesore and that the community would benefit if buildings were higher than this structure so that it would be concealed. Thus the height of the Freeway, he suggested, would set the standard for development heights. 

Two points should be made about this:

(a) The community opposed the building of the Freeway. It is therefore offensive the height of this structure should be used as a measure for other heights in the area.

(b) Pollution evaluations prior to the construction of the Freeway suggest there would be adverse environmental impacts (noise and air quality) on people living at the same height as the Freeway.

The presenter also suggested that the height of the grain silos will become the measure for the height of redevelopment of the Wool-stores (an area curiously excised from the restructure plan). The Council:

(a) should NOT have allowed plans for this redevelopment to proceed, ahead of the finalisation of the Proposed Structure Plan and;

(b) should vigorously oppose any height above the current historic roofline of the stores.

(3) Incapacity of local roads and public transport

(a) The development of areas outside the MCC is already impacting on Kensington. We are already suffering from the public transport problems produced by increased populations in areas to our north and west. The lack of Melbourne-wide planning prior to the building of new suburbs such as Craigieburn has seen the numbers of commuters already well above capacity of our roads, buses and trains. (Kensington residents frequently find it impossible to board trains at peak time due to their overcrowding).

The presenter indicated that the proposed Arden Street Public Transport Hub would not go ahead if other aspects of the Structure Plan were rejected. This view indicates a lack of concern by the Coi.mcil for its current rate-payers. 

Cars through our suburb make Macaulay Road one long traffic jam at peak hour. The proposed additional housing developments at Footscray will impact on both train and road. Local streets are already carrying much higher volumes since the developments at Kensington Banks and the former Ministry of Housing Estate site in Derby Street. 
(b) A large increase in population at the Arden Precinct would exacerbate the current problems. The presenter's assumption that people living in high rise units would commute by bicycle, and not own cars, appears a piece of wishful thinking not appropriate in a serious planner.

(4) Density of population

(a) A much broader perspective is needed on the location of housing for our increased population. The Federal Government has acknowledged that both Melbourne and Sydney have expanded far more rapidly than has the provision of services (water, sewerage, transport, power etc) to support the influx. A Federal Government Minister has the brief to study which areas of Australia can sustainably become growth hubs. Under consideration are country and regional areas that will break the concentration of population within our over- stretched urban areas. The presenter suggested that the area under consideration could take an additional population of 26,000 in high rise apartments, thus more than trebling the population of Kensington. Before further massive expansion of inner Melbourne we should await the outcome of this investigation into the 'carrying potential" of areas outside our two megacities. In the last ten years Melbourne has ceased to be one of the "world's most livable cities", and inner city areas such as Kensington have borne much of the burden.

(b) Current re-developments, (such as that at Derby Street) have failed to meet the needs for housing for the elderly, for single people and for low income families. Small apartments along Derby Street now sell for approximately $500,000. Many of these apartments were sold "off the drawing plans" which allowed for speculation. The unfair mix of "public to private" has meant the displacement of poorer families from Kensington. Moreover, any examination of the Derby Street re-development will not support the idea that environmental or sustainability considerations are being given any priority by developers.

(c) The Draft Structure Plan does not show land set aside for commercial or small workshop development, shopping precincts, medical precincts, cultural or entertainment precincts or for schools. The presenter indicated that the type of resident in the proposed Arden precinct high rise apartments would be so environmentally aware that they would commute only by bicycle, they would be childless (it was suggested that a. TAFE-style education facility be included, but no land set aside for schools) and the residents would be of the upwardly mobile cafe culture. That is, the current plan is to change the social mix that is Kensington.

It would appear that the Council proposal has in mind wealthy students, or perhaps couples with no children who will all commute by bicycle to well paying jobs.

I believe that the Draft Structure Plan in its current form should not be accepted by Council. Thank you for taking the time to read this submission.

Duncan Harrington

I'm a home and business owner in Kensington. [Personal details removed by CoM]

After looking at the proposed structure plan and attending several public meetings I feel positive about the future of the area and welcome many of the exciting changes outlined.

However, I'm concerned about the area around my home. It would appear that many of the proposals, like building heights and densities ignore the fact that there are several heritage houses located both on Bruce and Elizabeth Streets.

I feel that their status and importance tho the area should be noted in any planning changes. Their inclusion will help develop a community feel and provide the essential diversity that makes melbourne living so special.

In many ways, changing the zoning while applying some decent protection for existing buildings of 'interest and social value' will facilitate a speedy change in the area. This would happen simply by developers investing quickly in the area as many opportunities exist owing to the high vacancy rate of industrial sites in the area.

Apart from that, I say bring on the changes as soon a possible!

After all, change is part of life and any residents that think its not going to happen are deluded!

Dustin 


As a [personal details removed by CoM] resident I am supportive of this plan in concept as the area is currently underdeveloped considering its proximity to the city. I welcome the economic and social benefits outlined in this plan. 

I have a few concerns about the public transport developments.

1. The train level crossings on Macauley Rd. I see no mention in the draft plan of redeveloping Kensington and Macauley stations (and adjacent level crossings) to separate these train lines from vehicle or pedestrian travel via an under/overpass. Currently during the public transport peek vehicle traffic along Macauley road is exceptionally slow.

2. Will train connections be available from the Craigieburn and Upfield lines to the proposed Arden Central station?

3. What kind of changes are expected to be made to the city loop to allow the system to cope with additional passengers. Keeping in mind that the system currently struggles with capacity.
EG Funds Management Pty Ltd 
As you are aware, we act for EG Funds Management Pty Ltd; being the owner of properties

located at [personal details removed by CoM], within the area affected by the Draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan 2011 .

As discussed during our recent meeting with you and Leanne Hodyl on 8 June 2011, our client generally supports the Draft Structure Plan but requests the following two amendments: 

1. "Figure 3.2 Proposed building heights" be amended to maintain an applicable building height of 10.5 metres across the [personal details removed by CoM] frontage of the property located at [personal details removed by CoM], and to otherwise show the balance of this property with an applicable building height of 20 metres.

As discussed, this requested amendment is soundly based and will ensure that an appropriate building height of 10.5 metres is maintained to the interface with the existing residential area across Chelmsford Street to the north, which is also shown as having an applicable building height of 10.5 metres. It will also ensure that the balance of the site can be developed to its full potential consistent with that identified in the Draft Structure Plan for the wider precinct within which the site is located [i.e. the area to the south of Chelmsford Street], including the adjacent properties in [personal details removed by CoM].

The property [personal details removed by CoM], is relatively large [4,378m2 and deep [36.57 metres] and its southern port ion clearly has the potential to accommodate a level of development that is consistent with that envisaged in the Draft Structure Plan for the balance of the precinct whilst still maintaining Council's desired building height outcome of 10.5 metres to [personal details removed by CoM]. As indicated on the attached plans, a building height of 20 metres can be accommodated on the southern port ion so that it is not visible over the northern portion at 10.5 metres, when viewed from the footpath opposite in [personal details removed by CoM].

As also discussed, this outcome would also reflect the approach that has been taken elsewhere in the Draft Structure Plan in similar circumstances with respect to proposed building heights le.q. for properties along the south-west side of Shiel Street).

2. "Figure 3.2 Proposed building heights" be amended to show an applicable building height of 40 metres for the southern portion of the property located at [personal details removed by CoM].

This requested amendment is also soundly based and is consistent with the maximum building height for the southern end of this site that is shown on the proposed Development Plan forming part of Amendment Cl77 to the Melbourne Planning Scheme.

As you are aware, while the proposed general building height of 20 metres for this precinct under the Draft Structure Plan has been formulated at a broad-based, more general level, the building envelope and indicative building heights shown on the proposed Development Plan for this relatively large site have been carefully formulated in conjunct ion with key Council officers over a period of some 18 months based on a thorough site analysis and exhaustive consideration of all of the relevant issues. It has been recognised and accepted by our client and Council in formulating the proposed Development Plan for this site that its northern portion should provide a height of approximately 20 metres in recognition of the relevant heritage and interface considerations while the southern portion provides the opportunity for a higher element consistent with its context including the adjacent [personal details removed by CoM]. Indeed, our client has proceeded to finalise the proposed Development Plan [as exhibited] to reflect the parameters put to it on behalf of the Council in this regard.

We trust that Council will give proper consideration to these requested amendments to the Draft Structure Plan and would be happy to discuss them further, if required.

[Images not included by CoM]
Enid Hookey

 
I feel you have bypassed the necessary communication steps in this process. I had expected that City of Melbourne would provide all residents in the areas to be changed by the new planning strategy being proposed would have received first, a copy of the finalized "Strategic Statement". My last communication from City of Melbourne on this topic was immediately after the 15th February Future Committee meeting, when I was asked for materials which I had presented to that meeting. I supplied the materials, but receipt was never acknowledged, and my subsequent enquiries as to the 'next steps' with the Strategic Statement (i.e. the incorporation of feedback from the Future Committee meeting) also fell on deaf ears. As a participant in the consultation process, I am disappointed and discouraged that there has been NO communication indicating what is happening to incorporate feedback from that meeting. The release, therefore, of a 'draft' structure plan without satisfactory consultation regarding the overall strategy is very disappointing and indicates that the City of Melbourne is not interested in feedback from individual residents nor their collective organizations.
Enid Hookey and John Widmer
We participated in the consultation over the proposed MSS (Amendment C162. The Council received 145 public submissions to the MSS from residents and businesses. It is disappointing that the Arden-Macaulay

Structure Plan has been prepared largely without reflection upon these submissions.

The site chosen is inappropriate. Melbourne's busiest north-south transport corridor splits the area in two. A community `feel' will be hard to develop because of this physical barrier. The CityLink elevated tollway emits a constant roar of traffic. As residents in the nearby `stable' area to the west of CityLink we experience 24-hour noise and movement from traffic. There is no noise abatement or visual screening on the section ofCityLink that this proposed residential development would be centred around. There is no policing of the

rules that prohibit trucks from using air-brakes. CityLink sits on top of the Upfield Railway Line, and alongside that is the Moonee Ponds Creek, a stormwater catchment for the northern suburbs which is tidal in the southern sections. These physical characteristics, closely integrated and co-located, present huge engineering difficulties to making the area a residential precinct. The agencies responsible for these three pieces of infrastructure, CityLink, Victorian State Government, and Melbourne Water, are not under the control of the City of Melbourne and yet are the key to it. Despite this fundamental objection, the following comments and questions are submitted in response to the published draft structure plans.

1. Re: Executive Summary

a) Please include some information backing up the figures for the current and estimated population and jobs. The presentation (Fig. 0.2) of such precise figures implies a high level of accuracy, yet no detail is provided or cross-referenced for substantiating and understanding the composition of the numbers.

For example, what is the predicted composition of the expected population - family reunion migrants, skilled migrants, humanitarian refugees, students on temporary visas, retirees, interstate residents relocating to the area, other? It is important to provide more information about the estimated population figures because they are stated as the key driver of planning strategy.

b) At the public meeting to discuss the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan with the Kensington residents, the impression was given that a future population figure was the starting point for the structure plan and from that figure, the planners worked out the required zonings, building heights, public open space, local retail and service needs. Can this planning `calculation' be made transparent for public scrutiny?

2. Re: Executive Summary: Key Direction 2 — Macaulay Road local centre and mixed-use

neighbourhoods.

a) Figure 0.4 indicates that most of the new shopping centre including a full supermarket and a community services facility will be located along Macaulay Road east of Moonee Ponds Creek. Macaulay Road to the west of Moonee Ponds Creek will develop with `local commercial and service uses', up to the existing Kensington shopping strip. Yet the proposed re-zoning, Figure 2.2 on Page 29, shows that the largest area of business zoning is proposed to the west of Moonee Ponds Creek, along Macaulay Road between Barnett and Stubbs St.

• Will this mean a full supermarket / hotel / car park complex, like the Safeway shopping centre in Racecourse Road, Newmarket, which has increased car and pedestrian activity in that area and has impeded the traffic flow along Racecourse Road? This is not transparent in the structure plan; in fact the opposite impression is given. What is actually being planned here?

b) Upgrades to Macaulay Road and Flemington Bridge Stations for access, safety and comfort will not address the impact of increased rail services on traffic flow along Macaulay Road and Arden St (not to mention to other East-West roads crossing the Upfield Railway Line in Brunswick and Coburg.

The detailed chapter on Transport and Access (pages 36 — 43) does not include this issue. It needs Feedback re Arden Macaulay plan Page 1 30/06/2011 to clearly state the constraints of re-engineering the road and railway crossing in this already highly developed transport corridor as an additional, significant, issue.

• How will the two railway crossings at Macaulay Road and Arden St be made safe for the increased number of motor vehicles and cyclists and pedestrians? At the public meeting to discuss the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan with the Kensington residents it was stated that no underpass or overpass can be built because of the Moonee Ponds Creek and CityLink. 

• A single-lane road across Macaulay Road Bridge and railway crossing is too narrow for the existing shared use by pedestrians, cyclists, cars. Vision Australia employs sight-handicapped and these people need wider, assisted footpaths. What discussions have taken place with Vision Australia and what is their view about the proposed changes?

• Redesign of traffic flows through Kensington will require prior analysis and understanding of the problems that currently exist. What recent traffic studies of the area have been undertaken by City of Melbourne in preparing this structure plan?

3. Re: Executive Summary: Key Direction 3 — new mobility connections

The structure plan states that a new metro rail line will be operating by 2020, yet this State Government project is not confirmed by the State Government of Victoria to meet that target. This makes the whole planning strategy uncertain. This structure plan has been released for public discussion and will encourage landowners and property investors to want the industrial land rezoned regardless of that dependency.... 'The cat is out of the bag', so to speak.

• What discussions have taken place with the owners of the private land that is proposed to be rezoned? Will the Council be bound by these discussions, when revising the proposed structure plan for the community feedback?

• What discussions have been held with CityLink regarding the possible risk to safe driving of shadows cast over the elevated roadway from nearby 6 — 9 storey residential apartments to the east and west?

• What discussions have been held with CityLink regarding future ability to complete major works on the tollway, such as an additional lane?

• Future State Government initiatives such as an elevated train/tram above or below or adjacent to CityLink are ruled out by this proposed planning strategy. Has the cost of this limitation on future options to increase capacity and add other transport modes to the north-south transport corridor been included in the equation?

• State Government's Upfield Line railway infrastructure can't be re-engineered, except superficially, if this planning strategy is implemented. For example, an additional railway or tramway won't be possible. Has the option of increasing the Public Use Zone 4 to add another transport mode along the existing north-south transport corridor been discussed with the State Government railway authority?

4. Re: Executive Summary: Key Direction 4 — expand and upgrade Moonee Ponds Creek parkland

a) The structure plans acknowledge the lack of public open space to the west of the Moonee Ponds Creek for the existing population. A significant additional park is needed, more than the proposed small extension to the Robertson St playground. Children in the 'stable' area need an area big enough for sporting activities (football, cricket, soccer — not full sporting ovals, but adequate for ad-hoc family games). Reading between the lines, the extension to Robertson St playground will be achieved by repurposing the closed street as public open space. The proposed extension is too small for active games and too close to existing houses.

b) Given this shortfall in public open space, and the fact that all new buildings will have zero setback from street interface, what powers will council have to ensure that new buildings do not Feedback re Arden Macaulay plan Page 2 30/06/2011 occupy the entire allotment, and do provide acceptable amounts of private open space in the form of shared courtyards and gardens at ground level? Is there a commitment in the structure plans to ensure a planning permit process for the new buildings in urban renewal areas?

c) Additional strips of public open space will be created along some sections of the Moonee Ponds Creek for cycling and walking. Most of this increase in open space is in a flood-prone and noisy location and is not suitable for either passive adult recreation or active children's recreation. If this structure plan is the best that council can come up with in terms of additional public open space, then by reasonable standards of community amenity, a large increase in population cannot be accommodated in this area.

5. Re: Introduction: Local Existing key policies

a) MSS (City of Melbourne, 2010) is listed as an existing policy, yet it is only a draft planning

amendment.

b) Local planning policies: The structure plan needs to set out how it will achieve the future vision for 'stable' areas. Given that the Kensington community frequently disagrees with City of Melbourne Planning Department's interpretation of the existing local planning policies, what additional local planning provisions and overlays will help retain existing character?

For example, will council:

Introduce a Neighbourhood Character Overlay?

The existing land zoned Residential, now referred to as 'stable', will apparently have a 9m-height limit introduced. In our residential precinct (Kensington between Macaulay & Racecourse Rd, Eastwood and Stubbs St) is a 'stable' area that contains old shops and factories, in amongst residential housing. If these areas are to retain existing character, the stated objective of the 'stable' classification, then a Neighbourhood Character planning overlay is needed to prevent inappropriate development. This would require a neighbourhood character study. The last neighbourhood character study by the City of Melbourne took place when this precinct was controlled by the City of Moonee Valley and needs updating for the additional areas transferred to the City of Melbourne in 1998.

Undertake a Heritage Review of stable areas not under the Heritage Overlay?

As is proposed for the City North Structure Plan, the dwellings, streets and lanes of Kensington classified as 'stable' that are not covered by a Heritage Overlay but that were identified by the Graeme Butler 'Urban Conservation Study', 1985, as being of local significance both individually and collectively, should be reviewed for inclusion in the H09 heritage overlay.

Protect the fringe of the stable areas with an Urban Renewal Fringe Overlay?

Further protection may be needed in the 'stable' streets in Kensington immediately adjacent to the proposed Mixed Use and Business Zones, as there will be pressure from property investors who own land in the 'stable' areas to demolish and reshape the stable areas to match what is being done across the street from them. The transitional height limit (10.9m) proposed for the fringe of the urban renewal will apply to new buildings in the mixed use zone. How does council intend to protect the streets listed below from inappropriate development in those streets, given that some are under heritage overlay and some aren't?

— Bent St (Heritage overlay, stable area)

— Hardiman St (Heritage overlay, stable area)

— Little Hardiman St (Heritage overlay, stable area)

— Chelmsford St (Heritage overlay, stable area)

— Lambeth St (stable area)

— Robertson St (stable area)

— Smith St (stable area)

— Scarborough Place (stable area)
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6. Re: Chapter 01: Introduction

Figure 1.8, page 23, shows that the land in much of the urban renewal area is subject to flooding. At the public meeting to discuss the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan with the Kensington residents, a question was asked whether the views of Melbourne Water have been sought and obtained.

The answer given was that Melbourne Water would need to do significant works upstream of

Macaulay Road to control stormwater flooding that is currently experienced in the Moonee Ponds Creek corridor. The current landscaping and cycle path frequently flood and get covered with litter after rainstorms.

• What guarantees does the City of Melbourne have that these works will occur and that they will solve the problem?

• Why isn't this dependency noted in the structure plan?

7. Re: Chapter 02: Activities and Land Uses

a) Page 25: There is a suggestion that the provision of high-density housing leads to cultural and social diversity. The single-type of housing proposed in the structure plans (multi-storey apartment) is likely to attract a limited demographic with different priorities and needs from the existing community.

This point was made at the public meeting to discuss the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan with the Kensington residents and does concern existing residents of Kensington, who have built a very family-oriented community in an unlikely, high-density, historic environment.

b) Why introduce a Business zone into the proposed rezoning? All of the activities described for the 'local commercial services' would be achievable under a Mixed Use zone allowing residential, commercial, retail, education, entertainment and cultural uses. There is no detailed description of

the kind of activities that would be permitted under a Business zone and no justification for it to be used along Macaulay Road between Barnett St and Stubbs St.

c) The targeted urban renewal land on the Kensington side is privately owned. The targeted land on the North Melbourne side is government owned (State Government or City of Melbourne). How will these differences in land ownership be managed so that there isn't intense rapid redevelopment of the privately owned land before any of the government owned land becomes repurposed?

8. Re: Chapter 03: Built Form

a) The built form proposed, without explicitly stating so, is designed for a transitory student population.

It won't be adaptable for other demographics: families, aged, retired couples, disabled, etc Why haven't other strategies and built forms, more suitable for a permanent residential population, been investigated? For example:

Retaining the industrial zoning as is, to provide jobs and services and business opportunities. Kensington's industrial zone, between Macaulay Road, and Racecourse Road, west of the Moonee Valley Creek, is such an area. Laurens St North Melbourne and other pockets in North Melbourne and Kensington provide evidence that an industrial area can evolve to provide residential accommodation in old warehouses and factories, providing for increased residential density without destroying the interesting industrial character. A planning overlay could encourage this approach, as it is less intrusive for existing neighbourhoods and I'd imagine less costly on the environment than wholesale demolition and rebuilding.

(ii) A Kensington Banks / Lynch's Bridge approach. This new estate delivered on medium residential density of various house 'sizes', public open spaces in good proportion to the population, affordable and special needs housing and has been successfully integrated with the existing community. This approach would be more acceptable to the existing community in Kensington, even if only parts of the urban renewal areas contained this less dense approach. For example, the Kensington 'flat' areas to the west of the 

Moonee Valley Creek could be 'renewed' as medium density housing building on the existing industrial character and built form.

b) The list of Industrial buildings for further investigation includes 80 Stubbs St, which may be in error. Is the intended building for investigation perhaps 64 Stubbs St?

NOTE: 16 Bent St is now demolished. After the last major storm, it was inundated with water

backed up from stormwater drains.

Will council consult with the community and allow other industrial sites to be added to the list for further investigation? For example:

- Factory buildings at 402 Macaulay Road, Kensington. This was the site of the Barnet Glass & Sons' Indian Rubber Factory

- Younghusband Stores, Elizabeth St, Kensington.

- Kimpton & Sons Flourmills, Elizabeth St, Kensington

- Macaulay Road and Arden St bridges over Moonee Ponds Creek

9. Re: Chapter 06: Infrastructure Services

Unlike the Lynch's bridge estate, there is no firm commitment to provide public housing, or special needs housing for the aged and disabled, which is surprising given so much of the land in this area is government-owned and could be put to good use to reduce the public housing and nursing home waiting lists. I recently looked for, but could not find, a single Special Residential Accommodation facility offering assisted accommodation services in the Melbourne LGA. Why doesn't this concern our councillors?

10. General:

Loss of rights to object

Little to no planning is incorporated for managing the immediate impact to neighbourhoods included in and around the targeted urban renewal area: on-street car parking, 24-hour noise and activity, loss of sunlight, congestion and conflicting use of public open spaces. Typically these are things that residents can raise as objections when new developments go through the planning permit process. What will be the process here? Will residents lose their rights to object to a development that will impact them?

Car parking

Provision for car parking within new apartment buildings will be discouraged, with a maximum of only 1

car per dwelling allowed. This means that new apartment buildings will supply less than one car per dwelling. The plan recommends further changes to introduce car-parking rates for existing residences, but no details of how or when this will be introduced are provided.

At the public meeting to discuss the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan with the Kensington residents it was revealed that the City of Melbourne has plans to introduce a car-parking maximum rate for residents of the stable areas of Kensington, where currently a mix of schemes and unrestricted parking schemes exist. We heard that the car-parking scheme would allow one permit per dwelling plus one visitor permit. If this is true, then a detailed announcement of what is being proposed, when and how it will be implemented and suitable consultation period should be completed before finalizing the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan. The issue of car usage and storage, in a suburb that was planned before the car was invented, must be resolved before going any further with the new MSS (Planning Amendment) and the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan.

Fiona Cubitt

I have reviewed the draft Arden - Macaulay Structure Plan.  Whilst I accept that a good plan for future development needs to be drafted, I have some concerns, which I have briefly detailed: 

1.  Building Heights 
Buildings 20 meters or more are excessive in areas that adjoin existing residential areas.  I'd like to see buffers placed around the residential boundaries to protect the existing amenity of residents - a stepped approach may be a good solution, whereby building heights are graduated in steps to reduce their impact.  These heights must also be mandatory (not discretionary as developers will take advantage of this and impede on the resident's amenity). 

2.  Traffic and Parking Issues 
The area highlighted in the Draft Plan is already bottlenecked with traffic.  Increasing the population of both residents and workers in the area is going to create serious traffic flow and parking problems.  This doesn't only impact the immediate local residents, but most of Kensington residents as well as the broader population travelling from the west into the city.  Traffic is a major concern and needs to be addressed in conjunction with this plan. 

3.  Public Transport 
Public transport is already at or beyond capacity with existing population.  This draft plan is going to put considerably more pressure on a system which is already not coping.  Upgrades not only in the immediate vicinity are required (ie. Metro Line and Arden Central), but also in the outlying areas that feed into the Kensington locale -ie. Craigiburn and Upfield train lines 

4.  Open Space 
The draft plan doesn't elaborate on the proposal to enhance the Moonee Ponds Creek and its suitability as open space given its frequent flooding.  Also, each separate development needs to have minimum requirements for open space. 

5.  Heritage Assessments 
Some industrial buildings in the draft plan zone have heritage features and these must be preserved prior to re-zoning. 

6. Implementation 
How will the Plan be implemented?  It needs to be well coordinated to deliver desired planning outcomes. 

All of these points directly impact on my family's enjoyment of the area and I look forward to your response.

Fiona Read

Motion 1

‘This public meeting, convened by the North and West Melbourne Association, to consider the Melbourne City Council's Arden- Macaulay and City-North Structure Plans expresses its alarm at the details of the proposals and the process leading up to the current situation.

This public meeting calls on the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented. It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city – a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration: 

· The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is completely out of scale with the existing built form of these communities,. Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise.

· The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory. This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings. For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres (i.e. 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase).

· Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc. 

· Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

· No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000. It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.

· Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne. For example, the 24 metre height limit proposed for the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne which is a double storey heritage building. Under the proposed plan an eight storey building could be build within the heritage facade. 

· Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented. Public transport is already to capacity.

· Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development. Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area. It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced.

· Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

· The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas. They provide important employment and economic opportunities. Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

· Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans. This is not consultation. This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response. There has been no enunciation of a vision, of how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might develop to give the community some role in deciding its direction.

This meeting requests that the 30 June deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.’

Motion 2

‘That the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured. (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne)’

Finn Devlin

What do you think about the proposal to revitalise the Moonee Ponds Creek and provide new open spaces adjacent to this corridor?

I think it'll be hard to make people use these spaces. Currently, they are all covered in mud, and the smell of the creek & surrounding areas does not do anything for the promotion of the new spaces either. The other problem is the noise pollution. The Moonee Ponds Creek is right next to Citylink, and underneath that, a railway. The cars, trucks, trains, buses level crossings all make it not a very pleasant space to be.
What sort of open spaces do you think are needed in Arden Macaulay?
I think that family spaces are needed in Arden Macaulay. The new North Melbourne development means a fair amount of new, middle-class families who like to spend time with each other, doing things like going to the park, especially when they have young kids. I think a family-friendly open space is needed, as I don't see enough families in North Melbourne. 

The draft plan identifies opportunity sites for the provision of new open space. What do you think about these locations?


I think these locations, while statistically providing open space in North Melbourne, are too small to have any impact. It is also my opinion that the spaces identitfied are too "hidden", in that they're too far away from the main streets of North Melbourne, thus cutting of public access.
Flemington Association
ARDEN MACAULAY STRUCTURE PLAN

The Flemington Association welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Draft

Arden Macaulay Structure Plan.

Flemington is the immediate neighbour to North Melbourne and Kensington.

Parts of Flemington, including those in the City of Moonee Valley, are likely to be

affected by the proposals as much as parts of those two suburbs.

The opportunities – and potential implications – of the proposals are far-reaching

for the inner northwest. It is not possible, within the time frame allocated, to

address all the proposals.

Several issues are noted below in summary, with the attached document setting

out in more detail the impact of height limits and traffic and the proposals for the

Moonee Ponds Creek.

1. Scale of development

Association members query the assumption that large-scale, intensive

development is the only option, given that there is an opportunity for a more

creative approach to such a large area. The Kensington Banks/Lynch's Bridge

redevelopment is a local example of a successful mixture of high and medium

density with new parks, connected with the surrounding communities.

2. Reliance on public transport initiatives

The Structure Plan, as currently designed, is highly reliant on the Metro train

proposal being in place which, even if the approval goes ahead, is not likely to be

operational for a significant number of years.

3. Potential to adopt a staged-approach

While encouraging an overall plan, the Structure Plan could follow a staged

approach where existing large vacant sites, such as those along Boundary Road,

and government-owned sites, are prioritised for development. This will allow a

more consistent, and balanced, approach to development of the area. Otherwise

individual sites might be developed that are out-of-kilter with their surrounds.

4. Need for greater and more effective open space

There is a paucity of attention given to new open space in the Macaulay Arden

development. Given that much of the land is government-owned, more space

could be devoted to small-scale, useable parkland.

As outlined in the attached annexure, it is admirable that efforts will be made to

improve the Moonee Ponds Creek, but the limitations of the area need to be

acknowledged, particularly the massive, imposing, concrete structure of the

Citylink overpass. Other "green" spaces are unlikely to be user-friendly as they

are surrounded by roads. Small neighbourhood parks, like those utilised in

Flemington and Kensington, should be fundamental to the proposal.

5. Preservation of local heritage

Heritage issues should be at the forefront of the Plan, to try to capture and build

upon the heritage features of the area and preserve the inner-north west's unique

identity. The plan does not at present recognise and celebrate the role this area

has played in Melbourne’s history. Doing so allows more organic growth, less

likely to alienate existing residents.

6. Height limits

Association members query some of the height limits proposed. For example,

lower height limits are proposed along Boundary Road, where there are already

high-rise warehouse spaces ripe for development. On the other hand, very high

limits are proposed adjacent to low-rise historic precincts. The attached

document outlines in more detail concerns over the height limits for Racecourse

Road, the desirability of mandatory height limits and need for better transition of

heights.

7. Traffic

As outlined in further detail in the attachment, the local area is likely to be

adversely affected significantly unless there is a clear plan to manage traffic and

the flow of traffic, to provide efficient, regular public transport and links between

cycle routes.

Fran Sciarretta
I wish to raise my concerns about the Draft Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan for your consideration.

My concerns as a long-term resident of [personal details removed by CoM] and someone who plans to stay here till I die are listed below: 

1. Building Heights:  I amconcerned about heights going from 9 meters in existing residential areas to 20 meters or more for sites proposed for rezoning.  Sometimes this occurs on a boundary.  I believe that building heights should be graduated in ‘steps’ to reduce their impact and create a buffer to the adjoining residential areas.  See especially Rankins Road, Barnett Street and Lambeth Street, and areas south of Macaulay Road.  Furthermore, are these heights to be discretionary or mandatory?  If discretionary, based on previous experience in Kensington, they could be little more than a starting point for developers from which to negotiate.

2.  Open Space:  There needs to be greater elaboration on the proposal to enhance the Moonee Ponds Creek and its suitability as open space, given flooding and the linear nature of the space.  There also needs to be open space requirements for each separate development, with clearly-defined criteria as to what proportion of each block needs to be set aside as open space.

2. Social infrastructure:  An increase of 25,000 population will require appropriate provision of schools, health services, community centres.  Aged Care Facilities as well as provision for “retirement village” type of accommodation for those of us that wish to stay in our areas as our current accommodation gets too big. It is not clear how the City can ensure that these services are provided.

3. Heritage assessments:  Some industrial buildings are likely to have heritage features.  These need to be assessed and preserved prior to any rezoning.  In many cases, a renovation and conversion of a building may produce a better result than demolition. I am also concerned that the review of existing heritage assessments on residential properties may be down-graded and thus further ruin our streetscapes.

4. Implementation:  A piecemeal, site-by-site development would be unlikely to deliver the desired planning outcomes.  How will it be coordinated?

5. Traffic and parking issues:  Some areas comprise a network of small streets, e.g. between Arden Street, Macaulay Road, Elizabeth Street and the Moonee Ponds Creek.  What will be done about traffic management and flows? This area is already bottlenecked and a major increase in traffic would profoundly impact on amenity in the area.  

Council would be aware that parking issues in the whole of Kensington are becoming acute with people using our streets as “Park and Ride” creating additional congestion between 8 am and 6 pm.  Not to mention that currently as new appartments and other forms of housing go up, much of it becomes “Investment properties” with often 4 people living in it with 4 cars and only 1 car parking space, causing extreme difficulties in parking particularly at night and weekends.

6. Public transport:  Major aspects of the Plan depend on upgrades in public transport, especially Arden Central which cannot proceed unless the Metro Line and Arden Station are built.  Furthermore, increases in population in Kensington will require upgrades in services on the Craigieburn and Upfield lines, which are yet to be promised, let alone implemented. 

7. Type of housing provision:   My partner and I have lived in Kensington   for 33 years and at some stage would see ourselves downsizing within Kensington.  We are constantly looking at new housing that is being built in the area and find it very inadequate for an older couple who still want to entertain but have a property that is easy to maintain.  Frankly many of the appartments seem to be built with 20 somethings in mind not 60 pluses! 


In listing these issues I am not presuming that Council planners are unaware of these points, or haven't done a lot of thinking about them.  However, these appear to be the main issues that need to be resolved at some stage if the Plan is to fulfil on its vision.

I look forward to remaining informed about the progress of the Plan and thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Francis Tan

Please find below our input for the plan:

 

1. Resite the public housing at Buncle Street,

2. Have more retail shops to cater to the shopping and lifestyle needs of the residents,

3. Extend the bus route to travel along Buncle Street for efficient transport connection and

4. Renovate the community club to make the facility modern, vibrant and safe.

Friends of Moonee Ponds Creek

On behalf of the Friends of Moonee Ponds Creek, the following comments are submitted on the draft Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan.

Relationship of the Structure Plan to the Municipal Strategic Statement 

The Municipal Strategic Statement (MSS) (Amendment C162 to the Planning Scheme) set out a specific clause (21.04-5) in regard to the Moonee Ponds Creek as a recreational open space corridor.  These strategic directions do not appear to have been adopted by the draft Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan and it is understood that the Structure Plan will inform the implementation of the Municipal Strategic Statement.  The reverse should apply, i.e. incorporate the MSS objectives into the Structure Plan and build strategies to implement those objectives.

Population Increase

Projected population increase for the study area is from 21 residents/ha in 2008 to 170 residents/ha in 2040, that is, an 8-fold increase.  The strategic plan must therefore provide for a commensurate increase in public open space; in fact, there should be a greater than 8-fold increase because the area is already relatively low in the amount of public open space.

Expand and Upgrade Moonee Ponds Creek Corridor

This strategic direction will contribute to increasing public open space in the study area, if the quality of the open space is not compromised by:

· Allowing ‘canalisation’ of the Creek by 20m and 30m building heights directly abutting the Creek (cf Figure 3.2).  One only has to examine the loss of amenity, particularly visual amenity, for Delhi Park in Travencore by the 4-storey development that has been built on the edge of this public open space.

· The Structure Plan makes no attempt to introduce buffer zones of lower building heights to protect and enhance the open space amenity of the Creek Corridor.
· Exacerbating ‘canalisation’ of the Creek by allowing no setbacks for buildings in the Structure Plan, in direct contradiction of the Municipal Strategic Statement.

· Definitions of the “banks of the Creek” are not clearly established as the outer edge of the Creek Corridor, i.e. the flood walls, as was raised in the Friends of Moonee Ponds Creek Amendment C162 submission to Council.

· Allowing a cycle path to be constructed on the western side of the Creek, within the Creek Corridor, as presently defined by the flood walls (see also specific point below). 

In keeping with the aim to provide quality open space, it is critical that the Melbourne Planning Scheme clause that relates to Sunlight to Public Open Spaces be changed for the Moonee Ponds Creek Corridor to the June solstice.

Acquisition of New Open Space

Acquisition of state and local government owned land for new public open space is supported.  It is recognised that much of the land so identified in the Structure Plan (Figure 1.5) is industrial land and most likely to be contaminated/subject to an Environment Audit Overlay.  The Structure Plan should ensure that public land created from such land acquisitions is de-contaminated so that it can be planted with trees, shrubs and grasses in keeping with “informal” and passive recreation.  It is of concern that the Structure Plan refers to recreational facilities for such land acquisitions. This point should be clarified so that built recreational facilities, e.g. gymnasiums, outdoor sports courts, are not located on the land acquisitions for the Creek Corridor.

Revegetation of the Creek Corridor

Revegetation of the expanded Creek Corridor should be in keeping the recommended planting of indigenous species as set out in the document “Moonee Ponds Creek Revegetation Guidelines” by David Chynoweth (2000), a copy of which was forwarded to Council last year.  There is no justification to plant “appropriate” species in the Creek Corridor; the terminology in the Structure Plan should be changed to “indigenous” species so that habitat and biodiversity for native species can be improved in the Creek environs.

New Cycle Route on West Side of Moonee Ponds Creek

Construction of a new cycle route on the west side of the Moonee Ponds Creek is opposed if it is built within the Creek Corridor.  There is precious little usable public open space directly abutting the Creek along its western bank between Racecourse Rd and Arden St.  These passive recreational open spaces, especially that between Macaulay Rd and Arden St, should not be compromised by having a cycle path carved out of them.  Any new cycle path on the western side of the Creek should be constructed outside the flood walls/embankments; along existing roads or proposed roads.

Upgrade Creek Crossings

It should be noted that the Macaulay Road Bridge and the Arden Street Bridge over the Creek have heritage gradings, as John Monash designed bridges.  Any “upgrades” should not compromise their heritage status.

The Friends of Moonee Ponds Creek ask to be kept informed of the further drafting of the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan and an opportunity to make further comment.

We would also ask for written acknowledgement of our submission.
Gab Pretto


Moonee Ponds Creek near the Freeway entrance at Mt. Alexander Rd.
Return it to a natural state. looks like a concrete bunker.

Racecourse Rd and Stubbs St.

Concerns include reduced car parking requirements, heights much higher than those proposed in the Racecourse Road Structure Plan and the failure to "step down" heights on properties next door to existing houses.

Arden St Development


Concern about local amenity and where all those people are going to park their cars? Don't give me the bullshit that they will all use public transport, and wont need cars. That balloon was burst long ago.

Gary and Julie Bateman 

We are long term residents in the North Melbourne community, having lived at [personal details removed by CoM] and have only very recently become aware of Council's draft Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan and TPM-2011-18, the application by Woolworths Property Ltd at 101-117 Canning St1168-190 Macaulay Rd/2-24 Vaughan Tce. We wish to make the following comments on the above proposals:

Arden-Macau/ay Draft Structure Plan

We have studied Council's draft Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan, and support the document as being based on sound sustainable and urban design principles for helping to accommodate the future growth of the city.

Being situated on the edge of this proposed mixed-use higher density precinct, we are particularly interested in the built form strategies and associated traffic impacts, and how they relate to existing residential areas like ours. We note that a 30 metre height limit is proposed along Macaulay Road, which we believe would comprise 'mid-rise' built form of around 6-9 levels.

We support this proposed height limit, as we believe that it will deliver an appropriate scale and density of development at this critical interface area with our neighbourhood.

TPM-2011-18

The general quality of design and articulation appears to be of a high standard in this mixed-use proposal, with activated street frontages rather than blank walls. However we are extremely concerned by the proposed 16 storey residential tower component — it certainly would be an overdevelopment of the site, with consequential scale and traffic impacts on the abutting neighbourhood. Built form of this size should be restricted to the Arden Central Hub precinct.

We therefore urge Council to ratify the proposed Built Form Controls contained in the draft Structure Plan as quickly as possible given the precedence set if the Woolworths proposal proceeds. We much prefer that future development occurs in a well-reasoned, controlled environment, rather than in an ad-hoc manner by developers where "the sky's the limit".

Geoff Cox

1. Heritage: A heritage study should be undertaken on all the buildings in the proposed area for rezoning prior to any rezoning. In addition, the City of Melbourne (CoM) should undertake a heritage overlay of buildings in the residential zones, particularly those adjoining the areas for proposed rezoning. Suitable heritage controls need to be implemented prior to any rezoning.

2. Building heights: The proposed building heights are too high and not mandatory. The height limits need to be mandatory.

The height of 20 metres proposed in most of the Kensington Urban Renewal areas is too high, and much higher than existing buildings in the urban renewal areas. Some of the areas proposed for renewal adjoin existing residential properties, the 20 metre height of buildings in adjoining urban renewal areas is unacceptable, and buildings adjoining existing residential areas need to be in a suitable size and scale to the adjoining houses.

3. Open space: There is no planning provided for active open space. With the number of people planned, there needs to be more active open space available for football/soccer and cricket ovals and similar sporting activities. These are needed for a healthy community, and to provide spaces for new local school and tertiary students to use. The City of Melbourne has land in the North Melbourne area and part of the area to be rezoned, so this should be able to be planned for with CoM land. The area of  planned open space shown along Moonee Ponds Creek does not provide for any active open space.

4. Transport: The Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan should not be proceeded with until there is a financed commitment to proceed with the metropolitan rail line. The plan should be shelved until this occurs, as the promulgation of the plan will get developers to put in applications, and develop and build prior to any knowledge of when and if the metro rail is going ahead. Also, the morning trains to the city are full when they reach Kensington and Macaulay Stations. The Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan at present presumes that suitable public transport is available – clearly at times it is not. This means that if the present plan is proceeded with, there will be very significant traffic and parking problems. The current structure plan available has no information or guidance on how the traffic and transport will be handled. It presumes improvements to public transport will be made, as opposed to based on funded public projects. The public transport plans based on funded projects and rezoning should occur in consort so as their building time for completion can be made to coincide with proper planning.

5. Public and community facilities: The number and location of these is not identified. These need to be identified and locations considered before rezoning occurs – otherwise we will see a similar situation to that which has occurred in Docklands where there is no post office, schools etc and these have to be retrofilled to an existing development – an example of poor planning – hospital, post office, police stations schools, tertiary (and see open space requirements).

6. The number of people to be housed in Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan area: This number of people to be accommodated seems to have been plucked out of the air. There must be a better way for community involvement in a planning process than to present the community with the number of people as a starting point. It should start from a question of what do we want for the area, then how can development proceed to meet these needs – and what are the options for buildings to meet these requirements. The process for planning for the area should be started again.
Geoff Leach

NWMA Resolutions 

I support the resolutions passed at the Structure Plan briefing for the North and West Melbourne Association.  
The point about the rushed timeframe and lack of genuine consultation and community involvement has been made multiple times. The process appears to being railroaded, and possibly having been captured by developer interests. 

Options 

All the way through the MSS and structure plan processes (and I have been to most of the presentations and discussions at the Future Melbourne committee) there has been reluctance to even consider or canvas other options. This was the case even at the (ironically) called Visions and Options consultation sessions. 

So other options: 

Retention of the Industrial Area 

Recognition of the value of the industrial area (IA) and protecting it was a goal of recent MSSs. The IA provides for important roles and purposes, such as: Lost Dogs (and Cats) Home, Vision Australia, working mills (from an economic and industrial heritage perspective), council depot, train repair yards (John Holland), concrete plants. 

Instead the Arden-Macaulay SP basically seeks to eliminate industrial uses, being incompatible with mixed use zones (which in reality are primarily residential). 

Many sub-areas of the IA have already been renewed in that they have recently been (re)built, e.g. (1) area bounded Munster Terrace, Laurens St, Queensbury St and Arden St (2) new industrial buildings Macaulay Rd, Stubbs St and Robertson St. Further, they appear occupied and vital. 

Medium Rise 

Medium Rise (4-10 storeys), still achieves high density and much more compatible with existing and in many cases recently built forms, moreover in better accordance with community views and expectations. To that effect a revised medium scale heights and open space map: [image: image1](and attached). 
[Images not included by CoM]

[North and West Melbourne Association motions inserted by CoM]

Motion 1

‘This public meeting, convened by the North and West Melbourne Association, to consider the Melbourne City Council's Arden- Macaulay and City-North Structure Plans expresses its alarm at the details of the proposals and the process leading up to the current situation.

This public meeting calls on the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented. It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city – a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration: 

· The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is completely out of scale with the existing built form of these communities,. Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise.

· The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory. This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings. For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres (i.e. 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase).

· Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc. 

· Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

· No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000. It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.

· Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne. For example, the 24 metre height limit proposed for the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne which is a double storey heritage building. Under the proposed plan an eight storey building could be build within the heritage facade. 

· Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented. Public transport is already to capacity.

· Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development. Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area. It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced.

· Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

· The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas. They provide important employment and economic opportunities. Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

· Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans. This is not consultation. This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response. There has been no enunciation of a vision, of how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might develop to give the community some role in deciding its direction.

This meeting requests that the 30 June deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.’

Motion 2

‘That the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured. (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne)’

George

all sounds good....
George Weston Foods 

Urbis Pty Ltd is pleased to provide this submission on behalf of George Weston Foods (GWF) with respect to the Draft Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan 2011 (Structure Plan). 

The Structure Plan area, comprising approximately 147 hectares, is identified within Council’s proposed Municipal Strategic Statement (proposed Amendment C162 to the Melbourne Planning Scheme) as an “urban renewal area”. The Structure Plan seeks to set the vision, strategy and framework for the future use and development of this identified renewal area over the next 30 years. 
Weston Milling, a division of GWF, is located at [personal details removed by CoM] (the Site) and is included within the study area of the proposed Structure Plan. It is GWF’s view that there are a number of fundamental issues to be addressed and resolved prior to finalisation and implementation of any Structure Plan. These issues are discussed further below. 

2 Summary of Issues 

Weston Milling is one of the biggest and most successful Australian flour producers. Weston Milling manufacture, sell and distribute a complete range of grain products and seeks to remain at the Site for the foreseeable future. In summary, GWF has the following concerns and requests with respect to the proposed Structure Plan, which it has outlined in greater detail in this submission: 

The Structure Plan should not be further advanced until the outcomes of Amendment C162 to the Melbourne Planning Scheme are known, including the identification of any proposed “urban renewal areas”; 

Council’s land use vision for the Arden Macaulay Study Area is driven in part by the provision of a new railway station within Arden Central, however the funding, timing and implementation of Melbourne Metro is still unknown, potentially compromising the ability to achieve Council’s objective for the area. The Structure Plan should not be further advanced until the status of Melbourne Metro is known; 

The Structure Plan is amended to reflect the recommendations of the “City of Melbourne Industrial Land Supply Study May 2009” prepared by Charter Keck Cramer and Hansen Partnership. (Industrial Land Supply Study) which included recommendations to protect existing major industrial uses. The draft Structure Plan as exhibited makes no provision for the protection of existing industrial land uses. The Structure Plan should be amended accordingly; 

The Structure Plan should be amended to not only reflect industrial land uses on industrial zoned land that seek to remain for the foreseeable future, but also to protect their existing operations. Consideration should be given to the interface between existing industry and any surrounding future land use. In particular traffic issues, the ability of vehicles to access the Site and noise from plant and equipment need to be factored into any future land use planning; and 

The Structure Plan identifies that the “Arden Central” area is to be rezoned in conjunction with the “Melbourne Metro initiative”. The Structure Plan should be amended to further expand on the implementation and rezoning proposed in particular to include a requirement for design and development overlays to protect ongoing industrial uses and to enable the area to transition without causing problems to the ongoing operation of industry. 

3 George Weston Foods and Weston Milling 

3.1 ABOUT GWF 

GWF is a wholly owned subsidiary of Associated British Foods Plc , one of the world's leading food companies. GWF's principal operations are undertaken throughout Australia and New Zealand with a presence both in China and Japan. GWF is one of Australia and New Zealand's largest food manufacturers, employing around 8,000 employees in close to 60 sites. 
Weston Milling, a division of GWF, is located at the Site and is one of the biggest and most successful Australian flour producers. Weston Milling manufacture, sell and distribute a complete range of flours, retail flour products, bread mixes, semolinas, rye products, bread improvers and bread ingredients, cake and pastry mixes, pan-greasing emulsions, soy flour, wheat, specialty grain and fibre mixes. Weston Milling also distribute a comprehensive range of dry ingredients to the small bakery and patisserie markets and also provides an extensive animal nutrition service, supported by the manufacture of premium quality bulk and pelleted feeding solutions for commercial livestock. 
The subject site is included within an Industrial 1 Zone under the provisions of the Melbourne Planning Scheme. This land parcel of approximately 6,962m2 has frontage to both [personal details removed by CoM] and is located within an Industrial 1 Zone. There are no overlays that affect the site. 
Weston Milling seeks to remain at the Site for the foreseeable future. 

3.2 GWF AND THE MELBOURNE PLANNING SCHEME 

GWF has already been under increasing pressure from residential developments in the area. In order to protect its ongoing operations at the Site, GWF has had to participate in previous planning scheme amendment and planning permit applications and is currently participating in the Planning Panel hearing to consider Amendment C126. GWF has had to obtain the advice of expert witnesses including noise and planning consultants and lawyers to assist it to protect its interests at the Site. As a result of GWF’s participation in the planning processes the current MSS is drafted to acknowledge: 

Residential development needs to take into account the amenity impacts of established and potential uses, including noise impacts and lightspill, and take protective steps to minimise these impacts on future occupants (Clause 21-04-1); 

Encourage all residential developments adjacent to industry, rail corridors and major roads to provide acoustic insulation in dwellings to protect future occupants (Clause 21-04-1); 

Industries can affect the amenity and environment of nearby sensitive land uses, especially residential areas. There is increasing tension between industry and surrounding residential areas due to traffic, noise and other issues. Industries need to work towards the highest standards of environmental management practice, and should also be protected from the encroachment of residential uses. (Clause 21.04-4). 

GWF is concerned that these acknowledgements are proposed to be removed from the MSS with no new protection and no acknowledgement in the Structure Plan. 

A Design and Development Overlay (Schedule 26) also applies to the Mixed Use Zone land which surrounds the Site. This DDO specifically deals with noise attenuation to be fitted in new residential developments to ensure that land use and development in the vicinity [personal details removed by CoM] does not adversely affect the viability of industry within the area. GWF is keen to ensure that this control remains within the scheme and is applied to any new mixed use or other residential zones proposed near to its Site. 

4 Key Concerns with the Draft Structure Plan 

4.1 TIMING OF PROPOSED STRUCTURE PLAN 

In our view the timing of this draft structure plan is premature given it is attempting to implement key strategies contained within proposed Amendment C162, which has not yet been approved and may be substantially changed. Also the viability of the proposed Arden Central described in the Structure Plan has been described as being “entirely dependant on a new high quality rail service.”1 This rail service is also extremely uncertain. We have discussed the relationship of the Structure Plan to Amendment C162 and the Melbourne Metro Strategy below. 

4.1.1 AMENDMENT C162 

As you are aware, proposed Amendment C162 to the Melbourne Planning Scheme seeks to change the Melbourne Planning Scheme to include a new Municipal Strategic Statement (MSS). 

The proposed MSS, identifies the Weston Milling site within an “urban renewal area”. The identification of the land within a proposed “urban renewal area” has resulted in Council preparing the Structure Plan to provide a framework for the future use and development of the area. 

It is our view that the proposed Structure Plan is premature, given that the proposed MSS (Amendment C162) that seeks to identify “urban renewal areas” has not yet been resolved. Amendment C162 is subject to a Panel Hearing commencing in July 2011. As a result, the status of the proposed “urban renewal areas” are unknown. The Structure Plan process should not be further advanced until the outcomes of Amendment C162 are known, including the boundaries of any proposed “urban renewal areas”. 

4.1.2 VICTORIAN TRANSPORT STRATEGY 2008 – MELBOURNE METRO 

The Background Report to the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan identifies that a key catalyst for the “urban renewal area” and subsequently the Structure Plan, is the development of Melbourne Metro. The Structure Plan identifies that the Melbourne Metro proposal locates a station at the southern end of the Arden Macaulay Study Area. Melbourne Metro is identified within the Victorian Transport Plan 2008 as a “new rail tunnel between west and east that will increase the capacity of Melbourne’s rail network by around 12,000 passengers every hour and reduce congestion. Stage 1 of the tunnel from Dynon to St Kilda Road (Domain) will cost in excess of $4.5 billion, with Stage 2 to Caulfield to be delivered after completing Stage 1”. 
Whilst the Victorian Transport Plan 2008 has identified Melbourne Metro as one of six priorities for action, since the election of the Coalition Government in 2010, the timing and funding for Melbourne Metro is uncertain. Indeed the Victorian Transport Plan 2008 is not adopted policy by this government. The Structure Plan is largely dependant on the new metro style underground passenger railway and in particular a new railway station, Arden Central, as part of the proposed Melbourne Metro. Issues surrounding the funding, timing and implementation of this major infrastructure project within Melbourne should be appropriately explored and understood before finalisation of any Structure Plan for the area. 

4.2 PROTECTION OF EXISTING INDUSTRIAL LAND USES 

The proposed MSS and the Structure Plan do not adequately deal with protecting existing industrial uses in the short to mid term, nor does it explain how interaction with new sensitive uses and industry will be managed whilst the area undergoes a transition. The proposed MSS removes any of the above references to protecting existing industry from residential encroachment. GWF will be making submissions on this matter at the upcoming panel hearing. The Structure Plan also does not address this issue, although it acknowledges that it there will need to be a transition to a mixed use precinct. 

With respect to Weston Milling, the Structure Plan identifies [personal details removed by CoM] as a “Primary Street – Active Retail / Commercial Frontage”. It is envisaged through the proposed Structure Plan that [personal details removed by CoM] the surrounding area identified as “Arden Central” will become an extension of Melbourne’s Central City with “over 20,000 jobs, up to 10,000 residents and 12,000 students accommodated in a high density mixed use precinct, in buildings up to 15 storeys high, set within a neighbourhood of high quality streets, lanes and public spaces”. 
Whilst Council has established a vision for the future use and development of this “urban renewal area”, the Structure Plan makes no reference to protecting established industrial land uses, including Weston Milling. Council has identified, one of the driving factors for the identification of the proposed “urban renewal area” is the underutilisation of land within this precinct. However, this is inconsistent with strategic work undertaken by independent consultants on the role of industrial land. 

4.2.1 CITY OF MELBOURNE INDUSTRIAL LAND SUPPLY STUDY 

The proposed “urban renewal area” for the Site and the proposed Structure Plan is in contradiction to the Industrial Land Supply Study. 

As you are no doubt aware the purpose of the study was to review the future use and development of industrial land in the City of Melbourne and to make recommendations regarding the future use and zoning of such land to meet the future industrial/manufacturing demand to 2030. The intention was for the findings of the study to inform the upcoming review of the MSS. 

Whilst the study identified some areas as underutilised, revitalisation area and transitional areas, the Site was not included in any of those areas. In fact the Site was given special consideration as a major individual site. 

The study said the following of the Site. 

“These are major manufactures that have a long history on their existing sites. They are uses of a scale and type that would be unlikely to locate in the City of Melbourne if they were establishing now. However they have a very significant investment in their current facilities which results in a long term commitment to their continued operation. They are uses that need protection from the encroachment of sensitive uses that may prejudice their ongoing operations. However given the size of the sites, the way in which abutting land uses have changed over time, the nature existing buildings on the sites, and current trends in inner city industrial and related development, the sites may not be appropriate for redevelopment for industry if the existing uses cease in the future and they become vacant.” 
More specifically, the study recommends the following for the Weston Milling site: 

Retain in industrial zone; 
Policy statement strongly supporting the ongoing operation of the existing uses, subject to a management plan that manages potential conflicts with adjoining sensitive uses, where appropriate; 
Prevent encroachment of sensitive uses that may adversely impact on long term operations; and 
If in the future the site becomes vacant, undertake a strategic review to determine the appropriate use planning and development outcome of the site. 
The proposed MSS and Structure Plan has been prepared without regard to the existing and ongoing industrial use for the Site nor the recommendations of the Industrial Land Supply Study. It is our view that despite an objective to regenerate and enhance “urban renewal areas”, this must not be at the expense of existing industrial operations, including those of Weston Milling. The Structure Plan should be amended accordingly to offer greater protection to existing industrial operations that are to remain for the foreseeable future. GWF would support the recommendations of the Industrial Land Supply Study and would seek the implementation of appropriate planning controls to protect its ongoing operations until such time that GWF determines to vacate the Site. 

The Structure Plan should not only consider the location of industrial land uses (land zoned for industrial purposes) that seek to remain, but also their specific operations. Many industrial land uses, including Weston Milling, require heavy vehicles for the purposes of loading and unloading and generate noise emissions from mechanical plant and equipment. More specifically, Clause 52.10, Uses with Adverse Amenity Potential, specifies a threshold distance of 300 metres for a flour mill. It is imperative that any proposed alteration to the land use within proximity to Weston Milling has regard to the operations of the site, not just its industrial zoning. Whilst Council envisages Laurens Street as a “Primary Street – Active Retail / Commercial Frontage” and an area of increased density with a mix of uses, this needs to be considered in the context of heavy vehicles accessing existing industrial sites and the potential for off site amenity impacts of existing industry. 

A Design and Development Overlay in the form of the current Schedule 26 in the Melbourne Planning Scheme should be applied to any new Mixed Use Zones or residential areas. In addition, if there is to be development on State owned land opposite the Site, adequate provision for continuing access to the Site will need to be provided in any Master Plan or other planning instrument to enable that development. This should be specified in the activities and land uses recommendations in the Structure Plan. 

4.3 IMPLEMENTATION OF STRUCTURE PLAN 

There is insufficient information regarding the implementation of the Structure Plan. 

4.3.1 PROPOSED REZONING 

Although GWF does not support rezoning of the Weston Milling site at this time, the Structure Plan should be further expanded to provide greater clarity and understanding of the “Melbourne Metro initiative”. “Arden Central” and consequently the Site is identified as being rezoned in conjunction with “Melbourne Metro initiative” however there is no further information with respect to timing, funding, process or proposed zone. The Structure Plan should be amended to provide greater clarity to landowners and the community. We note that the Site is shown as potentially being rezoned to an Industrial 3 Zone and we are uncertain of the strategic justification for this. Moreover, we believe discussion of appropriate design and development overlays should be included within the recommendations of activities and land uses section. 

4.3.2 HERITAGE ISSUES 

We also note that the Weston Milling site appears to be identified as being included within the North and West Melbourne Heritage Overlay. GWF would appreciate having the opportunity of discussing any such listing with Council before it is included as a recommendation in the Structure Plan. If GWF is to vacate the Site in the future it could only do so if it had been able to obtain and construct a new flour mill on a greenfield site. Such an investment would be at a considerable cost and GWF would need to ensure that it was able to develop the Site to cover the cost of the new development. It would concern GWF if a heritage overlay would limit the opportunity of redevelopment on the Site in the long term. 

5 Consultation 

GWF seeks greater consultation with the City of Melbourne in developing a final Structure Plan. It is disappointed that it has not had any engagement with the Council to date given the Structure Plan proposes major changes for the Site. GWF would appreciate the opportunity to meet with you to discuss this submission to ensure the on-going industrial operations of Weston Milling are protected for the foreseeable future.
Geraldine and David Suter

WE CALL ON the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities,.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.

-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


WE REQUEST THE deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

Graeme Kane


-The Arden Macaulay build form proposal looks very exciting
- I reside North Melbourne in one of the 9m zones and naturally hoped Council would (1) keep the 1-2 story houses and not over-develop this area, (2) encourage larger developments towards the west of Dryburgh St as this had the space and (3) keep the village feel but with more public transport.
- I think the plan balances the many needs of development while retaining and respecting current environments.
- the environmental consideration is especially postive - very clever psychology
Harris HMC P/L

We refer to the above matter and the related documents that are currently on exhibition. We act for Harris HMC P/L being the owners of the above parcels of land. Their land is situated in the area just to the north of Arden Street. Harris HMC are an employer of over 100 staff in this area and have been long term land owners in the precinct.

Our client’s support the thrust of the exhibited Arden Macaulay Structure Plan 2011. They note the key recommendations on use and built form height and support those initiatives as well.

They also note the timing mechanisms, perhaps best shown on Figure 2.2 (page 29). Their land is included in an area that states that ‘rezoning of Arden Central to be considered in conjunction with Melbourne Metro initiative’.

It is my client’s submission that the land north of Arden Street should be removed from the land surrounded by the white dashed line. The land should be covered by the Mixed Use Zone.

It is submitted that this land is suitably separate from the proposed Melbourne Metro station,

being on the north of Arden Street, when the proposed station will be on the south side of

Arden Street, approximately in line with the extension of Queensberry Street.

It is our view that this land is sufficiently removed from the station that it neither has a positive

or negative impact on the ability to develop this land and therefore should be seen as no

different to other parcels of land that are proposed to be rezoned in the near future as part of the Structure Plan process.

To quarantine land for a substantial period of time where the proposed infrastructure will have no direct effect on that land would not be good planning. This is especially so in the circumstance where my clients are keen to develop their sites in the manner outlined in the draft Structure Plan due to business expansion requirements.

Helen Simondson

1. 1.       Building Heights seem to be going from 9 meters in existing residential areas to 20 meters or more for sites proposed for rezoning and this sometimes this occurs on a boundary.  

The building heights should be graduated in ‘steps’ to reduce their impact and create a buffer to the adjoining residential areas eg. Rankins Road, Barnett Street and Lambeth Street, and areas south of Macaulay Road.  Furthermore, are these heights to be discretionary or mandatory?  

2. 2.       Open Space:  There needs to be greater elaboration on the proposal to enhance the Moonee Ponds Creek and its suitability as open space, given flooding and the linear nature of the space.  There also needs to be open space requirements for each separate development, with clearly-defined criteria as to what proportion of each block needs to be set aside as open space.

3. 3.       Social infrastructure:  An increase of 25,000 population will require appropriate provision of schools, health services, community centres.  It is not clear how the City can ensure that these services are provided.

4.  4.      Heritage assessments:  Some industrial buildings are likely to have heritage features.  These need to be assessed and preserved prior to any rezoning.  In many cases, a renovation and conversion of a building may produce a better result than demolition.

5. 5.        Implementation:  If it is piecemeal, site-by-site development would be unlikely to deliver the desired planning outcomes.  How will it be coordinated?

6.  6.      Traffic and parking issues:  Some areas comprise a network of small streets, e.g. between Arden Street, Macaulay Road, Elizabeth Street and the Moonee Ponds Creek.  What will be done about traffic management and flows? This area is already a shocking bottle neck and a major increase in traffic would profoundly impact on amenity in the area.

7. 7.        Public transport:  Major aspects of the Plan depend on upgrades in public transport, especially Arden Central which cannot proceed unless the Metro Line and Arden Station are built.  Furthermore, increases in population in Kensington will require upgrades in services on the Craigieburn and Upfield lines, which are yet to be promised, let alone implemented.  
Helena & John Bishop

Attached is our endorsement of the N.W.M.A.' s resolutions regarding the Structure Plans and the Transport Policy for the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan.

Even though we agree with almost all of the salient points, We do not agree with the committee on their comments on industry and offices and we do not agree with the the comments on high rise building being the wrong way to achieve high density as open areas are needed if high density development goes ahead and that can be achieved by having tall structures with ample open space surrounding them. Semi-high rise buildings cheek by jowl creates concrete jungles.

We do however believe that new buildings need to be compatible with the surrounding areas with a gradation from low areas to high rise areas.

We also believe that the highly intensive, very high rise is an overkill for the area.

WE CALL ON the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

- 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.

-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

- 

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


 WE REQUEST THE deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

WE SUBMIT that the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne.)

Huw and Helen Davies

I have attached copies of Resolutions drafted by the NWMA, endorsed by myself, Huw S Davies and Helen M Davies for the information of Council.  The proposals put forward by Council do not meet the needs of the communities of North and West Melbourne and give far too much weight to inadequately thought out or explained planning processes which favour inappropriate development over community amenity or residents preferences.  Too little opportunity for residents expressions of views has been given.  Council should re-think both the process involved and the planning objectives favoured by Council and the development industry.  Too much of the forward planning is based on flawed assumptions that could end up creating a nightmare for residents while developers walk away with profits leaving a disfunctional community to deal with the consequences.
WE CALL ON the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities,.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.
-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


WE REQUEST THE deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

WE SUBMIT that the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne.)

Ian Young
Further to attending the public information meeting two weeks ago in Kensington I wish to formally express my concerns and objections to the proposed Arden Macaulay Structure plan

which in my view will lead to significant over development and significantly change the character of the Kensington community.

While I commend you on having a public consultation process, there are significant concerns

raised with a proposal that increases the local population by such a significant amount to 25,000 or more with such limited input from the local community. The plans proposed seemed to focus mainly on building and development and gave limited consideration to existing issues with open spaces, traffic, parking and public transport or the development of a new community - both business and residential. 
Copied below is my objection to the Young Husband Woolstore complex sent 6 weeks ago.

The proposed development in the greater area of Kensington East and North Melbourne (which closely borders our property [personal details removed by CoM) appears to be an extension of the proposed multi-storey apartment towers which only magnifies these issues and concerns.

I support the opinions expressed at the meeting calling for a delay on decisions re the Young Husband Woolstore until after this planning process has been completed, otherwise detrimental precedents may already be set before the plan is finalised. 

With regards to the Structure plan, there appears to be only one plan – with limited modelling of the impact on the surrounds – and no scope for options or a range of considerations.

There also appeared to be no consideration for the topography of the area (Kensington Village is on a hill at the top of Macaulay road) – a 20 metre limit at the corner of Macaulay Rd and Eastwood street is different to the 20 metres at bed rock of the Moonee Ponds creek beneath the Tullamarine freeway (which was the reference point constantly used by the presenter).

Maintaining height levels in excess of 20 metres from the flat of a swamp up to the corner of Eastwood street with no set backs would dwarf adjoining residences. It is my hope that the panorama of Melbourne's CBD from Skinny Park at the corner of Belair St and Macaulay Road should mainly be preserved and not become the point where all one can see is a 21st century over development that destroys the character and heritage value of this historically significant precinct.

[Personal details removed by CoM]

Att: Robyn Hellman

Coordinator Local Policy, Strategic Planning, City of Melbourne

Re: Objection to amendment C177 Rezoning of the Young Husband Woolstore Complex at 2-50 Elizabeth Street, Kensington

I wish to formally express my objection to the proposal to rezone the site of the Young  Husband wool store complex in Elizabeth Street Kensington, (amendment C177) which would allow for residential and retail development, consisting primarily of a several multistory apartment towers.

The proposal to add 7, 8 and 12 story residential towers to these buildings would not only destroy the character of this heritage listed site and surrounding areas but would introduce a density of residents for whom there are already insufficient amenities.

Street parking and lack of general amenities in the surrounding is already a major concern in Kensington – traffic flow is out of control, parking for residents is already a premium and at times it is impossible to squeeze into the overcrowded trains that arrive at Kensington station at peak hour. All of these will only get worse with the number of residents 27 stories of apartment towers can accommodate.

While I understand the need to do something with such a site – there are other options to oversized residential developments that will destroy the local community for everyone ...

Having regularly visited Toronto, I have always considered this Woolstore site to have the same potential as the Historic Distillery District and appeal to the leaders and visionaries of the City of Melbourne to look broader than a high density residential development for the Young Husband site.

Irene Barberis-Page


As a long term Kensington resident [Personal details removed by CoM], I would like to suggest that major artworks be incorporated throughout the new precinct.
It would be excellent if these were sourced from Kensington and North Melbourne Artists and Art Galleries - to support the region.

As an artist who has won and been involved in many Public Art Works locally, nationally and internationally I would be very interested to be involved in the incorporation of Public Art into the new Arden-Macauley Planning.
J Twining & S Chan


We object to the 20m+ heights proposed for west of Laurens Street. We currently enjoy views of the docks and the sunset which would be lost if buildings of this scale were permitted. 

[Personal details removed by CoM]

We ask that the Council consider the needs, amenity and investment of existing residents and ratepayers for once and not just the developers and future rates revenue. 

Residents in other municipalities do not have this scale of development imposed on them so why should we?
Jan Lacey

I live in [Personal details removed by CoM], I would have loved to have had input into ideas for developments in these areas.  Instead we get what I fear will be a fait accompli, with room for comment around the edges.

 

Your approach to increased density seems to be to go higher and higher.  Much can be achieved with well planned low to medium density development.  We need nature, we need green, nearby, for our psychological and our physical health.  High rise leaves us remote from our natural environment (and relies too often on air conditioned sterility).  

 

I am also concerned that both plans assume that the Melbourne Metro line will be built.  I have no faith in this occurring - state governments cannot manage to get what exists today running efficiently.  No commitments should be made unless the rail stations reach a point of no return.  Without significant growth in public transport the planned population increases would make life for residents intolerable.

 

It is also critical that real, permanent employment be retained and established in both areas. We need to be minimising our travel needs in this warmer world, and quality of life is negatively affected by long commutes.  My reading of the plans suggests that many workplaces will disappear in redevelopments.  Will they be replaced and expanded in line with population growth? 

 

I have also got little faith that sufficient quality community infrastructure will be provided.  Once developers get involved profit will be the motive, and they will ask for more.  They won't be around later to deal with the dysfunctional communities that would result.

 

As a member of the community that sits between these developments, I feel no ownership of the plans.  We need real consultation.  Without it there will be conflict and distress, which you can avoid by putting the plans aside until the community has had a voice.

Jane Paszylka

What a great opportunity we have to do something future generations will be proud of. What exactly are we trying to create here? There seems to be no clear direction as to what the vision for the sites are other than getting the maximum number of people housed, but people do want something to be proud of and that they can envisage themselves living happily in. 
Development should not go ahead without the pre-requisite infrastructure in place, not as an after but a pre. Road and rail transport must be in place before any residential building takes place. 
The outskirts of many large cities around the world do not look appealing to live in e.g. Paris and Tokyo. Kyoto railway station works well and is generally well regarded. Port Melbourne and Kensington Banks have a reasonable mix of housing and are sought after places to live; Docklands on the other hand is soulless and depressing and importantly it is hard to sell the flats there.

The current proposal seems to be developer driven and not resident driven. Not everyone wants to live in a flat; there can be some large towers for those that do. Also small 2-3 story houses with a small courtyard, which appeal to a lot of people, could also be present.

There is a general lack of open spaces, which contribute so much to a pleasant environment.

Lack of social amenities and necessities are also absent e.g. schools, kindergartens, hospitals, aged care facilities, libraries, and community health centre etc.
Janet Graham

I am in general agreement with the resolutions passed at the meeting called by the North and

West Melbourne Association on 21 June 2011 and comment as follows.

I call on the Melbourne City Council and the Victorian State Government to review the criteria

used in the preparation of the above Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters,

stakeholders and ratepayers are better represented. It appears that these plans are more

about providing developers with high-rise development sites than implementing a vision of a

sustainable and human-scale city — a strategy likely to repeat all the mistakes made with the

development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

• First, I believe that state and local government policy to encourage Melbourne’s population

to grow unchecked to five million and beyond is irresponsible and likely to result in a city

bereft of the heritage character and other charms that are a large part of its appeal to both

residents and visitors. Unfettered growth will undermine Council’s best intentions to reduce

greenhouse gas and pollution and achieve its goal of zero carbon emissions.

The ‘growth at all costs’ philosophy should be replaced with strategies to discourage

population growth, such as decentralisation and removal of subsidies for child-bearers. This is

in light not just of the situation facing Melbourne, but of that facing the whole world, which is

destined to destroy itself if population increases at its present rate. Melbourne could set an

example to other cities facing population challenges.

• There is no justification for the increase in the current population of North and West

Melbourne, which is approximately 15,000. It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that

the population increase from 5500 to 19,000 and in the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from

3000 to 25,000.

• The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased

population is by high-rise development of a scale that is totally incompatible with the existing

built form of these communities. Higher density is not achieved only by high-rise.

• The lack of vision and detail in the ‘architect’s impressions’ of the Structure Plan sites

suggests that development will proceed in the usual cost-cutting way — that is, ignoring the

exciting possibility of creating something of true architectural excellence with innovative,

world-leading, sustainable design.

• The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory. This is particularly

dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher

buildings. For example, based on recent VCAT decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans

with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres (ie 40–45

storeys or a 150% increase).

• Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and

increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care,

hospitals and education facilities.

• There has been insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future

needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

• There is little regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne, such as the heritagelisted

Arts House Meat Market in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.

• There has been insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing

inner Melbourne and the situation that would result if these Structure Plans were

implemented. Public transport is already at capacity.

• Too much reliance has been placed on the proposed Metro Line to justify high-rise

development. Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved.

It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced,

huge population base. Development should not, and cannot in practical terms, proceed until

the mooted railway stations in Parkville and North Melbourne are approved and in place.

• Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts

of the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

• The commercial/industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business

Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas would be lost. These provide important

employment and economic opportunities and are easily accessible to inner urban residents,

avoiding the need for long commuting journeys and the resulting fuel consumption.

Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

• There has been insufficient consideration of the proposal to link Boundary Road and

Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse

impact on the adjoining areas.

I object to the process involved in adopting these plans. Rather than consultation, I feel this is

a briefing on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our

feedback but then proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response. There has

been no enunciation of a vision, of how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate

to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the

consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might be developed to give the

community some role in deciding its direction.

I request that the deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November 2011 to allow

for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

I further submit that the Structure Plans should not be signed off until primary and secondary

school sites, with adequate active open space, and additional public open space, have been

identified and secured, bearing in mind that North and West Melbourne are recognised by

Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne.

Jenni Niggl


[Personal details removed by CoM]. We are extremely concerned that our heritage home not be dwarfed by commercial development. [Personal details removed by CoM] we do not want our investment in this community and our home to be devalued. The City of Melbourne Planning Department has required that we have high grade finishes (eg wooden garage door instead of panel roller door). We would expect that the same standards be required of the new development. Buildings adjacent to heritage homes should be no higher than the heritage home, and of premium grade construction materials, so as not to devalue the home or the area, or overshadow. The rights of the current residents of the community should be a priority, not that of greedy developers. 
Jennifer Gallivan 

It is pleasing that residents and other interested parties are being given the opportunity to comment on the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan. The designated area offers great potential for appropriate development. However, I wish to express my concerns about some aspects of the Plan.

The Plan seems to make the assumption that there must be large-scale, intensive development in the designated area.   While accepting that a higher population density is required, the emphasis should be on creating a sustainable suburb which provides a high standard of living and respects surrounding areas. 

1. Mandatory heights restrictions

Building heights should not be discretionary. Many developers seek to overdevelop sites with the result that their developments completely dominate and overwhelm their surroundings. 

Public housing mistakes from forty to fifty years ago should not be able to be used by developers as a precedent for a new private development. Flemington, Kensington and North Melbourne have all suffered from previous planning mistakes which resulted in the Office of Housing building excessively high tower blocks which still dominate their neighbourhoods and the skyline. It should be made clear that these housing estates, which provided sub-standard housing, must not be used as precedents. 

The Structure Plan should set mandatory heights which protect the amenity of surrounding areas. While there will be areas of high density, building heights should be graduated to reduce their impact on lower surroundings and set backs should be required. Neighbours should be protected from inappropriate shadowing and overlooking. Residential streetscapes should be protected. Many parts of this area have houses that typify the architectural heritage of the inner north- west and they should be protected. 

As a Flemington resident, I am concerned about the heights mentioned for buildings in Racecourse Road which is the boundary between two municipalities. The Racecourse Road Structure Plan should be respected. This Plan should set out ways for Moonee Valley City Council and Melbourne City Council to work together to ensure a unified approach to the development of Racecourse Road rather than lop-sided mismanagement.

2. Careful management of the predicted growth in population

Redevelopment should not begin without the simultaneous funding and provision of the proposed infrastructure required to cope with 25,000 extra people. The Plan does not adequately explain how education, health, parking and transport infrastructure will be provided. 

The Plan heavily depends on major developments in public transport. The reliance on a Metro train proposal which may take decades to come to fruition is of particular concern. 

Areas like Racecourse and Macaulay Roads must not become even greater traffic problems.

It is vital that the generous provision of useful open spaces is an integral part of the redevelopment of this inner city area. Some of the government owned land should be made available for open space and developers should also be required to provide green areas. 

While I see many benefits in this Structure Plan, I would like to see clear regulations, especially in relation to the heights of buildings, so that residents are not constantly required to fight the ambit claims of developers. It is to be hoped that a carefully planned, well managed, adequately funded, staged approach is followed to develop this area
Jennifer Hassell


the Arden precint needs more than the already neglected creek area overshadowed by the freeway and a new city square concpet is not enough. Pocket parks and green pockets need to be included - see examples such as Farnham St in flemington - a highly used pocket park and community gathering opportunities. Other areas to be considered are the meeting places eg Fairfield ampitheatre and womens peace park - these concepts make a community a community - people meet, play have weddings, christian children etc etc. Open space is key to a vibrant community especially with high rise and dense development. Ideas where laneways and pocket parks lead people to important venues. What architectural and urban planning ideas have been considered? Vegetable gardens are also important and should be included as many will be living in high rise and will miss this planting opportunity.
Jill Lane

 I write to offer my comments regarding the Draft Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan. 

Firstly, I welcome the considered thought that has obviously been put to developing the plan and the desire to appropriately develop Melbourne for its future needs. I do however have some concerns. They are as follows: 
Building Heights: I believe any increase in building heights should be gradual rather than increasing immediately at a boundary. This would assist in reducing the impact of the considerable development that is suggested. The Kensington area, and its immediate surrounds, are already areas that are heavily built upon and will not benefit from further enclosure. 

Open Space: As previously noted the Kensington area, and its immediate surrounds, are already locations of much built structure, so the need for open space is paramount. I am concerned that further development will encroach on already precious and limited open space and so believe that the structure plan must demand additional space rather than what seems to be reconfiguring that which is already there. I also wonder about the realistic possibilities of using the Moonee Ponds Creek area for regular outdoor use when it is so prone to flooding. 

Social infrastructure: An increase of 25,000 population will require additional provision of child care, schools, health services, community centres, aged care, etc. I did not find it clear in the Structural Plan as to how the City would ensure that these services are appropriately provided. 
Traffic and parking issues: Traffic and parking are currently considerable issues for some parts of the Kensington area, and its immediate surrounds. These issues can only increase when such a dramatic climb in the resident population. I am unclear from the Structural Plan how these existing, and future, issues will be adequately managed. 

Public transport: It seems that major aspects of the Plan depend on upgrades in public transport, an area that is already struggling to meet demand. I am unclear how the Structural Plan can ensure that these concerns are overcome. Will such upgrades only involve the development of Arden Central, the Metro Line and Arden Station? Will they also involve upgrading the Craigieburn and Upfield lines? 

Heritage assessments: Some industrial buildings are likely to have heritage features. These need to be assessed and preserved prior to any rezoning. In many cases, a renovation and conversion of a building may produce a better result than demolition. 

Implementation: I am unclear from the Structural Plan how coordination of the suggested redevelopment will occur. How can the City ensure that the suggestions outlined in the plan actually occur and do not become subject to other regulations, interests, etc? 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on what is a very important part of the future of Melbourne, the Kensington area, and its immediate surrounds. Please do not hesitate to contact me should I be able to offer further explanation.

Jo Griffiths

I, Jo Griffiths, call on the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities,.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan
-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


I / WE REQUEST THE deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

Joel

 
• We generally like and support the plan; it could be a great thing for the suburb if executed well. We moved to the neighbourhood and sold our car to live inner city and live more sustainably. So we would appreciate less cars/busy streets – it is quiet in our neighbourhood, which is part of the reason we chose to live here. We think the future plan should cater to this.
• We like the focus on cycling and public transport as key transport methods. Car ownership really isn’t required to live comfortably in Nth Melbourne.
• Structure plan must strictly adhere to the height restrictions it puts in place – developers should not be able to negotiate these with council retrospectively.
• Education and day car facilities need to be included – Primary/Secondary schools should be drastically increased in the neighbourhood – particularly for future population forecasts. 
• Aged Care facilities need to be incorporated to allow the elderly to remain living in their neighbourhood – not out in the far suburbs.
• Maintain and encourage the unique inner-city country town feel of Nth Melbourne and the community feel. 
• At the moment we love the fact that there is limited fast food restaurants/large grocery chains/petrol stations in the neighbourhood. We don’t want or need the big supermarket chains such as Woolworths/Coles etc. here. The future growth can live well without them also and support smaller diverse businesses in the neighbourhood.
• City Farm + Green roof scheme sounds good. Allocations for people to grow vegetables etc. would support the community spirit and reduce the heat island effect. With all of the space that is opening up it would be great to see some serious effort put into these fields.
• Arts/Galleries/bookstores/cafes/bars/restaurants/small entrepreneurial businesses need to be increased proportionally with the increase in population. This development shouldn’t just cater to white collar workers. Local small businesses should be held in higher regards than major retailers. 
• For Moonee Ponds Creek – cleaned up and possibly extended to be able to support recreational activities – canoeing/kayaking/rowing and non-toxic fishing would be great.
• More shared zones to decrease traffic speed. Less street parking would be good in that it would allow for wider footpaths and more parks.
• Furthermore increase parklands to include some original native flora from the area before it was developed. Great parklands could be setup here in Nth Melbourne that could be appreciated for generations to come – such as other parklands around other neighbourhoods of Melbourne.
• Retaining old buildings (facades etc) to keep the story and history of North Melbourne intact – these things can’t be replaced. New buildings need to tastefully (and interestingly) add to the story of Nth Melbourne, not just alucobond clad cheap and nasty developer designed buildings. Spend money on good architecture and urban design.
Joel Reeve

I would like to take this opportunity to express my objection to the Ardent Macaualay Structure plan in particular I strongle appose the the hight of the buildings that are being purposed a hight of 10.5 to 60 metters is simply to much for the area and the extra 25,000 people that will be moving into the area is insane.
 
How are an extra 25,000 people going to fit on the trains when the trains are all ready over crowered? It can take 25 to 30 min to get from one end of Macaualay rd to the other during peak hour how are you going to handle this issue? Where are the extra people going to park there cars? 
 
What about schools? from kindergarden to Highschool I do not see any plans for these in your draft? Where are they meant to get medical advise? I did not see any plans for a Medical Center.
 
There are barley enough open spaces in the area now and you have not inculded any more in your plan.
 
In all your plan is a disgrace and should be torn up and thrown out. You should have consulted the community from day 1 instead of getting us involved at the end a telling us this is how it is deal with it.
 
I look forward to the media getting a hold of the plans and tearing them to shreds .

John Mason 

With regard to the above proposal I am concerned about two main aspects of the Plan: some possible adverse impacts on Kensington and the danger that good intentions may not be realized.

3.  Developers try to avoid controls:  Re. good intentions, I am concerned about the degree of control the City will have on developers, who will get access to prime sites for mixed-use development.  As an example, Kensington Estate was a prime redevelopment site, to be developed according to a plan agreed upon by the government, the community and the developer.  However, over the 10 or more years of its development, the community experienced many difficulties.  The developer, Becton, continually pressed to the relaxation of conditions and was successful in gaining many concessions that we believe were not justified.  These included relaxation of parking requirements, increased height and increased density.  The result is a pretty ordinary result.  A Google search of 'Kensington Estate' does not result in finding praise for what could have been a showcase development.  In fact, you won't find any comments at all.  What a missed opportunity!  The Council must retain site by site control over exactly what is and is not built.  If this can be over ruled by VCAT, we will have the current, unacceptable situation.

4.  Height limits may not work:   I am concerned about height limits.  Are they to be advisory or mandatory?  If advisory, we can expect to have to fight, proposal after proposal, as now, where developers attempt to stretch the envelope.  This would be a nightmare and would exhaust the community.  On the other hand, if there are to be mandatory limits, + or - 20%, as has been suggested, we can predict that pretty much every development proposal will take advantage of the +.  The net effect of 20% is that 5 storeys becomes de facto 6 storeys.  I recommend mandatory limits, on a site by site case, taking into account both the desired outcomes and impacts on existing residents.

5.  The proposed transition is inappropriate:  The 20 meter limits (whether advisory or mandatory) along the boundaries of Kensington section of the Study Zone pose a threat to existing residents.  For example, Hardiman (north side), Chelmsford (south side) and Barnett (east side) could experience an immediate transition from 1-storey to 5 or 6-storeys on their boundary.  This appears to apply to most properties on the boundary of the Study Zone between Macaulay and Racecourse Road.  This is unacceptable.  I recommend the transition from 9 to 20 meters be made in steps.

6.  Threat at Rankins-Macaulay:  That part of the proposed retail/commercial area on the north side of Macaulay that includes the corner of Rankins and Macaulay concerns me.  The first 5 residences north of the current structure are single-storey, 3 with 2-storey extensions, existing or planned.  There is a heritage overlay.   Currently the existing non-residental structure on the corner houses a cafe, a proposed cafe, a dressmaker and a panel beating business.  Across the laneway, to the east on Macaulay, there is another panel beater.  To emphasize, all are 1 storey.  What height limits are proposed here?  If 20 meters, that would allow for a 6 storey structure where there now exists single storey, overlooking a heritage area.  This would be unacceptable.  I recommend that the transition be made in steps.

7.  Through traffic:  It seems likely, given the general rise in population and the growth of outer Western suburbs, that through traffic will continue to be a problem to Kensington.  This will be so whether or not the Plan goes ahead.  The only limit seems to be the physical capacity of the roads, particularly Macaulay Road.  A viable strategy is to allow the traffic to choke itself.  Thus, the more disruptions to traffic, via level crossing, traffic lights and controlled pedestrian crossings, the better.  I hope that the Plan will result in even more disruptions to traffic, possibly via 1 or maybe 2 traffic-light controlled pedestrian crossing on Macaulay Road between Rankins and Stubbs.  I recommend that no measures be taken to facilitate through traffic.

8. Do not favour grade separations:  Despite the annoyance that boom gate closures cause local residents, I do not favour grade separations where the Craigieburn or Upfield lines cross Macaulay Road.  Such grade separations would merely facilitate through traffic, attracting more of it.   As I mentioned above, the more elements that disrupt through traffic the better, hopefully leading to Macaulay Road having the reputation of being a nightmare, best avoided.  I recommend that grade separations are not included in the Plan.

9.  Local traffic:  The traffic that will be generated in Kensington by the Plan is of concern.  For example, the industrial area between Macaulay and Arden, west of the Creek, comprises a network of small streets.  These street could not accommodate an explosion of residential/commercial development.  On the other hand, if the streets were widened, it would destroy the character of the precinct.  The viability of the Plan for this area depends on availability of public transport, see  below.  I recommend that detailed traffic studies be completed.

10.  Public transport:  The Plan depends on improvements in public transport for which the Council can advocate, but cannot control.  We have been told that Arden Central cannot proceed unless there is a metro line with a station at Arden.  The future of the metro line is unresolved.  In the Plan, the viability of developments in Kensington depend on upgrades on the Craigieburn and Upfield lines.  Currently, trains at Kensington are congested in the morning peak, leading to reports of passengers being unable to board trains.  The argument that people will not need cars because of the availability of public transport is conditional, and out of the control of the Council.  I recommend that specific promises regarding upgrades in public transport be obtained before rezoning is commenced.

Thank you for the opportunity to have a say in the development of my community.

John McCarthy & Steve Bourke

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan. Overall, we think the Plan is a good initiative however we would like to express concerns regarding a number of issues. Our feedback is provided against each of the chapters in the Plan. In particular, we have concerns regarding the 'Built Form', 'Open Space' and 'Infrastructure' chapters of the Plan.

Activities & Land Use - It is an excellent idea to support the installation of the new Metro Station at Arden Central and use this as a catalyst for change in the area. Most importantly, we support the initiative to change zoning from Industrial to Residential Mixed Use. The current industrial area with Arden Macaulay is inappropriate for an inner city area that is undergoing transitional change. However, we do not support the aspirational target of 20% affordable housing in the area (recommendation 9). The reality is that there is already significant public housing within the area (and this is a positive thing) but it is not appropriate to set targets to increase this. Developers, the community and the real estate market will find an appropriate balance without the need for council to set targets on this matter.

Built Form - We support the initiative to create "an attractive place to live, work and study" but strongly believe the proposals and recommendation regarding 'built form' in the Plan will not deliver on this vision. In short, the proposed built form is a picture of inappropriate high-rise development creating shadowing, wind tunnels, restriction of views, overlooking, lack of privacy. This overdevelopment will lead to unfriendly 'cold' environs, similar to pockets in Docklands and Southbank. The development of these two areas should provide some guidance on what can be done better in Arden Macaulay - instead the Plan is heading down the same high-rise overdevelopment path. The proposed building heights (in figure 3.2 in built form) are too tall and unsympathetic to the surrounding general character of North Melbourne and Kensington. In particular, the Macaulay and Arden Central areas are dominated by the buildings that will be over 10 stories (and a large number double this). The shadowing on our streets and parks will be horrendous. For example, the area bordered by Macaulay Road, Haines St and Sheil Street is identified as an area for 30m buildings. This a significant increase on existing buildings in this block. There are existing parks and a swimming pool adjoining this area. What of natural light to the public facilities, what of privacy in the pool - the Plan is not creating attractive places. Then there are the building of 60m (approx 20 stories) that will also be in the area. They will create a horrible border for proposed improvements to Moonee Ponds Creek. The proposed building heights are a complete contradiction of the aspirational goals of the Plan. It would be amazing to think that the Council might take the step to lower the proposed building heights and create a staged transition from low rise communities in North Melbourne and Kensington; then a mid-range development in Arden Macaulay; then high-rise buildings in the CBD and Docklands. There needs to be far more consideration given to integrating new building heights in with the existing surrounding communities. The use of 14m and 20 m height restriction in most of the area would be far more appropriate.

Transport & Access - The intent and recommendations of this chapter are generally supported.

Open Space - The Plan has great intentions in regards to improving open space, but has little specifics to actually indicate that good facilities will be available for residents and visitors. There is potential to create significant new 'green' spaces but the plan lacks much in this regard. The only new open space proposed is some small pockets along the Creek and an Arden Central square. This is completely insufficient for the projected growth of the area. It must be noted that much of the current industrial land that will become high rise development will actually create more of a 'closed in' feeling, thus increasing the need for more open space. The land bordering the Creek from Arden Street to North Melbourne Station would be perfect for additional open space, but instead it is planned for development. Also, existing parks in the area are already heavily used. Arden Street Oval is in use by the football club and is therefore not available to the public for general activities. Gardiners Reserve, for example, is used heavily by residents and will not be the same inviting space when it has many more users. There needs to be far more significance given to rezoning existing industrial land to parkland if we truly want to be a 'green' community. We also don't need parkland to be overlooked and overshadowed by inappropriate high rise buildings.

Infrastructure - The Plan contains some positive initiatives in this regard but has some serious shortcomings. The Arden Macaulay area is designated as a problem area for stormwater and creek flooding. This issue is paramount to any proposed development of the area and yet the Plan provides no foresight in how this will be dealt with. To consider development without any clear plan of how this issue will be dealt with is negligent. This must be adequately addressed. In addition, there is no real plan for addressing how the massive increase in population will access community facilities. Current facilities such as the North Melbourne Pool will not cope with such an influx of potential users. 

Again, thanks for the opportunity to provide feedback and we hope this is of value. 
Jose Dos Santos

This letter is a submission response regarding the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan, and in particular commenting on the Arden Central proposed extension.   

[personal details removed by CoM]

[images removed by CoM]

I understand that you are seeking comments regarding the draft, to assist with finalising the plan.

I would like to state that I am most delighted to know that Laurens Street will be involved with the changes outlined in the draft.

The aspect that is of most interest to me is the re-zoning of the area, and in particular I would like my property to be re-zoned.  I am very happy that much of the industrially zoned land in North Melbourne is likely to undergo changes.  A few years ago I tried to apply for re-zoning of the property from Industrial to Mixed Use, and this change was denied by Melbourne City Council.

I believe there are many benefits to this plan for the future, but the aspects that directly concern me and my property are:

· According to 02 Activities and Land Uses, the structure plan area will accommodate 20,000 jobs 10,000 residents and 12,000 students in a mixed use neighbourhood.  I believe a mixed use zone would be beneficial to me as it would not only cover industrial use but also include residential, commercial, and retail possibilities. 

· The proposed train station to be located on Queensberry Street and close to my property would be beneficial.

· The proposed bus route, which will be travelling adjacent to my building, would also be beneficial.

· According to Figure 3.2 Proposed building heights (from 03 Built Form), my property and those on my side [personal details removed by CoM], have been allocated a 30m built form height.  At this point I can not see any negative consequences from having a height of this level placed on my property (labelled as the orange dot below).

[Images not included by CoM]

· With regards to 04 Transport and Access, the aim would be to provide better access via public transport to the Arden-Macaulay area, and therefore aiming for low levels of car usage. How would this affect those with access to a car?  For example would employees or customers have parking difficulties on Laurens Street?  Would the proposed pedestrian and cycle way in the Laurens Street area, affect parking?  

It states on page 41 of the draft that “the use of private motor vehicles will be moderated by the need to give priority to more efficient modes.  Car sharing will thus be encouraged and car parking provision in new developments will be limited.”  The draft also recommends preparing “a precinct parking plan for the area, which limits residential parking, encourages car sharing and provides for bicycle parking”.  I am just wandering how exactly will parking be limited?

· It is unclear how management of traffic will affect my property directly, by limiting non-local traffic and reducing congestion.

· 05 Open Space – I believe the new public open space, near the proposed metro station, will not affect my property directly, and believe this is a positive move.

· 06 Infrastructure Services – It is unclear how my property will be affected by Key Direction 5, regarding energy, water and waste management, and specifically with regards to distribution of electricity and hot & chilled water over Laurens Street.

Overall, I believe this plan is a good move for us, and would like these changes implemented as soon as possible.  

With regards to the re-zoning plan, I would like Laurens Street and most importantly the land on my property, to be re-zoned as mixed use.  I would have liked this to have been done yesterday, so for me, the sooner the better!

Joseph Benincasa  


A tram line connecting Arden Street area would be so useful and convenient to hospitals, universities.
Jude Bulten

As a resident of [personal details removed by CoM] for the past 15years I would like to comment in regards to the plan. Whilst I acknowledge the need for change & certainly welcome the new railway link & more cycle paths which will hopefully serve to encourage the use of public transport as well as alternatives to cars, I would like to point out that trains particularly during peak hour are already overcrowded & sometimes difficult to get on ie Craigeburn/Broadmeadows line. Whilst it seems inevitable that Melbourne City Council need to provide for an increase in population, it needs to be reminded that already we have a system in place that cannot cope with the existing population.

Secondly my main concern is the proposed heights for new buildings including the redevelopment of Young & Husband. A shift to increased heights will have a profound effect on the visual landscape from Bellair Ave across to the existing city scape. This vista is enjoyed not only by myself but also other residents in the area, as well as visitors. Evening picnic teas at skinny park on a hot summers night provides a wonderful vista of the city as well a welcome relief from a hot summers day. This amenity is priceless and needs to be considered in any planning. It is vistas like this that make Kensington what it is today & enjoyed by so many. A walk home after a long day at work this view restores my spirits & strengthens my resolve. A redevelopment of Young & Husband to greater heights will destroy this vista & will only allow for the privileged few to enjoy a view ie those that can afford to buy into the proposed development at the expense of the greater community who already live here.

The built environment has a profound effect on the human psyche (there are numerous journal references to back this up). Yet so often is not seen by developers as they are not part of the lived environment. They’re agenda is to be blunt to make money not to take care of the human psyche. Melbourne city council however has a moral and ethical duty to ensure that any proposed development does not destroy the amenity that already exists. 

If Melbourne is truly to be a liveable city for now & into the future it needs to ensure that the scale of any development is at the lowest possible height. This is what makes it ‘human’ this is what provides the context for a humane & socially responsive city where a council has the vision & the foresight to put people first not dollars. 

I welcome your response & further communication

Justine Kippin

I am a resident of [personal details removed by CoM] and also a member of the Kensington Association, [personal details removed by CoM].  I have read the Draft Structure plan and have some concerns regarding the proposal.

       1)   My prime concern is that in the Plan the area that I live has been slated to have a maximum building height of 6 Storeys. Does this mean that someone can build a 6 storey building right next door to me, especially on the northern side of my residence without any regard for    overshadowing and overlooking issues? In your structure plan I note that all new buildings will be environmentally friendly and that having the smallest carbon footprint is important.  I too share the same philosophy and thus have installed Solar Panels to my roof to harvest the suns energy to help reduce my load on the electricity grid.  Will this massive investment of mine now be compromised because of the height limits imposed on the area?


       Furthermore, are these heights to be discretionary or mandatory? If discretionary, based on previous experience, they could be little more than a starting point for developers from which to negotiate.
       Another issue is that the Young Husband proposed development is more than twice the maximum building height proposed in the Structure Plan, how can a development of this size be considered in isolation to the overall Structure plan? The proposed 12 storeys will also have an impact on my residence with overshadowing in the winter months where sunlight is at a premium.
       A "bookend" approach would be more suited to this area, as in, the internal portion of this area to have a maximum height of 3 storeys and the  area on the western side of Elizabeth st, Arden st and the street closest to Moonee Ponds creek to have a maximum height of 6 Storeys.  This    would create a buffer to the adjoining cottage houses on Chelmsford street and the residences on Elizabeth and Bruce streets.

       2)   Open Space: There needs to be greater elaboration on the proposal to enhance the Moonee Ponds Creek and its suitability as open space, given flooding and the linear nature of the space. There also needs to be open space requirements for each separate development, with clearly- defined criteria as to what proportion of each block needs to be set aside as open space.
       3)   Social infrastructure: An increase of 25,000 population will require appropriate provision of schools, health services, community centres. It is not clear how the City can ensure that these services are provided.
       4)   Heritage assessments: Some industrial buildings are likely to have heritage features. These need to be assessed and preserved prior to any rezoning. In many cases, a renovation and conversion of a building may produce a better result than demolition.
       5)   Implementation: A piecemeal, site-by-site development would be unlikely to deliver the desired planning outcomes. How will it be coordinated?
       6)   Traffic and parking issues: Some areas comprise a network of small streets, e.g. between Arden Street, Macaulay Road, Elizabeth Street and the Moonee Ponds Creek. What will be done about traffic management and flows? This area is already bottlenecked and a major increase in traffic would profoundly impact on amenity in the area.
       7)   Public transport: Major aspects of the Plan depend on upgrades in public transport, especially Arden Central which cannot proceed unless the Metro Line and Arden Station are built. Furthermore, increases in population in Kensington will require upgrades in services on the Craigieburn and Upfield lines, which are yet to be promised, let alone implemented.
I am not assuming that the Council planners are unaware of these points, or haven't done a lot of thinking about them. However, these appear to be the main issues that need to be resolved at some stage if the Plan is to fulfil on its vision and at this stage of the Draft plan, I feel that there should be a more fine grain analysis to incorporate these issues.  Otherwise there could be a Docklands type of scenario - a slightly cold concrete jungle without much heart, and bereft of social infrastructure, like schools and health services and any quality open spaces.
Could you please keep me informed and I would like it if someone from council could reply to my specific questions regarding overshadowing and overlooking issues in my area defined for change. I know council will be very busy with regards to this plan but I am very concerned about this issue and how it will impact me personally.

Karen Murphy

Please find Response to Draft Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan
 

         Social infrastructure:  An increase of 25,000 population will require appropriate provision of schools, health services, community centres. It is also important that play areas and sporting complexes both indoor and outdoor are part of the plan.
For a healthy community which is of high density it is imperative that people feel part of and mingle in their neighborhood rather than be cooped up in isolated apartment.
         Heritage assessments:  Some industrial buildings are likely to have heritage features.  These need to be assessed and preserved prior to any rezoning.  It is important that these renovations also include ways of bringing people out of their apartments and socializing locally rather than taking their recreational money to other communities.
         Culture and Sport:  Historically there is strong sporting tradition associated with the area and a growing performing art focus (particularly associated with the town hall) and these should be maintained. I would also like to see a stronger focus on visual and musical services/facilities provided to cater for the large population. I am hoping that the new structure being proposed develops/strengthens a flourishing sporting and artistic future in our area.
         Environment:  In this vital time of our planets future I would like to see TREES,  TREES, TREES in as many areas as they can be squeezed. Also that much research is put into best environmental town planning and building practices. ALL new developments are mandated or at least given incentives to have solar power and double glazing etc etc etc…
Kate Green

[Submission 1]

I  CALL ON the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities,.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.

-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


I  REQUEST THE deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

[Submission 2]

I  SUBMIT that the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne.)

Kate Jones

Key Direction 3 –Moving Around

Section 4 of the plan has as one of its objectives the prioritisation of walking, cycling and public transport for trips to and around the new Arden Macaulay area. This submission argues for the particular importance of walking as a way of getting around, rather than as a recreational activity. 

1. In order to make walking a popular way of getting around Arden Macaulay it is necessary not only to make life easy for pedestrians, but also to attract more people to walking. As in many other activities, a critical mass needs to be reached to make walking as  a mode of transport viable; once people see lots of other people walking they will begin to see it as something they can do themselves.

2. Currently the Arden Macaulay precinct is generally unattractive to the pedestrian for a number of reasons. One of these is that the most direct routes are along roads such as Macaulay Road, which has high levels of traffic and noise and is generally ugly. Another is that the indirect routes tend to be devoid of people and life, in addition to being ugly. Planning for the area needs to include dedicated walking paths that take people to where they need to be. Although they should be attractive and ‘maximise the pleasure and comfort of walking’ (Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan 2011 Draft, page 40), their purpose is not to provide people with recreational walking facilities but to be useful. They also need to provide an environment that makes people feel secure in using them.

3. It is imperative that there are dedicated walking paths. Paths shared with cyclists are not friendly to pedestrians. This is exemplified in the shared cycle and pedestrian track along the Moonee Ponds Creek and under the freeway. Although it is a convenient and fast route into Docklands it is almost completely monopolised by cyclists. As a pedestrian, I feel unsafe on this path and I have no doubt that others share my feelings. I use it only at week-ends and would not consider using it at peak hour.

4. The new Arden-Macaulay should not be seen in isolation from its existing neighbours, Kensington and North Melbourne. The enhancement of pedestrian access within Arden-Macaulay should be accompanied by the enhancement of access through it and to its connections to these areas.

5. Although this is not the main object of the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan, or of this submission, making walking popular and easy is also relevant to rising levels of obesity in both adults and children. Many of the solutions to this problem involve structured exercise or sport, but in fact walking is the easiest and most convenient form of exercise. Cycling tends to get more publicity as both a sustainable mode of transport and as healthy exercise, but not everybody wants to (or is able to) ride a bicycle.

Kensington Association
With regard to the Draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan, the Kensington Association offers the following comment. 
The premise of ‘urban renewal’ of the areas nominated within the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan (DAMSP) is reasonable and appropriate given; 

(a) the significant population growth predictions for Melbourne in the next few decades and the sustainable objective to place work and living environments close to each other and existing infrastructure and services, and

(b) the general underutilization of some of the land nominated for ‘urban renewal’.

However, urban renewal of land within Kensington comprises a unique set of challenges which have not been adequately addressed in the Draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan. Before I elaborate on these, the Kensington Association would like to object to the method and process undertaken thus far; 
 The consultation within the community of the Draft Structure Plan has been woefully inadequate. The greater Kensington neighbourhood and beyond could be greatly affected by the proposals and more extensive consultation should be provided. The Structure Plan document is lengthy and detailed; taking some time to grasp. The time allowed for comment (especially since the consultation 2 meetings occurred mid-way through the consultation period), although extended slightly, is therefore inadequate.

 The Kensington Association continues to object to the manner in which the Council pursue the objective of land use change and growth, as already raised in the Kensington Association’s submission to the Draft MSS. Identifying the land for rezoning in the Draft MSS has increased developer led pressure on the area without due consideration of the issues outlined below. Identifying population growth goals has been put ahead of identifying the areas constraints and consideration of protecting the amenity of existing residents. Limited consideration has been given to the individual character of the Kensington area. A detailed assessment of these factors should occur before nominating ratios of people per hectare and the follow on height controls. ‘The cart has been put before the horse.‘
KENSINGTON NEIGHBOURHOOD CHARACTER and AMENITY

Kensington’s industrial zoned lands have a strong interface with an established residential community. Kensington has a long history of coexisting residential and industrial uses. The Draft Structure Plan proposes a framework for land use change and growth in Kensington. The proposed land use change to mixed use may not pose problems if managed appropriately. However, the scale, height and density proposed to achieve the prescribed growth are significant issues for the Kensington community and the protection of their level of amenity.

Most of the residential lands adjoining and near to the ‘ Urban Renewal Areas’ comprises a prevailing neighbourhood character of small allotments containing single storey period cottages, narrow streets, limited trees and a reliance on street parking due to no on site parking availability. This residential land is highly vulnerable to;

 significant loss of residential amenity,

 deterioration of neighbourhood character,

 increased on street parking congestion

 excessive traffic congestion

 reduction in the heritage value of the area as a result of the proposed heights and densities proposed in the Draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan.

Although existing industrial buildings, mainly warehouses ( with zero boundary setbacks), already exist within the URAs, the height of many of these industrial buildings are at a single or two storey scale. Generally, these industrial buildings are not incommensurate with the established height of the nearby residential neighborhood.

The DAMSP Figure 3.2 proposes building heights of 20 metres in most of Kensington’s urban renewal areas. In the majority of cases 20 metres is more than twice the height of existing buildings in the urban renewal areas. This height is considered out of scale and domineering within the context of the adjoining and nearby residential neighbourhoods.

The height and bulk of 20 metre buildings (combined with nil setbacks) would have unreasonable implications on residential amenity in terms of overshadowing of private open space, overlooking, visual bulk and scale. The height would also enable increased densities which would have implications in terms of increased parking demand and traffic volumes.

The residential properties that are most closely located and, therefore, most affected by the URAs address Lambeth Street, Smith Street and Barnett Street and on the northern side of Chelmsford Street. These properties are adjoining or opposite the nominated urban renewal areas.

Furthermore, many of these adjoining residential properties are also affected by Heritage Overlays (Barnett Street and Chelmsford Street). The proposed building height in this area would also be detrimental to the heritage value of these areas.

This would be inconsistent with the current MSS and it’s stated vision for Kensington and Flemington for “maintaining and enhancing residential amenity and the heritage characteristics of the area …”. The proposed height is also inconsistent with clause 22.17 of Melbourne Planning Scheme objectives of Urban Design Outside the Capital City Zone. 
The Kensington Association object to the 20metre height proposal (refer Figure 3.2) and submit that a transition zone of lower heights commensurate with the adjoining existing residential neighbourhood is reasonable and appropriate.

The Kensington Association also advocate for mandatory height controls in order to provide certainty to all stake holders in the redevelopment of urban renewal areas. 
HERITAGE

The Draft Structure Plan identifies industrial buildings for further investigation for inclusion in a Heritage Overlay. The Kensington Association submit that a review of the heritage value of residential properties also be undertaken before any land is rezoned. It is inappropriate to identify land for urban renewal before adequate heritage reviews and controls are in place.

FUTURE COMMUNITY NEEDS

Transport and mobility

Access from/through Kensington is currently congested and difficult due to high traffic volumes and delays on Macaulay and Racecourse Roads and difficulties with public transport access.

Inadequate consideration has been given to;

 predicting and considering existing and future traffic volumes as a result of the growth,

 managing additional traffic volumes, and

 understanding and ensuring adequate public transport access is available to existing and new populations .

Part of the vehicle delays on Macaulay Road result from two rail crossings which effectively strangle traffic flow through Kensington. Additional traffic volumes generated by population growth would have disastrous implications on traffic congestion and residential amenity in the area. Furthermore, existing public transport capacity is inadequate as trains from Kensington Station are operating at capacity with no opportunity to fit more people onto train carriages at peak hour times. Macaulay Station is underutilized as is in desperate need of an upgrade due to safety and amenity issues that make it highly undesirable to use.

The Draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan relies on public transport as the main means of access for future populations from the new metro line and upgrades to Macaulay and Flemington Bridge Stations. It is considered unreasonable, unfair and unrealistic to expect that future residents will not utilize private motor vehicle transport for a large portion of their trips. Most parts of Melbourne and Victoria, and many local trips for shopping and other community needs, cannot be accessed readily by public transport.

Furthermore, reliance on public transport as a viable means of transport is also limited to a demographic of singles and couples that are young and actively mobile. 

Whilst upgrades to public transport are necessary and desirable, measured population growth must occur in consideration of the capacity of road networks to accommodate additional traffic without vehicle gridlock in the area and unreasonable loss of amenity to existing residents.

Furthermore, rezoning of URAs within Kensington is delayed until additional train capacity is provided on the Craigieburn line and Macaulay and Flemington Bridge Stations are upgraded.
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Flooding

Moonee Ponds Creek is subject to regular flooding. This flooding should be adequately managed before land is earmarked for higher density development on flood prone land. Proper investigation of flooding and flood mitigation measures along the Moonee Ponds Creek must occur before growth in this area.
Public Open Space

The Draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan proposes the upgrade of the Moonee Ponds parkland corridor in the area to meet the open space needs of both the new community and the surrounding existing community west of the creek. The Structure Plan identifies a lack of public open space in the study area west of Moonee Ponds Creek. The creek’s constraints in terms of land tenure and poor amenity are also identified, as a result of the physically imposing City Link overpass, rail line and power infrastructure. Whilst improving and upgrading Moonee Ponds creek corridor is encouraged, the area can only serve as a cycle/walking path. Inadequate private open space is proposed in Kensington for the URAs.

Additional active public open space should be provided west of Moonee Ponds Creek to serve the future population.

Diversity and Community Services

It is desirable to achieve a mixed demographic of population to ensure there is a dynamic and diverse population living in the urban renewal area. To achieve this varied demographic mixed dwelling sizes, types and community uses are required to ensure a sustainable, dynamic and diverse population that is a positive extension of the existing community. Dwellings and buildings should be designed to accommodate families and smaller households. Ground floor community uses should be provided to support the new population and encourage permeability within the buildings. 
In order to promote diversity and a long term viable community varied dwelling types and sizes should be promoted.

We commend this submission to you and the Councillors and look forward to discussing this further.
Kelly Brodie

We have been long term residents of Kensington.  We have been living here long before our three children were born, and plan to raise our family in this lovely inner city suburb.  I am greatly concerned regarding the future of Kensington, and while I accept changes will be made, it is vital that the charm and vibrant community of Kensington are not changed in a negative way forever.  Please consider my concerns seriously.

1.  Wise decision to have a Plan:  The City of Melbourne is to be commended on taking this long-term view.  It is seizing the initiative in guiding developments which are almost certain to occur in any case, that is, increased density on industrial land in the inner suburbs, with the intention of producing the very best outcomes.

 2.  The Plan as it stands may not work:  I am concerned about two main aspects of the Plan: some possible adverse impacts on Kensington and the danger that good intentions may not be realized.

 3.  Developers try to avoid controls:  Re. good intentions, I am concerned about the degree of control the City will have on developers, who will get access to prime sites for mixed-use development.  As an example, Kensington Estate was a prime redevelopment site, to be developed according to a plan agreed upon by the government, the community and the developer.  However, over the 10 or more years of its development, the community experienced many difficulties.  The developer, Becton, continually pressed to the relaxation of conditions and was successful in gaining many concessions that we believe were not justified.  These included relaxation of parking requirements, increased height and increased density.  The result is a pretty ordinary result.  A Google search of 'Kensington Estate' does not result in finding praise for what could have been a showcase development.  In fact, you won't find any comments at all.  What a missed opportunity!  The Council must retain site by site control over exactly what is and is not built.  If this can be over ruled by VCAT, we will have the current, unacceptable situation.
 4.  Height limits may not work:   I am concerned about height limits.  Are they to be advisory or mandatory?  If advisory, we can expect to have to fight, proposal after proposal, as now, where developers attempt to stretch the envelope.  This would be a nightmare and would exhaust the community.  On the other hand, if there are to be mandatory limits, + or - 20%, as has been suggested, we can predict that pretty much every development proposal will take advantage of the +.  The net effect of 20% is that 5 storeys becomes de facto 6 storeys.  I recommend mandatory limits, on a site by site case, taking into account both the desired outcomes and impacts on existing residents.
 

5.  The proposed transition is inappropriate:  The 20 meter limits (whether advisory or mandatory) along the boundaries of Kensington section of the Study Zone pose a threat to existing residents.  For example, Hardiman (north side), Chelmsford (south side) and Barnett (east side) could experience an immediate transition from 1-storey to 5 or 6-storeys on their boundary.  This appears to apply to most properties on the boundary of the Study Zone between Macaulay and Racecourse Road.  This is unacceptable.  I recommend the transition from 9 to 20 meters be made in steps.
 6.  Threat at Rankins-Macaulay:  That part of the proposed retail/commercial area on the north side of Macaulay that includes the corner of Rankins and Macaulay concerns me.  On Rankins Road the existing structure on that corner is single storey.  The first 5 residences north of the current structure are single-storey, 3 with 2-storey extensions, existing or planned.  There is a heritage overlay.   Currently the existing non-residental structure on the corner houses a cafe, a proposed cafe, a dressmaker and a panel beating business.  Across the laneway, to the east on Macaulay, there is another panel beater.  To emphasize, all are 1 storey.  What height limits are proposed here?  If 20 meters, that would allow for a 6 storey structure where there now exists single storey, overlooking a heritage area.  This would be unacceptable.  I recommend that the transition be made in steps.
 7.  Through traffic:  It seems likely, given the general rise in population and the growth of outer Western suburbs, that through traffic will continue to be a problem to Kensington.  This will be so whether or not the Plan goes ahead.  The only limit seems to be the physical capacity of the roads, particularly Macaulay Road.  A viable strategy is to allow the traffic to choke itself.  Thus, the more disruptions to traffic, via level crossing, traffic lights and controlled pedestrian crossings, the better.  I hope that the Plan will result in even more disruptions to traffic, possibly via 1 or maybe 2 traffic-light controlled pedestrian crossing on Macaulay Road between Rankins and Stubbs.  I recommend that no measures be taken to facilitate through traffic.
 8. Do not favour grade separations:  Despite the annoyance that boom gate closures cause local residents, I do not favour grade separations where the Craigieburn or Upfield lines cross Macaulay Road.  Such grade separations would merely facilitate through traffic, attracting more of it.   As I mentioned above, the more elements that disrupt through traffic the better, hopefully leading to Macaulay Road having the reputation of being a nightmare, best avoided.  I recommend that grade separations are not included in the Plan.
 9.  Local traffic:  The traffic that will be generated in Kensington by the Plan is of concern.  For example, the industrial area between Macaulay and Arden, west of the Creek, comprises a network of small streets.  These streets could not accommodate an explosion of residential/commercial development.  On the other hand, if the streets were widened, it would destroy the character of the precinct.  The viability of the Plan for this area depends on availability of public transport, see 9. below.  I recommend that detailed traffic studies be completed.
 10.  Public transport:  The Plan depends on improvements in public transport for which the Council can advocate, but cannot control.  We have been told that Arden Central cannot proceed unless there is a metro line with a station at Arden.  The future of the metro line is unresolved.  In the Plan, the viability of developments in Kensington depend on upgrades on the Craigieburn and Upfield lines.  Currently, trains at Kensington are congested in the morning peak, leading to reports of passengers being unable to board trains.  The argument that people will not need cars because of the availability of public transport is conditional, and out of the control of the Council.  I recommend that specific promises regarding upgrades in public transport be obtained before rezoning is commenced.
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 6.  Threat at Rankins-Macaulay:  That part of the proposed retail/commercial area on the north side of Macaulay that includes the corner of Rankins and Macaulay concerns me.  On Rankins Road the existing structure on that corner is single storey.  The first 5 residences north of the current structure are single-storey, 3 with 2-storey extensions, existing or planned.  There is a heritage overlay.   Currently the existing non-residental structure on the corner houses a cafe, a proposed cafe, a dressmaker and a panel beating business.  Across the laneway, to the east on Macaulay, there is another panel beater.  To emphasize, all are 1 storey.  What height limits are proposed here?  If 20 meters, that would allow for a 6 storey structure where there now exists single storey, overlooking a heritage area.  This would be unacceptable.  I recommend that the transition be made in steps.
 7.  Through traffic:  It seems likely, given the general rise in population and the growth of outer Western suburbs, that through traffic will continue to be a problem to Kensington.  This will be so whether or not the Plan goes ahead.  The only limit seems to be the physical capacity of the roads, particularly Macaulay Road.  A viable strategy is to allow the traffic to choke itself.  Thus, the more disruptions to traffic, via level crossing, traffic lights and controlled pedestrian crossings, the better.  I hope that the Plan will result in even more disruptions to traffic, possibly via 1 or maybe 2 traffic-light controlled pedestrian crossing on Macaulay Road between Rankins and Stubbs.  I recommend that no measures be taken to facilitate through traffic.
 8. Do not favour grade separations:  Despite the annoyance that boom gate closures cause local residents, I do not favour grade separations where the Craigieburn or Upfield lines cross Macaulay Road.  Such grade separations would merely facilitate through traffic, attracting more of it.   As I mentioned above, the more elements that disrupt through traffic the better, hopefully leading to Macaulay Road having the reputation of being a nightmare, best avoided.  I recommend that grade separations are not included in the Plan.
 9.  Local traffic:  The traffic that will be generated in Kensington by the Plan is of concern.  For example, the industrial area between Macaulay and Arden, west of the Creek, comprises a network of small streets.  These streets could not accommodate an explosion of residential/commercial development.  On the other hand, if the streets were widened, it would destroy the character of the precinct.  The viability of the Plan for this area depends on availability of public transport, see 9. below.  I recommend that detailed traffic studies be completed.
 10.  Public transport:  The Plan depends on improvements in public transport for which the Council can advocate, but cannot control.  We have been told that Arden Central cannot proceed unless there is a metro line with a station at Arden.  The future of the metro line is unresolved.  In the Plan, the viability of developments in Kensington depend on upgrades on the Craigieburn and Upfield lines.  Currently, trains at Kensington are congested in the morning peak, leading to reports of passengers being unable to board trains.  The argument that people will not need cars because of the availability of public transport is conditional, and out of the control of the Council.  I recommend that specific promises regarding upgrades in public transport be obtained before rezoning is commenced.

Many thanks for considering my concerns.

Kerry Stuart

 
I like the idea of developing this land and extending the city. Not to mention the additional train line which is much needed now. I do have a few concerns about how this will impact the existing surrounding suburbs and residents - 
*building height & density - of the section from Arden St through to Macaulay Rd, as this will need to blend with existing dwellings which are all low rise, low density. 
*traffic congestion - all the streets of Kensington are currently congested. It would be remiss to think that all the new residents would solely rely on public transport. Therefore, careful consideration needs to be given to roads which already get terribly backed up and an appropriate contingency put in place.
*the current public transport system is already packed to capacity/overflowing in these areas. Implementation of additional services needs to run parallel with the residential growth. 
*Timing - the timing of the introduction of facilities, infrastructure and services needs to be well thought and planned, so that everything is up and running when the people inhabit the area. 
*Appropriate and adequate community facilities and services including doctors, schools, shops, service stations, libraries, parks, playgrounds, sportsgrounds, supermarkets etc to be provided. 
*Open space use for Moonee Pond creek. This creek is really prone to flooding - the surrounding ground is often not much more than mud bog. Currently not appropriate for open space use.
*Preservation of heritage overlay sites. Heritage buildings/sites to be preserved and development to suit and enhance the existing buildings.
*Overall much more detail needs to be provided before my full support can be given to this project. It does contain commendable ideas and vision, but needs more detail in order to back it up.
Kymaree Raverty
I have looked at the Councils vision for North Melb and Kensington.

The plans seem on the face of it  - visionary but there are a lot of ‘ifs’ the council has no control over. i.e. train congestion, road congestion, pollution buildup from car congestion until the development of underground rail links in the west or station at Arden Street.

Building skyscraper apartments in the short term, that are no better considered than the original commission flats were, with heights that spoil the eye view amenities that you see across vantage points throughout Kensington of the skyline across North Melbourne, Parkville and the city, will make the citizens of Kensington feel sick and congested.  

I am all for utilising wasted land, creating living spaces for all kinds of people, I welcome them all but ask that Kensington, as part of this drive into the wasted area West Melbourne zone doesn’t become a mini city of wind tunnels, shadows and a place to contemplate City style vistas.  Let’s hope the buildings size and height is considered in its surrounds will always be a priority of developers and the councils.

Kynan Graves

I am writing to provide feedback on the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan. The main comment I have on this plan relates to public transport. In particular I have very serious concerns about the ability for the proposed public transport changes to cope with the additional residents in the area. In particular, I believe that there has to be significant improvements in train services on the Upfield and Craigieburn lines before any further development in the area is considered For your information, I commute to and from the city everyday on the Craigieburn train line. The two stations I use are Newmarket and Kensington stations. I have been commuting on this line for the past five years.
The first point I have is that the Craigieburn and Upfield lines will be significantly impacted from the proposed Arden Macaulay Structure Plan, and I believe that the full impact of this is not taken into account in the plan. Although the proposed Arden station will carry many commuters, many commuters will still prefer the Craigieburn and Upfield lines due to their direct connection with the city.

Although there is discussion of improvements to stations (Macaulay and Flemington Bridge) in the plan, there is no mention as to the increase in train services necessary to cope with the additional people due to the plan.

I cannot speak for the Upfield train line, as I do not use that line, however, the Craigieburn line is currently at, and beyond, its limit right now. This train line is at its limit as the trains are so packed during peak hour (i.e., from 7:00am – 9:00am, and 5:00pm to 7:00 pm) that people are being packed in like sardines. The system is frequently beyond its limit, in which people at the Newmarket and Kensington stations literally cannot get on the scheduled train. This is no exaggeration either. It happens on a regular basis, and has occurred to me twice in three mornings this week, in which trains have been late or cancelled. In both cases hundreds of commuters and myself had to wait at the station (Newmarket) for between 25 and 30 minutes, and were unable to get on subsequent trains that were just too full.

Any new developments in the area of the Craigieburn and Upfield lines are only going to make this situation worse and, I believe, it is going to get to the extent that no one will be able to catch a train on the close-in stations (Newmarket and Macaulay) in the morning peak, or the last stations in the city loop (Melbourne Central and Flagstaff) in the evening peak, as it will simply not be possible to get on a train at all. 

Further, the train lines also have to cope with other developments back along the lines. The structure plan makes no mention of the other developments further back along the Upfield and Craigieburn lines. With the extra developments from other councils, it is only going to add more pressure on the existing lines. Examples of these developments include the development at 1 Ascot Vale Road Flemington (21 story, 219 dwellings and 92 serviced apartments), and the Monee Valley Racecourse development (2500 dwellings, 6000 additional people), to name just two.

The plan also makes no mention of the additional patronage due to further increases in petrol prices. Train travel has increased significantly over the past five years. For example, train patronage grew by approximately 30 percent from 2005 to 2008. This trend is only going to continue.

I believe that to cope with the proposed development, there needs to be significantly improved train frequencies (at least twice the current frequencies) to handle the increased numbers of passengers on these lines. However, given the developments (or lack thereof) in train services over the past 15 years (the time since I have lived in Melbourne) there needs to a significant shift in focus from the state government to handle the expected number of people living in the inner city area. This change in focus needs to be significant, and not just a few minor timetable changes here and there, as has happened in the last 10 years.

Therefore, I am hoping that Melbourne City Council can place significant pressure on the state government in a manner that indicates that for any addition people that are expected to be housed on this municipality, that the public transport will be improved (significantly) to cope with any additional people before any further development gets approved.
Lachlan Rhodes

I would like to commend the City of Melbourne on the vision and initiative that is evident in this plan.  I support the development of post-industrial land and recognise the need to plan for high-density living in the inner-city.  I am excited by the novel proposals for sustainability which have been included throughout the plan.  I also appreciate the council officers’ efforts in communicating the plan to concerned residents, particularly making arrangements for a second consultation in Kensington and an extended submissions deadline.

I do have some concerns and points of clarification.  These are in regards to Open Space, Transport Infrastructure, and Affordable Housing.

Open Space

The proposed new private open space is listed as being indicative only.  I would recommend mandatory requirements for developers to include open space.

Regarding private land acquisition, particularly along the creek, is there an intention to engage in land swap agreements as opposed to private ad-hoc acquisitions?  I would also suggest that the CoM purchase all land bound by the creek, Stubbs St, Racecourse Road, and Macaulay Rd.  This would allow the creation of a more integrated valuable parkland corridor. 

There is no mention of disability provisions in the plan aside from upgrading tramstops on Racecourse Rd.  I understand that the CoM has an overarching disability policy which would be relevant; however I think that particular attention needs to be given to the effect of increased density on pedestrian safety and disabled people’s mobility.  The Arden/Macaulay area has particular relevance to disability issues as it currently houses the Kensington branch of Vision Australia.  As such, has the CoM identified any particular issues relating to disability access?  I would recommend increasing the number of pedestrian crossings across Macaulay Road and reducing the speed limit to 40km/h.
Affordable housing

The plan provides little detail about the measures that will be put in place to encourage affordable housing.  What processes has the City of Melbourne used previously to encourage affordable housing?

Transport Infrastructure

The plan states that over-reliance on car transport for short trips will be discouraged; what controls are in place to affect this?

The plan will "encourage green roofs"; I would recommend mandated minimums per development.

The plan seeks "reduced car parking provision, with a maximum of .5 cars per dwelling in Arden Central and one car per dwelling in local centres and mixed use areas."  I would recommend that consideration been given to how these provisions could be used to encourage shared-car programs such as the Flexicar

The plan proposes a significant increase increased residential density and commercial traffic around the Arden local centre.  Even with a new metro station, this increase will put more stress on local transport infrastructure.  Macaulay Station is already in need to a significant upgrade and is unable to handle the small number of commuters that use it.  The dismemberment area is unsafe, and commuters heading west are forced to walk along a narrow path along the bridge which is shared with cyclists and very near to cars.

What provisions are in place to ensure that the necessary upgrades to Macaulay Station are completed before developments which will see a significant increase in the local population?

Kensington Station is also operating at peak-capacity in terms of the number of train services available; what provisions are in place to ensure that the State Government and Metro provide an increase in Craigbeurn line capacity before the approval of developments which will substantially increase the local population?
Land use

Regarding heritage, the plan nominates a handful of significant sites but does not mention a heritage study.  This area is well overdue for a heritage study.  I would recommend that the City of Melbourne conduct a general heritage overview of the area, including residential areas, before these areas are rezoned.

The City North Structure Plan draft notes that “the Mixed Use Zone is unsuccessful in providing a true mix of uses, with the area predominantly developing as a residential zone.  This limits the potential diversity of development of the area in the future.”  In this regard, why is CoM pursuing a predominantly Mixed Use strategy?  Why is it considered that this zoning type will be more appropriate/effective in Kensington?

There is significant concern among residents that a significant increase in population could negatively affect local character if the population demographic is dramatically shifted.  As well as the provision of social services and amenity, unit types in new developments play a fundamental role in determining what types of families/people come to live in the area.  Has the CoM considered building code requirements that mandate a diversity of unit types in order to accommodate a diversity of population; singles, families with kids, families without kids, shared-living arrangements, etc?

As a final note, I would say that though I am encouraged by the general direction of this plan I am concerned that many of the major components are based on the assumptions that the State and Federal government will make specific transport infrastructure commitments.  Rezoning the area to encourage more growth without having certainty about government’s commitments is problematic.  I recommend that specific commitments regarding upgrades in public transport be obtained before rezoning is commenced.
Lesley Hoatson

It is not clear to me why such a dense population is being planned. I am ready for redevelopment but there needs to be a diversity of family types so homes for families need to be encouraged and not just apartment type living that attracts single and small groups. My concerns are also:

1. How to manage the traffic that will come from such a huge increase in population. I suspect there is no easy answer and consequently opens the question of the wisdom of just a dense development. I wish to see local traffic studies done before detailed planning goes ahead.

2. How to manage the public transport access so there is transport for all who want to use it. This does have solutions but largely depends on state government policy. Unless the government of the day gives rock solid commitment to increased public transport I can see a major problem arising. I want specific commitment to public transport development before planning begins.
3. Ensuring that that houses are not overshadowed by tall buildings especially close to the border between the housing and high rise.  I wish to see mandatory limits, on a site by site case, taking into account both the desired outcomes and impacts on existing residents and  recommend the transition from 9 to 20 meters be made in steps.
4. Losing the view of the city from Kensington hill and Macaulay station area

5. Making sure that proper infrastructure is planned and built in time for the people moving in, especially a close look at what schools, health services, kindergartens playing fields and open spaces are needed to be committed to at this time. 

6. In order to make sure that this community is well consulted I would like the Kensington Association closely involved in decision making. 

Lorna Hannan

[Submission 1]
I have done my best to understand it and the Arden Macaulay Structure  Plan seems to me to envisage a future which puts its first emphasis on  building apartments, how high the buildings will be and how to satisfy  the transport needs they will create. Community and environmental needs have not received the same attention.

I want a vision for this section of the City of Melbourne that has community and environmental needs as a first priority and is therefore  looking after future rate payers, residents, workers and visitors.

We and the City already know that this part of Melbourne is low on open space, parks and gardens. We know that child care, facilities for the elderly and both primary and secondary schools are not adequate to our present needs, let alone the expanding ones suggested by the proposed structure plan. Why are the spaces for community needs not set aside 

first? If we knew where they would be, developers and their architects could imagine what sorts of apartments to plan. Years ago, Hotham Gardens were designed by Boyd, Grounds and Romberg and built to suggest a new style of inner city living. A structure plan that looks first at structures does not have that sort of insight.

The City of Melbourne, I hope in consultation with its residents and the state government, should identify the areas intended for community use such as parks, gardens, kindergartens, schools, libraries and gathering places. Once this planning has been clearly articulated - the sort of town planning that seemed to go on in the C19th when our city and its early suburbs were surveyed - the community can begin to imagine its future and move on to define the heights and styles of buildings for developers to respond to. The buildings should be inside the world we live in, not looming over us. The question of height changes when buildings are conceived of as beautiful and accommodating to the world they are set in.

A feature of the district are the sea breezes that move across the area and on to the Kilmore Gap. I wonder what account has been taken of these and other prevailing winds which currently help maintain the natural environment and the comfort pf the people who live here.

As a long term resident, I have long supported the development of this part of Melbourne. Now that we are ready for it, let us put the land and its people above all else and have a city that people will be proud of on in the 22nd century.

I would be prepared to come and speak to the ideas I have put forward if there is an opportunity to do so or if I have npot made myself clear.

[Submission 2]
Following public consultations on the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan, the committee of the Hotham History project has considered the question of incorporating facilities that will help to develop community knowledge and thinking about the area. We believe that thinking about the past of an area is a great stimulus to thinking constructively about the future of the area and the cultural awareness (in its widest sense) of residents and visitors.

Although there are many institutions throughout Melbourne that reflect its past and its cultural achievements, few if any bring together both a local and a capital city focus or are designed to develop dialogue between the past and the future. A purpose-built institution in the Arden-Macaulay area could take advantage of relevant institutions such as the Public Records Office, now catering strongly to the growing public interest in family and regional history, and the Huddle at Arden Street which focuses on multiculturalism and youth. The institution we have in mind would complement these others and be in itself a considerable attraction to both residents and visitors.

Our working title for such a centre is The Thought Bubble, which in itself suggests exciting design and architecture that would attract wide attention. The idea behind the name is that there would be changing informational displays on themes such as landscape, pre- and 

post-settlement, population movements, ethnicity, sport, housing renewal (this area has seen major ‘slum’ clearance and population shifts as a result), industry, especially of agricultural implement making and small engineering, the spread of rail and tram, cable and electric, involvement in agriculture via grain transport, meat slaughter and marketing and general markets; and that these would be used to invite participation both live and online in discussion of possible futures in the area and more generally in Melbourne and regional Victoria. As there were once vital connections between here and elsewhere so there are new ones now and potentially others in the future. The Thought Bubble would be about connections and hence about community.

We hope that you will see in this idea the potential that we have imagined, and we are of course keen to discuss it further and develop the idea in conjunction with the City of Melbourne which is as we know a major land user and owner in the area.

Lorraine Siska

I CALL ON the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities,.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.

-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


I REQUEST THE deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

I SUBMIT that the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne.)

Lost Dogs Home

We act for the Lost Dogs Home (LDH) and request that you consider this submission in relation to the Draft Plan. 

As you are aware, our client made submissions in relation to the draft Municipal Strategic Statement, and in particular outlined their concerns about the proposed nomination of the North Melbourne industrial area as an Urban Renewal Area. We also met with Council representatives in December 2010 to discuss our concerns with respect to the draft Structure Plan for this area.

The LDH attended the Panel Hearing this week for Amendment C162 and had earlier circulated a statement of evidence prepared by the undersigned with respect to the proposed amendment. 

At the panel hearing many submitters cited similar concerns to the LDH and there was extensive discussion about the strategic basis for nominating this area as an Urban Renewal Area. The Department of Business and Innovation also attended, because it has concerns about the loss of industrial land generally and from this precinct in particular.

Through the course of the panel hearing , a number of modifications were agreed to between Council and those submitters present; the main change being to retain the industrial zoning in the area generally south of Macauley Road. All parties are now awaiting the Panel's conclusions and recommendations.

In this context, we believe it is premature for Council to further consider the draft Arden Macauley Structure Plan. The MSS should provide the strategic basis for preparation of a Structure Plan. We consider that the above draft should not be further considered until the final MSS has been approved and included within the Scheme. 

We enclose the statement of planning evidence that was prepared by the undersigned and submitted to the Panel. It outlines i) the importance of the LDH as a community facility , ii) the importance of this location to the LDH iii) the very real potential for amenity conflicts between LDH and the sensitive uses anticipated by the Structure Plan and exhibited MSS.

We would be pleased to elaborate and request that we be kept informed of your further consideration of the draft Plan. 

In the meantime if you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned .

[Amendment C162 Planning Evidence for The Lost Dogs Home attachment not included by CoM]

Lucy Firth
Arden- Macaulay

Although I am a local resident, my main reason for commenting is because the Structure Plan fails to take advantage of the opportunity to develop quality working and living environments.

Overall

This is a once in a generation opportunity for urban renewal that would provide quality options, environmental protection and prosperity for generations to come. However, the Plan falls short of this in many ways, some of which are presented here. The lack of quality open space, the lack of services including schools for a population equivalent to a good sized town, the unmanaged flooding problems that the Council expects to increase with climate change, the reliance on mid twentieth century concepts of high rise and high density as the source of prosperity in the face of evidence that it is also the source of much suffering (see the following which was quoted by the Councilor at the forum at the North Melbourne Town Hall); and the rush to consult while the documentation is riddles with errors are all reasons to reconsider the Plan.

 “…[If] the size of a city doubles, then, on average, wages, wealth, the number of patents, and the number of educational and research institutions all increase by approximately the same degree, about 15 percent…The bigger the city, the more the average citizen owns, produces, and consumes, whether it’s goods, resources, or ideas.”

“However, the dark side of urban life manifests an analogous “superlinear” behavior. Doubling the size of a city increases wealth and innovation by about 15 percent, but it also increases the amount of crime, pollution, and disease by roughly the same amount.” Geoffrey West, Santa Fe Institute.

The Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan must be reworked in order to ensure that the distribution of these good and bad outcomes that may be expected from the raised population of this neighborhood is equitable and balanced. 

At the very least, the document must be reviewed for errors, confusion, ambiguity and misleading statements and images before being rereleased and the consultation process begun again. The Structure Plan must distinguish between intended outcomes and pipe-dreams that cannot be realised. 

Relative to the City North Structure Plan, the Arden MaCaulay Structure Plan is underdeveloped. This may because it lacks many of the fanciful notions in the City North document – such as the entire area having green roofs! But it is also indicative that this is the poor cousin that will be crowded with residents and workers in a very drab, poorly resourced, hot and regressive environment. I beg the Council to rethink this.
Will the plan proceed if the underground train with the indicated stations is not guaranteed? At the meeting at North Melbourne Town Hall it was stated that if the underground rail with the indicated Station is not assured, the plan will not be progressed: the booklet contains a similar statement. Clarity is sought over this statement.  It is clear that the infrastructure and traffic would not be able to cope with such an increase in population and employment without the provision of the station, therefore it is necessary to be crystal clear that this plan CANNOT be enacted until the station is announced for construction.  It is wrong to alter the planning scheme height controls to inflate land prices and inflate developer expectations and create problems which may never be alleviated in relation to community infrastructure, open space, schools, recreation and traffic. What arrangements are in place for planning if the underground rail and station can not be assured? What timelines has the Council assumed for the proposed rail development relative to the building development? If the plan is to progress with the building development before the completion of the rail, the plan is flawed.

Urban Renewal starting points should be: Open space, community services, human scale and density. The plan seems to be about building residential and employment density rather than good urban renewal. 

Control of flooding. It is anomalous that while the City North Plan refers to the greater probability and severity of flooding due to climate change, the Arden-MacAuley, which is subject to flooding, does not. Uncertainty is generated by the discrepancies between the ‘Flood Area’ in Figure 1.6 and the ‘Land Subject to Inundation’ in Figure 1.8. We believe that Figure 1.8 is correct. Clarity on this must be provided in the process of restarting the consultation process on this Plan. It is apparent that the public open space along the creek will be inundated routinely. This is most inappropriate given the dearth of public open space in the plan overall. The plan must guarantee that no building will be allowed in any area that may be subject to flooding/inundation in the flooding expected in the next 100 years, allowing for climate change. Certainty to be provided to address and ensure the flooding will not impact on the development proposals. The Council must not allow development to proceed until the safety of those developments can be assured. In Kensington Banks, the design solution for flood prevention was a bund wall. Another solution may be that buildings are built 'on stilts'.  Either solution would be an issue in relation to urban design, particularly the 'on stilts' solution which would fail to deliver on active street frontages promoted by the structure plan.

Zero carbon and high amenity promises from Cr Clark at the Arden Macaulay presentation If this is to be achieved there has to be mandatory requirements of each development application to mandate features including open air clothes drying, cross ventilation to avoid use of air conditioners, strict orientation controls to limit west and east facing windows, and external shading on all east and west facing windows. This Plan is a once in a generation opportunity on which Melbourne’s credibility for environmentally responsible private development depends.

Schools focus - these are fundamental and must be provided for as starting point in the planning process. It was stated that this is a state government responsibility and not part of the Council’s planning process. This seems to be a cope out as the Council has a range of ‘partners’ in the planning process, one of which must be the state government. At the meeting it was rumored that ‘vertical schools’ would be an option. This is entirely inappropriate given that these children will be living in high rise without private space, in an area with little open space, surrounded by suburbs of established built environments. Given what we now know about child development and Australia’s obesity epidemic, this is a health issue that the Council must not ignore. Rather, the Council must plan with the state government to either utilise government or council owned land, or commit to purchase/compulsorily acquire appropriately located and sized lots for schools. Two schools are identified as being required for the area.  These schools must be able to be provided with quality ground level outdoor space, so vital to children's growth, health, learning, social development in particular when children are likely to be living in high density apartments without 'backyards'.

Community hub focus – these are essential to the urban amenity and the potential to build community with its advantages to health, social cohesion and safety, as well as prosperity and property values. The Council must ensure that these are provided with quality locations, adequate space and connectivity to associated services. This is to ensure that the disasters like the aged centre on the old Willow Factory site is not repeated. 

Boundary of the built form, and nominated heights not supported in a number of areas. 

Quality Open Space will be vital to the success of this urban renewal area. Strong vision is required to enable such quality spaces to be delivered. Map 5.1 Open space proposals is misleading. The North Melbourne Football ground is private open space and must be shown as such. The figure on p35 is very misleading as it indicates broad swathes of open space that is really just beside the train line and would at best be a treed pathway.  

Open space which is shown as a linear park beside the city link overpass will be blighted by traffic noise, shadows form the elevated roadway and the access to the creek is limited by the railway lines. This strip works well as a thoroughfare for bicyclists and pedestrians, but is not a ‘destination’ park. Given the narrowness of the planned strip of park, it would not be a safe place for children to play, given the proximity of unguarded water. Therefore, any pretext that this would be quality open space should be dropped.

Open space shown as a linear strip of council owned land which is located along what is being promoted as a new major through road and bus route.  The use of this busy street for open space needs to be further considered.  

Existing established street trees
Green St. is just one example of the streets with magnficent existing mature trees.  These are planted in the footpath, and have wide crowns.  Development in this street is currently single storey, and the tree crowns significantly extend over the property boundary.  The plan indicates that the development should be built to the boundary and 30m high cannot supported. This objection is general across much of the plan, with Green St just an example.

High density but not continuous high rise It is not necessary to have extensive high rise buildings as promoted by the plan to deliver high density. Moreover, there is evidence that high rise does not achieve desired increases in densities. 7.3.5 in Background report refers to the slum clearance of 19th century cottages and row housing for high rise towers, stating: social problems arising from this style of public housing lead to the end of the program.  Ironically, the number of people housed in the tower redevelopments did not significantly increase density.  Has the Council undertaken studies that show that high rise will 'yield' housing density in high rise towers that is significantly greater than, say uniform 4-6-8 storey development. Very high rise should be limited to around the proposed rail station.

Current local businesses and services will be displaced for ‘higher purpose and higher value activities’  The Plan, in raising property values and attracting more lucrative business, will inevitably lead to the displacement of local service providers: computer repair shops, sewing machine mechanics, etc. If forced, by market forces created by this Plan, to more distant locations, the ability to service the inner city area is diminished and amenity and convenience is diminished.

Currently, the City of Melbourne facilities for asphalt and service depots, which will be displaced to a more remote location. Relocation will lead to greater costs of service provision and to the generation of more green house gases in the process. This may make a mockery of the Council’s adoption of ‘green’ road paving.  

There are several areas where rezoning cannot be supported:

We do not support the rezoning of parts of the area to IN3Z Figure 2.2). Zoning IN3Z is meant as a buffer between two industrial zones, and is completely inappropriate for encouraging commercial and residential use in the heart of Arden-MaCaulay. If this is not another error in the booklet and its maps, it is a serious planning idea error and must be abandoned and the Plan completely rethought. If it is just an error in the booklet, it must be rectified before the consultation process is restarted.

The plan has insufficient detail as to how the review of heritage grading and precincts will occur and whether the intent is to increase or decrease the level of protection offered to heritage assets. Further review of heritage gradings can only be supported where they are aimed at strengthening the ability for the existing heritage assets to be retained and enhanced.

The booklet states that Melbournians in the inner and central part of the city have a great quality of life. The plan is silent on how this will be protected for existing residents, and the consultation session advised that it was proposed that the height controls are not designed to protect existing residents unless their properties are covered by heritage overlays.  This cannot be supported. It is essential that the Council guarantees to provide protection to the access to sun and outlook and reasonable levels of privacy to existing residential development.

Just what is ‘affordable housing’? Currently developers appear to be arguing that providing bedrooms with borrowed light and no ventilation is provision of affordable housing. This inadequate housing in such a prosperous city, cannot be supported. This is especially the case for children growing up in high rise with no private open space in an urban renewal area with inadequate public space and arguably no quality public open space.  

Tall buildings will create wind downdrafts. As we have seen at Docklands, this does not make for a pleasant environment to live in or to walk around.


Minimum car parking spaces for new dwellings is supported.

Don't repeat Docklands A strong message which came from the session held in September 2010 was don't repeat docklands here, and this is exactly what is proposed.  There is nothing in the structure plan indicate that the high rise high density environment promoted by Arden Macaulay Structure plan will avoid repeating windswept soulless spaces.  Much of the amenity to be provided in the area reverts to the private developer’s opportunity and it is doubted that this can be realised with the controls available within the planning scheme.

Melbourne Swamp an opportunity The low lying areas that are subject to flooding could be a fantastic resource if developed as a wetland. This could be planned and managed to be a place of interest and recreation in flood and drought and all in between. With such a resource, the remainder of the Arden Macaulay area could be densely built with amenity and quality. 

Mairead Hannan

[Submission 1]
I [personal details removed by CoM] believe that this is the largest proposed change to the area since the demolition of "the Slums" in the 1960's. Given this, and the fact that this area of the municipality has largely been neglected in comparison to other areas in the municipality, the proposed changes should aim to respond to community interests and to enhance the area for its residents. Services such as shopping, educational and community facilities are either lacking, developing or minimal. Consultation for the structure plan should focus on clarifying and prioritising areas of need according to the views of community and other interested parties. This could form the basis for providing adequately for future residents that we imagine will move into the area.

I heard about the consultation in 2010 by chance, rather than by being informed as a resident of the area. Hence I was fortunate to attend the consultation in 2010 and more recently in 2011. Residents I am in contact with in the area did not, as it turns out, know about the consultation. They have not been involved in it and are unaware of the proposed changes of the area. Given this is a significant and dramatic change to the area, I think the consultation should be extended and that the entire community should be invited to comment on the plans - this may give a more representative view than those expressed at present.
[Submission 2]
[Personal details removed by CoM]. The Arden Macaulay Structure Plan proposes changes that will impact on the area in a long-lasting and significant way. Changes to the area such as the demolition of the gasometer and the construction of the high rise flats which once seem significant, did not impact on the area as much as the proposed development envisaged for the industrial areas near the creek. 

I am very disappointed in the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan as it stands. I believe the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan presents us with a great opportunity to renew a largely neglected environment which provides for quality living and community interaction. The plan as it is, does not adequately articulate a vision for how community will interact, where community hubs will be or where people will be able to access and enjoy outdoor spaces. In my opinion, a healthy and happy community, is one that provides spaces for relaxing, easy and local access to parks and gardens, schools and community facilities that are also localised and of quality.

The current Arden Macaulay Structure Plan seems to address the following priorities:

· urbanised enhancement of the creek 

· high rise apartment living and redevelopment of an industrial area 

· transport links 

· housing for 300% more people with a view to improving opportunities for the western suburbs of Melbourne

On my reading of the plan, I think it lacks the following:

· Allocated spaces for schools, child care and the like that ensure children and students will have access to open, outdoor areas for play, sport, recreation and learning 

· Allocated spaces for aged care with residential areas close to parks and gardens 

· Allocated space for community interaction and development  

· Well-defined and protected open spaces  (hopefully some "green space") that are not alongside the creek and therefore shadowed by the Citylink, railway and other transport infrastructure 

· Shopping strips and community facilities (such as a library) that are linked to parks, gardens and community areas, with a view to creating a "hub" for community interaction 

· Options for less density in housing and a projected population that is lower than the 300% increase envisaged

In my opinion the following are issues that need to be addressed fully by the plan:

· Allocation of land for schools and community facilities (I see no need to wait for state departments to determine these if they are not ready to do so) 

· Allocation of open spaces - beyond what is available and can be enhanced ie, along the creek, at Arden St oval and at Royal Park. These venues should not be the only open spaces  in future. Due to the nature of Flemington Road, Royal Park is difficult to access and is quite far from the Arden Macaulay area in any case; Arden St is heavily booked by sports organisations; the creek could be more beautiful but may never be a safe and healthy recreational environment given the amount of traffic it accommodates along its banks. 

· The plan should incorporate a series of smaller localised parks and gardens for the community to enjoy rather than relying on private open space that may/may not eventuate and each of which will be negotiable and likely to be determined by State rather than municipal bodies. 

· With a 300% increase in population and the Nth Melbourne Recreation Centre operating close to capacity in its first year, there will be a need for further recreational venues and facilities 

· With a 300% increase in population, provision for cultural activity is appropriate  -eg cinema, library, workshop spaces 

· Building heights that support community building and interaction and do not detract from existing habits which the community have formed over many generations 

· Perhaps if the vision is to create opportunities for the western suburbs of Melbourne, some other suburbs such as Footscray could consider further development instead of a steep increase of 300% at Arden Macaulay

In relation to schools, it was suggested at one meeting that indoor schools are an option because one has been built at Southbank - Victorian College of the Arts Secondary School. It should be noted that this was the only site VCASS could access and that the students and staff of that school do not necessarily enjoy having no access to fresh air or outdoors spaces. [Personal details removed by CoM], I can tell you that there are health and wellbeing issues to be considered. Although we now now have one indoor government school, I do not think it should be used as a rationale for more. Given our gentle climate and our culture, Australian schooling largely depends on outdoors spaces being readily available. It seems highly unnecessary for us to consider indoor schools to be desirable or advisable when we have the option of allocating space for schools in the Arden Macaulay area that could provide both indoor and outdoor spaces.

Building heights are of great concern as they do not represent an option for development that enhances the existing community, rather they suggest options that co-locate new communities into apartments who are unlikely to interact with the existing community. Unfortunately this has occurred over the past 12 months at the Macaulay Road development opposite the oval and backing onto Shiel St. 

I object to the proposed heights of buildings in the structure plan as I do not see the need to over-develop an area that has been neglected for a long time, into an area that is lacking in community cohesion and lacking in spaces where the community can know each other and interact. The proposed heights of buildings do not suggest housing where "old" and "new" communities will blend easily. 

· The height of new developments should generally be lowered. Tall buildings will create wind tunnels in an environment that is already prone to wind. This would make the environment similar to that at the Docklands which I find to be windy and therefore unwelcoming. The 60-metre height limits are inappropriate and will not support integration with the existing community. 30 metre limits should be the maximum, with 15 metre limits strongly encouraged and set by the council. If heights are more than 15 metres are to exist, I think developments should be set back from the street. Current developments seem to be build on the street boundary and therefore the heights are even more domineering, less inviting a seem to entrench a culture where the community does not interact.  

· In particular I object to the heights proposed for the block from Shiel St to Macaulay Road (the old gasometer and government printer site). This block should not exceed 15 metres in order to integrate with existing housing and buildings, Gardiner's Reserve and the Arden St Oval.

Overall, the plan should create a vision for the area where community and business can flourish and interact. The City of Melbourne, in consultation with its residents, should designate the areas it intends for community use such as parks, gardens, kindergartens, schools and so forth. Once this vision has been clearly articulated, the community can begin to imagine its future and the define the heights and styles of buildings for developers to respond to. To date, my disappointment with the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan is that it seems to articulate a vision for the area in terms of apartments, building heights and transport without adequately addressing community and environmental needs. I would like to see a vision from the City of Melbourne that addresses community and environmental needs as its first priority.
[Submission 3 : Moonee Ponds Submission]


In my opinion the following are issues that need to be addressed fully by the plan:

Allocation of land for schools and community facilities (I see no need to wait for state departments to determine these if they are not ready to do so)
Allocation of open spaces - beyond what is available and can be enhanced ie, along the creek, at Arden St oval and at Royal Park. These venues should not be the only open spaces in future. Due to the nature of Flemington Road, Royal Park is difficult to access and is quite far from the Arden Macaulay area in any case; Arden St is heavily booked by sports organisations; the creek could be more beautiful but may never be a safe and healthy recreational environment given the amount of traffic it accommodates along its banks.
The plan should incorporate a series of smaller localised parks and gardens for the community to enjoy rather than relying on private open space that may/may not eventuate and each of which will be negotiable and likely to be determined by State rather than municipal bodies.
With a 300% increase in population and the Nth Melbourne Recreation Centre operating close to capacity in its first year, there will be a need for further recreational venues and facilities
With a 300% increase in population, provision for cultural activity is appropriate -eg cinema, library, workshop spaces
Building heights that support community building and interaction and do not detract from existing habits which the community have formed over many generations
Perhaps if the vision is to create opportunities for the western suburbs of Melbourne, some other suburbs such as
[Submission 4: Moving Around Submission]

It's a good idea to have a station at Arden St and the buses proposed for travel both east-west and nth- sth
[Submission 5]


Improved shopping, library and cultural space

Macaulay Road seems a suitable street for this activity and the residents of the high rise flats deserve better services and shopping

In my reading of the plan, I think it lacks the following:

Allocated spaces for schools, child care and the like that ensure children and students will have access to open, outdoor areas for play, sport, recreation and learning
Allocated spaces for aged care with residential areas close to parks and gardens
Allocated space for community interaction and development 
Well-defined and protected open spaces (hopefully some "green space") that are not alongside the creek and therefore shadowed by the Citylink, railway and other transport infrastructure
Shopping strips and community facilities (such as a library) that are linked to parks, gardens and community area
[Submission 6 : Energy, Water, Waste Submission]

Sounds like a great idea
[Submission 7] 


Building heights are of great concern as they do not represent an option for development that enhances the existing community, rather they suggest options that co-locate new communities into apartments who are unlikely to interact with the existing community. Unfortunately this has occurred over the past 12 months at the Macaulay Road development opposite the oval and backing onto Shiel St. 

I object to the proposed heights of buildings in the structure plan as I do not see the need to over-develop an area that has been neglected for a long time, into an area that is lacking in community cohesion and lacking in spaces where the community can know each other and interact. The proposed heights of buildings do not suggest housing where "old" and "new" communities will blend easily. 

The height of new developments should generally be lowered. Tall buildings will create wind tunnels in an environment that is already prone to wind. This would make the environment similar to that at the Docklands which I find to be windy and therefore unwelcoming. The 60-metre height limits are inappropriate and will not support integration with the existing community. 30 metre limits should be the maximum, with 15 metre limits strongly encouraged and set by the council. If heights are more than 15 metres are to exist, I think developments should be set back from the street. Current developments seem to be build on the street boundary and therefore the heights are even more domineering, less inviting a seem to entrench a culture where the community does not interact. 
In particular I object to the heights proposed for the block from Shiel St to Macaulay Road (the old gasometer and government printer site). This block should not exceed 15 metres in order to integrate with existing housing and buildings, Gardiner's Reserve and the Arden St Oval.
[Submission 8]

In relation to schools, it was suggested at one meeting that indoor schools are an option because one has been built at Southbank - Victorian College of the Arts Secondary School. It should be noted that this was the only site VCASS could access and that the students and staff of that school do not necessarily enjoy having no access to fresh air or outdoors spaces. [Personal details removed by CoM] I can tell you that there are health and wellbeing issues to be considered. Although we now now have one indoor government school, I do not think it should be used as a rationale for more. Given our gentle climate and our culture, Australian schooling largely depends on outdoors spaces being readily available. It seems highly unnecessary for us to consider indoor schools to be desirable or advisable when we have the option of allocating space for schools in the Arden Macaulay area that could provide both indoor and outdoor spaces.
Mark Evans

I am responding to the Draft Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan for Kensington.

I am pleased that the Council has seen fit to develop a long term plan rather than taking an ad hoc approach to issues that will inevitably need to be dealt with. However, the plan does raise concerns that I will be happy to elaborate on at a later time but in summary:

1. The plan relies on a significant upgrade to public transport which Council is not in a position to deliver

2. Through and local traffic is a significant issue now and without a major impact on the appearance of the streetscape will only become worse

3. I have had a previous unpleasant experience with a developer, previous MVCC and advisory building heights. Advisory heights are not adhered to. Make them mandatory.

4. I live [personal details removed] in a street facing, single story dwelling with a two storey extension at the rear in a heritage overlay. The plan is not clear what height is proposed for the corner site but anything greater than the current single storey dwellings would be unacceptable and vigorously contested.

5. The height transition up to 20 minutes in certain parts of the plan seems excessive in relation to existing housing.
Mark Prentice

I am writing in response to council Plans to grow the population of the Kensington area by over 25,000 people. This includes the demolition of Industrial sites and the construction of

residential housing up to 12 storey in height. I am opposed to such proposals for the following

reasons. Living in the [personal details removed] area as a rate payer I have seen a large increase in traffic volumes over the last few years. A further increase in population will only make this problem far worse. The public transport system cannot cope with our current population volume, so a further increase will only magnify these problems. Value of property will fall dramatically if large high rise residential estates are approved. The landscape of the suburb will change to the detriment of residence if the council begin to approve high density housing projects. This would give property developers are large influence over the development of the suburb resulting in destruction of park land to make way for future projects. I thank you for taking the time to read my concerns and look forward to your response.

Mary Keating

As a local resident I would like to take the opportunity of raising concerns re the Arden Macauley Rd Structure Plan. How the development of the precinct is managed will have a huge impact on our neighbourhood close by. 

Whilst it is commendable that Council is taking the initiative in guiding development rather than a reactive response - we have had a couple of precedents in Kensington which in themselves cause concern for this development.

For example, despite good intentions Developers try to avoid controls. This is evidenced by the outcome at the Becton development in Kensington. Height limits may not work. it is not clear to me if they are advisory or mandatory. Please clarify as a matter of urgency. The Becton development causes us to believe that Council must exercise control site by site over what is and is not built.

The proposed transition is inappropriate.  I request that the transition from 9-20 metres be made in steps.

There is a threat to the Rankins Rd/Macauley Rd area. It is unclear what the height limit would be here. If 6 storeys, it would be inappropriate in a heritage overlay area.

Through traffic is a huge concern and I oppose grade separations and request  that they are not in the plan.

Local traffic will be impacted adversely with an explosion in development and I request that no rezoning occurs until specific promises are gained in relation to

public transport.

Mary Kehoe

I wish to endorse the resolutions of the North & West Melbourne Association in response to the above draft plans and state my concern that there has been inadequate public consultation about such massive proposals to transform the inner city.  While most people would agree with increased densification it must be done with great care as it has the potential to overwhelm and destroy  existing vibrant urban villages.   

In particular I urge that the deadline for public submissions be extended and that there be much more extensive public consultation with all stakeholders
[North and West Melbourne Association motions inserted by CoM]

Motion 1

‘This public meeting, convened by the North and West Melbourne Association, to consider the Melbourne City Council's Arden- Macaulay and City-North Structure Plans expresses its alarm at the details of the proposals and the process leading up to the current situation.

This public meeting calls on the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented. It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city – a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration: 

· The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is completely out of scale with the existing built form of these communities,. Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise.

· The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory. This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings. For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres (i.e. 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase).

· Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc. 

· Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

· No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000. It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.

· Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne. For example, the 24 metre height limit proposed for the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne which is a double storey heritage building. Under the proposed plan an eight storey building could be build within the heritage facade. 

· Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented. Public transport is already to capacity.

· Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development. Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area. It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced.

· Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

· The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas. They provide important employment and economic opportunities. Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

· Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans. This is not consultation. This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response. There has been no enunciation of a vision, of how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might develop to give the community some role in deciding its direction.

This meeting requests that the 30 June deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.’

Motion 2

‘That the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured. (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne)’
Mary Nicholson

As a long time resident of [personal details removed by CoM] I am very perturbed by the proposed Arden-Macaulay plan both in relation to the process and the proposal itself.  I fully endorse the resolutions of the NMWA.

I  CALL ON the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented. It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

- The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is completely out of scale with the existing built form of these communities. Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise.

- The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory. This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings. For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a
150% increase ).

- Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

- Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

- No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000. It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.

- Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne. For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne. A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.

- Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented. Public transport is already to capacity.

- Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development. Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area. It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced.

- Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

- The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas. They provide important employment and economic opportunities. Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

- Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans. This is not consultation. This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response. There has been no enunciation of a vision, of how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.

I / WE REQUEST THE deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

I  SUBMIT that the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne.)

Matthieu Darrigrand

I wish to express my objection in regards to the Arden Macaulay development.

* High density apartments will place a great deal of pressure on an already overburdened 
community.
* Roads are over burdened as it is.

* Waiting lists of up to several years currently exist for occasional care.

* Waiting lists of several years for long day care.

* Schools are over burdened.

* Extremely limited "Open Spaces" - high density will soak up last remaining green spaces.

* It can take weeks to see family GP. Emergency departments are overloaded and need to see people that can't get to see GP.

* No respect for heritage buildings and sites.

* The current village atmosphere will disappear and never return.

* The noise and the chaos of the works will be hugely distructive.

* The proposed height of 20m in the transition zone will not be repsected.

Please respect our community and reject overloading an overburdened community.

Melbourne Bicycle Polo

Thank you for the opportunity to make this submission to the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan Consultation.

The purpose of this submission is to highlight the need for informal active recreational spaces in urban areas as land use intensity increases in the future.

We would like to see the concepts from the structure plan and our submission applied to the development of the public space along the Moonee Ponds creek and in other areas of Melbourne as they also develop.

We understand that a Structure plan is a long term document, and that trends in street sports may come and go. By planning for adaptability and flexibility the City of Melbourne will be creating a broader range of opportunities for informal yet active recreation in an increasingly fast paced world.

Melbourne Bike Polo is currently an informal group who have been playing bike polo for the past 3 years in various locations ranging from car parks to disused tennis courts around Melbourne. We do not have a league or membership list or a playing season and our many regular players are free to come and go on an adhoc basis without having to pay club fees or make a commitment to play every week all season.

Lack of spaces to play and an increasing trend towards risk management have seen us moved on from many of the public and semi public spaces we use. We are now reluctantly looking to incorporate in order to take out an insurance policy so that we may continue to play this new sport that we love.

Through this journey we have discovered that there are dozens of other actively minded people in the same situation as us who lead busy lives or play unconventional sports. Such people are not inclined to make a seasonal commitment to the local football or tennis club. The future form of our cities is fundamental to the lifestyles we are able to lead.
We support the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan

We strongly support the Draft Structure plan and in particular it’s recognition of the need to:

"Provide a diverse range of active and informal open spaces as part of a high quality and accessible network, which is linked by walking and cycling paths and serves the different community needs of residents, workers and visitors."

"Encourage the development of multipurpose, flexible and adaptable community facilities, which can accommodate a diverse range of users and services."

"Appropriate mechanisms to deliver public open space to ensure the provision of a diverse range of high quality recreational spaces will be explored."

Source: City of Yarra Sports Strategy 2008-2012

Sports Development Framework

This sports development framework commonly used in planning for community participation in physical activity makes an important differentiation between more organised sports

opportunities, and avenues for participation and physical activity.

There is no doubt that in Australia there are plenty of opportunities for people to engage in sport at a high level in a committed environment of development and excellence.

Less formal participation in sport and the role of local government There is currently a lack of variety and opportunities for community participation in sport at a less committed level. Many council facilities are focussed around more traditional sports such as football, cricket, netball, tennis and basketball. Participation in many of these sports requires a seasonal financial commitment; clubs who actively work to try and create more opportunities in these areas are faced with an increased emphasis on risk management which has been felt across society in recent years.

Field Sports and Court Sports

The City of Melbourne currently provides extensive amounts of grassed open space and provides excellent opportunities for field sports to be played informally. However the range facilities provided for court sports are more formalised, generally provided on a fee for use basis and mostly limited to the specific sport that they were originally designed for. This is usually the case across most other inner city municipalities.

Need for More Flexible Opportunities

There need to me more flexible opportunities for people to be involved in a wider range of less formal sports and physical activities at the lower part of the sports development pathway if we are to ensure that people living in higher density inner urban areas are to lead healthy and active lifestyles.

Informal Court Sports

There is a large range of less formal ‘sports’ such as inline skating, roller derby, flatland bmx, skateboarding, futsal soccer, inline slalom, inline hockey and bike polo that would all benefit from less prescriptive facilities that function more like playgrounds and public spaces rather than formalised sporting facilities. These facilities can be easily designed as multi purpose spaces.

A focus on the creation of informal spaces for social sports will also help to keep courts as open and accessible spaces like play grounds rather than restricted by booking systems and the need for insurance like sports club facilities.

Current demand in Melbourne, and Melbourne Museum

There is currently a very high level of demand for such a space in Melbourne, although the users aren’t organised enough to demand it. Melbourne museum is the defacto space for a range of hardcourt activities. Simply spending a few hours in this space any evening will expose you a selection of users such as roller derby girls training, inline slalom. flatland BMX, freestyle fixed gear and several separate groups of inline hockey players and sometimes unicycle hockey players. Currently these activities are tolerated at the whim of Melbourne Museum and Melbourne Exhibition Buildings security and management. This use is also not ideal for the inline hockey players who bring along a large rope to contain the ball.

A Multi Purpose Sports Court

Features of what a basic multi purpose court space might look like would include:

A simple yet robust surface

A surface like concrete or bitumen would be ideal.

Cyclists and skaters are often restricted from areas due to damage to highly refined and engineered urban design features that are present in many public spaces in Melbourne.

A central space clear of pipes and poles and grills and grates and furniture.

Generally the sporting sector is recognising that even support poles on purpose built basketball courts represent a risk to participants and overhead facilities are now installed. The by-product of this means that a range of more active uses can now utilise the space.

A space enclosed by an edge, ledge, wall or fence.

This can provide informal seating, edges to grind on or just containment for balls, pucks and even small children. In Vancouver the height of the concrete edge of the multipurpose court in Grandview park was designed to take account of the height of bicycle pedals. The inclusion of a wall can open up even more opportunities for activities like downball.

A space that provides shelter and light

With sunset generally occurring by close of business each day for 6 months of the year, the provision of light and shelter dramatically increases the opportunities for use of the space throughout the year. Membership fees and court rental are often required to keep more formalised sporting facilities under lights and with a shift to a less formal and organised user base, an approach more akin to street lighting would be required to keep the space viable, usable and safe.

A space generally rectangular in shape

A space generally at least as large as a basketball court or 2 tennis courts allows for a range of uses without consuming too much land. A rectangular space speaks for itself and around the world people understand how to use such spaces whether they be for soccer, tennis or a sport we have never even heard of.

A public space that is free to use

As emphasised earlier, with a trend towards risk management in sport, barriers to participation are increasing. The success of a multi purpose space like this would rely on the space being free and open to the public rather than a facility that is highly maintained, managed and provided on a fee for use basis to those who are organised and can afford it.

Active opportunities underneath freeways

The Burnley climbing wall is another example of an informal active recreation space in Melbourne. The climbing wall existed informally for many years, the product of an active climbing community finding a suitable location. When risk management concerns were raised by CityLink, the facility was shut down and redeveloped as a legitimate space by Parks Victoria. Though not the subject of this submission this is also the kind of facility that we would see as complementary to a multi purpose court and suitable in the Moonee Ponds

[images removed by CoM]

Creek linear park.

Example - Coopers Skate Park, Vancouver Coopers’ Skatepark is a multipurpose park accommodating basketball, hockey and skateboarding. Features for skating include benches, coped ledges, a concrete ledge surrounding the basketball court, and various areas around the court leaving the central clear for a range of complementary uses. You can literally skate all day, any day, as the bridge provides a bit of cover from the rain and lights provide a bit of illumination during the evenings

(usually turning on at about 9pm).

Example - Grandview Park Redevelopment 2011, Vancouver 

In 2011, the City of Vancouver redeveloped an inner city park. Part of the redevelopment included the replacement of 3 run down tennis courts and the construction of a multi purpose court built to take account of bike polo and street hockey requirements. 
There is more information about this development at the City of Vancouver website:

http://vancouver.ca/parks/info/planning/grandviewpark/index.htm

And

http://www.straight.com/article-370053/vancouver/east-van-bikepolo-court-world-first Whilst there are dozens of tennis courts in inner city Vancouver, this is the first court designed with bike polo in mind but designed with minimal features to maintain a multi purpose philosophy.

Current Informal Uses at Melbourne Museum 
An example of the kinds of activities that multi purpose space might support at a Moonee Ponds Creek linear park or other inner city urben renewal area. Who knows what other mixed up or reinvented sports we might be playing by 2030?

Roller Derby Girls

Inline skaters

Unicycle Hockey

Inline Hockey

Inline Hockey

Freestyle BMX
Fixed Freestyle

Melita Gannon

[Submission 1]
I, MELITA GANNON, call on the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 
-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.

 

-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

 

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.

[Submission 2]
I, MELITA GANNON, SUBMIT that the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne.)

Meredith Kidby

I endorse the resolutions passed by the North & West Melbourne Association following the briefing on the North & Arden Macauley Structure Plan briefing held on Tuesday 21st June.


I call on the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities,.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.

-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


I / WE REQUEST THE deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

Michael Paszylka

[Submission 1]
The plan for the Arden Macauley development envisages only flats being built. As a long-tem strategy I feel this is unwise. Areas consisting entirely of blocks of flats tend to be without charm (unless you mean central Paris, but have a look at peripheral Paris). Docklands is less than it might have been because of this approach. A high density can be achieved by having extremely tall blocks of flats at, or preferably over the rail stations, tapering rapidly to 6-8 stories and then terraces and town houses peripherally and around open spaces. Another approach can actually be seen round areas of Port Melbourne's development, which is not ideal but does offer a variety of accommodation options, granted at a somewhat lower density. The emphasis on flats will make even a modest house in the Melbourne area less affordable than ever. 

Building accommodation without provision for car storage, while undoubtedly politically correct ( to quote that other man of steel, Stalin) is also unwise, however good the public transport. People in a wealthy society such as Australia expect to have instant access to personal transport, not for use within the Melbourne area perhaps , but few people spend their entire time in the Melbourne area. Ideas of car sharing have never been successful as a complete substitute for car ownership, although they can be very successful in reducing the use of cars on regular runs.

 

A couple of the cardinal rules of buying property whether to live in or as an investment are not to buy a flat without car parking on the title and to avoid "generic" housing if at all possible. It is usually not possible to avoid "generic" housing in a new development but a flat without parking on title should be avoided like the plague, even if you don't own a car and can't drive. Such a flat will be cheaper but you will live to regret the purchase. A warning of the danger to your wealth and future happiness should be attached to any such flat, particularly as the lower price is likely to attract the financially unsophisticated.

[Submission 2]
Just the one further point. The development plan hinges on the mooted improvements to transport and infrastructure. Not a sod should be turned until the building of the infrastructure has actually commenced, otherwise London to a brick you will end up with a miserable area without railways, schools, childcare, health, education and other facilities.

Michelle Twyford

* The Height of the proposed buildings seems to be incredibly high and would make the suburb feel like we are living in the Docklands.  I wonder if shading (including the Winter sun) has been considered.  I would like the buildings lowered so it doesn't effect our streetscapes.
* With the huge increase in population my concern is how will an already struggling transport, traffic, schooling (I know one Kensington Primary school is already full and has waiting lists), child care and health system cope.  The report seems to not factor in this (unless I missed it).

* The lack of open spaces for things such as playing sport, having picnics seems to be not included.  You can hardly have a picnic or a kick of footy along the river.  I believe including open spaces is extremely important for people who will be living in high density accommodation.  


I am not totally against development within the inner city, however, unless basic services can be provided for this huge population increase I can not understand why you would even go ahead with approving this.

Please consider this when deciding these facts, as Kensington is a very special place to most residents and the thought of it turning into a Docklands looking suburb disturbs me.

Moira Yffer

Please accept my submission to the plans for redeveloping the City of Melbourne.  I am a resident of [personal details removed by CoM] and while I acknowledge and support the need for medium and long-term planning, I do have some concerns about the current plans as follows:    

 

 Developers try to avoid controls:   I am concerned about the degree of control the City will have on developers, who will get access to prime sites for mixed-use development.  As an example, Kensington Estate was a prime redevelopment site, to be developed according to a plan agreed upon by the government, the community and the developer.  However, over the 10 or more years of its development, the community experienced many difficulties.  The developer, Becton, continually pressed to the relaxation of conditions and was successful in gaining many concessions that we believe were not justified.  These included relaxation of parking requirements, increased height and increased density.  The result is a pretty ordinary result.  A Google search of 'Kensington Estate' does not result in finding praise for what could have been a showcase development.  In fact, you won't find any comments at all.  What a missed opportunity!  The Council must retain site by site control over exactly what is and is not built.  If this can be over ruled by VCAT, we will have the current, unacceptable situation.
 

 Height limits may not work:   I am concerned about height limits.  Are they to be advisory or mandatory?  If advisory, we can expect to have to fight, proposal after proposal, as now, where developers attempt to stretch the envelope.  This would be a nightmare and would exhaust the community.  On the other hand, if there are to be mandatory limits, + or - 20%, as has been suggested, we can predict that pretty much every development proposal will take advantage of the +.  The net effect of 20% is that 5 storeys becomes de facto 6 storeys.  I recommend mandatory limits, on a site by site case, taking into account both the desired outcomes and impacts on existing residents.
 

 The proposed transition is inappropriate:  The 20 meter limits (whether advisory or mandatory) along the boundaries of Kensington section of the Study Zone pose a threat to existing residents.  For example, Hardiman (north side), Chelmsford (south side) and Barnett (east side) could experience an immediate transition from 1-storey to 5 or 6-storeys on their boundary.  This appears to apply to most properties on the boundary of the Study Zone between Macaulay and Racecourse Road.  This is unacceptable.  I recommend the transition from 9 to 20 meters be made in steps.
 

 Threat at Rankins-Macaulay:  That part of the proposed retail/commercial area on the north side of Macaulay that includes the corner of Rankins and Macaulay concerns me.   The first 5 residences north of the current structure are single-storey, 3 with 2-storey extensions, existing or planned.  There is a heritage overlay.   Currently the existing non-residental structure on the corner houses a cafe, a proposed cafe, a dressmaker and a panel beating business.  Across the laneway, to the east on Macaulay, there is another panel beater.  To emphasize, all are 1 storey.  What height limits are proposed here?  If 20 meters, that would allow for a 6 storey structure where there now exists single storey, overlooking a heritage area.  This would be unacceptable.  I recommend that the transition be made in steps.
 

 Through traffic:  It seems likely, given the general rise in population and the growth of outer Western suburbs, that through traffic will continue to be a problem to Kensington.  This will be so whether or not the Plan goes ahead.  The only limit seems to be the physical capacity of the roads, particularly Macaulay Road.  A viable strategy is to allow the traffic to choke itself.  Thus, the more disruptions to traffic, via level crossing, traffic lights and controlled pedestrian crossings, the better.  I hope that the Plan will result in even more disruptions to traffic, possibly via 1 or maybe 2 traffic-light controlled pedestrian crossing on Macaulay Road between Rankins and Stubbs.  I recommend that no measures be taken to facilitate through traffic.
  

  Local traffic:  The traffic that will be generated in Kensington by the Plan is of concern.  For example, the industrial area between Macaulay and Arden, west of the Creek, comprises a network of small streets.  These street could not accommodate an explosion of residential/commercial development.  On the other hand, if the streets were widened, it would destroy the character of the precinct.  The viability of the Plan for this area depends on availability of public transport, see 9. below.  I recommend that detailed traffic studies be completed.
 

  Public transport:  The Plan depends on improvements in public transport for which the Council can advocate, but cannot control.  We have been told that Arden Central cannot proceed unless there is a metro line with a station at Arden.  The future of the metro line is unresolved.  In the Plan, the viability of developments in Kensington depend on upgrades on the Craigieburn and Upfield lines.  Currently, trains at Kensington are congested in the morning peak, leading to reports of passengers being unable to board trains.  The argument that people will not need cars because of the availability of public transport is conditional, and out of the control of the Council.  I recommend that specific promises regarding upgrades in public transport be obtained before rezoning is commenced.
 

 Parks and sports grounds:  I do not believe the plans contain enough recreation space for such a population growth.

 

Schools:  I don't feel that sufficient schools have been planned for, both primary and secondary - and the recreation space that they would need.  

 

 

I look forward to receiving your feedback on the above concerns.

Naomi Fennell

Whilst the plan appears to be initially positive, it will need to be closely monitored to ensure that it is executed with high quality to ensure that the feel of Kensington and the amenity of Kensington residents is protected.  It has the potential to result in the development of industrial sites that could be better used, and lead to a more vibrant community. I do however, have some concerns, as listed below:

 

1. Building Heights: I am concerned about heights going from 9 meters in existing residential areas to 20 meters or more for sites proposed for rezoning. Sometimes this occurs on a boundary. I believe that building heights should be graduated in 'steps' to reduce their impact and create a buffer to the adjoining residential areas. See especially Rankins Road, Barnett Street and Lambeth Street, and areas south of Macaulay Road. Furthermore, are these heights to be discretionary or mandatory? If discretionary, based on previous experience, they could be little more than a starting point for developers from which to negotiate.

 

2. Open Space: There needs to be greater elaboration on the proposal to enhance the Moonee Ponds Creek and its suitability as open space, given flooding and the linear nature of the space. There also needs to be open space requirements for each separate development, with clearly-defined criteria as to what proportion of each block needs to be set aside as open space.

 

3. Social infrastructure: An increase of 25,000 population will require appropriate provision of schools, health services, community centres. It is not clear how the City can ensure that these services are provided.

 

4. Heritage assessments: Some industrial buildings are likely to have heritage features. These need to be assessed and preserved prior to any rezoning. In many cases, a renovation and conversion of a building may produce a better result than demolition.

 

5. Implementation: A piecemeal, site-by-site development would be unlikely to deliver the desired planning outcomes. How will it be coordinated?

 

6. Traffic and parking issues: Some areas comprise a network of small streets, e.g. between Arden Street, Macaulay Road, Elizabeth Street and the Moonee Ponds Creek. What will be done about traffic management and flows? This area is already bottlenecked and a major increase in traffic would profoundly impact on amenity in the area.

 

7. Public transport: Major aspects of the Plan depend on upgrades in public transport, especially Arden Central which cannot proceed unless the Metro Line and Arden Station are built. Furthermore, increases in population in Kensington will require upgrades in services on the Craigieburn and Upfield lines, which are yet to be promised, let alone implemented.

 

These appear to be the main issues that need to be resolved at some stage if the Plan is to fulfil on its vision.

Natalia Kjakic
 
I live in [personal details removed by CoM], I have found there is no Medicare facilities close by the closest being Moonee Ponds, A more suitable supermarket so you are not required to go to Racecourse rd SAFEWAY.

There is no drycleaning facilites.

and parking on Macaualy rd is terrible, when you are required to go to the shop.
Nick Theodossi

We act for Mr Nick Theodossi. 

Our client (or his related entities) is the owner of properties at [personal details removed by CoM] (our client’s Properties).  

Our client makes the following submissions and recommendations in response to the Draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan of May 2011: 

(A) The proposed 30 metre building height along Arden Street and Laurens Street, as depicted in Figure 3.2, be increased to 60 metres so that the entire area bounded by the existing railway lines, Arden Street and Laurens Street have a proposed building height of 60 metres (shaded Pink in our Plan (“Attachment A”)).  

(B) The proposed 20 metre building height depicted in Figure 3.2 in the area bounded by Laurens Street, Arden Street, Queensberry Street and Munster Terrace be increased to 60 metres (shaded Pink in our Plan (“Attachment A”)).    
(C) The proposed 20 metre building height depicted in Figure 3.2 in the area bounded by Munster Terrace, Arden Street, Queensberry Street and Dryburgh Street be increased to 30 metres (shaded Green in our Plan (“Attachment A”)).   
(D) The proposed 20 metre building height depicted in Figure 3.2 in the area bounded by Laurens Street, Queensberry Street, Miller Street and Munster Terrace be increased to 30 metres (shaded Green in our Plan (“Attachment A”)).   

“(Proposed Building Heights)” 

Our client takes the opportunity to respond to the draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan, and provide reasons in support of its submission for an increase in the Proposed Building Heights as follows:

1. The Arden Macaulay Structure Plan outlines a vision of growth, development and transformation in and around the proposed Arden Central Area.  Our client’s Properties lie in the heart of the Arden Central Development Site, which is earmarked to cater for up to 25,000 residents and 30,000 workers by 2030.
  Our client supports the vision and strategy for the future development of Arden-Macaulay, and the integrated development of the area providing state of the art housing and commercial developments and a seamless and efficient transport network.  

2. Our client welcomes the proposal making Arden Central an extension to Melbourne’s Central City, transforming it into a public transport gateway and a vibrant and diverse residential, commercial, business, retail and entertainment centre providing quality of life for existing and future residents, workers, students and visitors.  

3. Our client supports the development of a new activities hub promoting activity nodes for future communities, providing for the integration of utilities, business and residential accommodation, commercial offices, as well as new employment, education and recreation opportunities and incorporating lifestyle precincts providing for the provision of walking, cycling and public transport services.     

4. Located within 400 metres and a five minute walk of the proposed new Metro station at Arden Central, our client’s Properties are perfectly located to form part of the vibrant, high density residential and commercial activity centre in the Laurens Street and Arden Street area (Arden Central).

5. Lying within a mixed use zone, our client’s Properties are adjacent to underutilized land owned by the state government where there is currently limited guidance on height, setbacks and built form controls.  We understand that our client’s Properties are not subject to heritage controls, or further heritage investigations.  The positioning of our client’s Properties provides an exciting opportunity for properties owned by private individuals, to be developed into buildings and projects with high standards of design, and to cater for the high density commercial and residential uses in the area.  

6. Figure 3.2 of the draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan identifies proposed building heights of 60 metres only in areas which are currently owned by the state government. While our client appreciates that the availability of state government owned land is integral to the Arden Central development, and provides an opportunity for all levels of government to shape and drive the urban renewal around Arden Central, our client is of the view that that this urban renewal project provides an opportunity to plan for the future, which should not be missed.  

7. Our client is of the view that flexibility in planning and development options will be the key to creating Arden Central – an extension to the Melbourne CBD which is envisaged to be a vibrant and diverse urban hub offering residential, commercial, retail and entertainment options.  The proposed Arden Metro Station and integrated public transport connections will make Arden Central into a popular activity centre in which people will want to live, work and socialise.  

8. Making provision for the Proposed Building Heights in the areas submitted in (A), (B), (C) and (D) above will allow Arden Central to cater for the diversity of needs and level of commercial and residential activity to be generated by the urban renewal of the area.  

9. Our client is of the view that its Proposed Building Heights would provide greater opportunity for future flexibility, ensuring that Arden Central can provide the necessary residential developments, commercial offices, retail and entertainment spaces, community services and public spaces to cater and provide for high levels of public and private amenity for workers and residents well into the future, in newly constructed residential accommodation and commercial offices at these sites.  

10. The flexibility provided by our client’s Proposed Building Heights is necessary as the Arden Central area will by 2030 accommodate up to 25,000 residents in around 100 dwellings per hectare and provide for some 30,000 jobs, shared facilities including libraries, conference theatres, cinemas and retail outlets, while also being the gateway for workers and students who will access high intensity office and research jobs and tertiary education facilities via the new Arden Metro Station.  

11. The proposed Arden Metro Station within Arden Central will be a catalyst for significant residential redevelopment and growth within the area, providing the opportunity for high density residential developments.  Given the potential for the integration of high intensity office and research jobs, educational facilities as well as retail and entertainment outlets, our client views this as a significant opportunity to relax and/or provide for flexible height and build limits as detailed in our submissions and recommendations (A), (B), (C) and (D) above.  

12. This proposal to create a hub of activity around Arden Central needs to be met with a flexible plan for the future regeneration and development of the area.  The planned growth in residents, workers, students and visitors utilizing Arden Central, makes the area surrounding the corner of Arden Street and Laurens Street a vibrant location of convenience and amenity for residential purposes.  This will drive demand for high built form developments (60 metres).  The opportunity to plan for, and integrate high built form developments with other projects to promote sustainable movement patterns through Arden Central should not be missed.  

13. The City of Melbourne now has the opportunity to shape and act on the proposed increased residential densities, and the proposed increase in people working and living in the Arden Central area.  Government authorities and bodies now have the flexibility to plan for the integration of state-of-the-art residential and commercial developments with public transport, educational and recreational uses to maximise amenity.   This opportunity to cater for demand for future decades with high built form developments of 60 metres along Arden Street and Laurens Street and east to Munster Terrace in Arden Central should not be overlooked.   

14. Our client’s Proposed Building Heights will allow for a transition from established lower built form residences to higher density developments in the heart of Arden Central where our client’s Properties are located.  As shown in Figure 3.2, established residential areas to the east and north east of our client’s Properties have a proposed building height of between 9 metres and 14.5 metres.   Our client’s Proposed Building Heights, which increase incrementally from a 20 metre building height in the area bounded by Dryburgh Street, Queensberry Street, Dynon Road and Munster Terrace to a 60 metre building height in the area bounded by the existing railway lines, Arden Street and Laurens Street, provides for a gradual transition in building heights, and allows for more intensive development in the immediate vicinity of the proposed Arden Metro Station.  This will allow workers and residents in Arden Central to have the opportunity to live and work close to amenities and within walking distance of the proposed Arden Metro Station.  

15. Local business holders and owners of property within the proposed activity nodes of Arden Central, that lie in Laurens Street and Arden Street should also be a part of the development process and be able to shape the developments that take place in the area (including residential), between the existing railway lines, Arden Street and Laurens Street, so as to fully realise urban planning, residential and commercial development potential in the area.  

16.   Summary


Our client:

· Supports the vision and strategy for the future development of Arden Central.  

· Welcomes the proposal making Arden Central an extension to Melbourne’s CBD, transforming it into a public transport gateway and a vibrant and diverse residential, commercial, business, retail and entertainment centre.

· Supports the development of future communities integrating residential accommodation and commercial offices together with educational facilities, retail and entertainment outlets.

· Supports the integration of public transport, recreation and lifestyle facilities including walking and cycling amenities.   

· Submits that flexibility in planning and development options will be the key to developing the Arden Central precinct.  

· Submits that making provision for our client’s Proposed Building Heights as detailed in (A), (B), (C) and (D) of our submissions and recommendations above will allow Arden Central to cater for the diversity of needs and level of activity to be generated by the urban renewal of the area, enabling Arden Central to provide state of the art housing and commercial developments and a seamless and efficient transport network. 

North and West Melbourne Association 

This submission by the North and West Melbourne Association is based on resolutions passed unanimously at the meeting convened by the Association on June 21st and briefed by the Council Strategic Planning officers. Thank you for your input. Members of the local community who attended the meeting expressed considerable alarm at the proposals contained in both the City North and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plans. The two motions passed are as follows:

Motion 1

‘This public meeting, convened by the North and West Melbourne Association, to consider the Melbourne City Council's Arden- Macaulay and City-North Structure Plans expresses its alarm at the details of the proposals and the process leading up to the current situation.

This public meeting calls on the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented. It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city – a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration: 

· The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is completely out of scale with the existing built form of these communities,. Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise.

· The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory. This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings. For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres (i.e. 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase).

· Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc. 

· Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

· No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000. It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.

· Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne. For example, the 24 metre height limit proposed for the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne which is a double storey heritage building. Under the proposed plan an eight storey building could be build within the heritage facade. 

· Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented. Public transport is already to capacity.

· Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development. Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area. It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced.

· Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

· The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas. They provide important employment and economic opportunities. Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

· Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans. This is not consultation. This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response. There has been no enunciation of a vision, of how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might develop to give the community some role in deciding its direction.

This meeting requests that the 30 June deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.’

Motion 2

‘That the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured. (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne)’

In conclusion, the Association reserves the right to make further comments as the process proceeds and on further issues that may arise.

We draw particular attention to the recommendation in our resolution that the deadline be extended to November 30th to allow many of the issues we have raised to be further considered and the plan further developed. We do appreciate that the Council is at least resourcing a consultation process that reaches out into the diverse communities within the City of Melbourne – it was possible for us to have attended six different meetings on these plans. However, we feel that much more needs to be done to incorporate the views of residents and small business, who feel very excluded by much of the process adopted by this Council in determining both the MSS and these Structure Plans.

Olivia 
[Macaulay Road Submission]


butcher shop, deli, market for fruit and veg and second hand wares, antique shop, health food shop.
Olivier Darrigrand
I wish to express my objection in regards to the Arden Macaulay development.

* High density apartments will place a great deal of pressure on an already overburdened  community.
* Roads are over burdened as it is.

* Waiting lists of up to several years currently exist for occasional care.

* Waiting lists of several years for long day care.

* Schools are over burdened.

* Extremely limited "Open Spaces" - high density will soak up last remaining green spaces.

* It can take weeks to see family GP. Emergency departments are overloaded and need to see people that can't get to see GP.

* No respect for heritage buildings and sites.

* The current village atmosphere will disappear and never return.

* The noise and the chaos of the works will be hugely distructive.

* The proposed height of 20m in the transition zone will not be repsected.

Please respect our community and reject overloading an overburdened community.

Paul Devereux

It is essential to provide services for families such as schools, child care and sports facilities. Also dwellings need to have a family focus . Good proportion of 3/4 bedroom if we are help stop suburban sprawl. 1/2 bedroom produces monoculture of young renters with little buyin from owner occupiers. Must have detail for developments to stop developers looking for short term gain and sales to investors. The area MUST have a wide demograhic, Couples, families, singles,aged. This is a once in alifetime opportunity to create something great.
Paul Kippin

I am a resident of [personal details removed by CoM] and also a member of the Kensington Association, I live in the industrial zone that bounds Arden street and Chelmsford street.  I have read the Draft Structure plan and have some concerns regarding the proposal.

       1)   My prime concern is that in the Plan the area that I live has been slated to have a maximum building height of 6 Storeys. Does this mean that      someone can build a 6 storey building right next door to me, especially on the northern side of my residence  without any regard for    overshadowing and overlooking issues? In your structure plan I note that all new buildings will be environmentally friendly and that having the         smallest carbon footprint is important.  I too share the same philosophy and thus have installed Solar Panels to my roof to harvest the suns energy     to help reduce my load on the electricity grid.  Will this massive investment of mine now be compromised because of the height limits imposed on        the area?

       Furthermore, are these heights to be discretionary or mandatory? If discretionary, based on previous experience, they could be little more than a       starting point for developers from which to negotiate.
       Another issue is that the Young Husband proposed development is more than twice the maximum building height proposed in the Structure Plan,     how can a development of this size be considered in isolation to the overall Structure plan? The proposed 12 storeys will also have an impact on        my residence with overshadowing in the winter months where sunlight is at a premium.
       A "bookend" approach would be more suited to this area, as in, the internal portion of this area to have a maximum height of 3 storeys and the  area on the western side of Elizabeth st, Arden st and the street closest to Moonee Ponds creek to have a maximum height of 6 Storeys.  This    would create a buffer to the adjoining cottage houses on Chelmsford street and the residences on Elizabeth and Bruce streets.
       2)   Open Space: There needs to be greater elaboration on the proposal to enhance the Moonee Ponds Creek and its suitability as open space,     given flooding and the linear nature of the space. There also needs to be open space requirements for each separate development, with clearly-  defined criteria as to what proportion of each block needs to be set aside as open space.
       3)   Social infrastructure: An increase of 25,000 population will require appropriate provision of schools, health services, community centres. It is   not clear how the City can ensure that these services are provided.
       4)   Heritage assessments: Some industrial buildings are likely to have heritage features. These need to be assessed and preserved prior to any         rezoning. In many cases, a renovation and conversion of a building may produce a better result than demolition.
       5)   Implementation: A piecemeal, site-by-site development would be unlikely to deliver the desired planning outcomes. How will it be coordinated?
       6)   Traffic and parking issues: Some areas comprise a network of small streets, e.g. between Arden Street, Macaulay Road, Elizabeth Street and         the Moonee Ponds Creek. What will be done about traffic management and flows? This area is already bottlenecked and a major increase in         traffic would profoundly impact on amenity in the area.
       7)   Public transport: Major aspects of the Plan depend on upgrades in public transport, especially Arden Central which cannot proceed unless the       Metro Line and Arden Station are built. Furthermore, increases in population in Kensington will require upgrades in services on the Craigieburn         and Upfield lines, which are yet to be promised, let alone implemented.
I am not assuming that the Council planners are unaware of these points, or haven't done a lot of thinking about them. However, these appear to be the main issues that need to be resolved at some stage if the Plan is to fulfil on its vision and at this stage of the Draft plan, I feel that there should be a more fine grain analysis to incorporate these issues.  Otherwise there could be a Docklands type of scenario - a slightly cold concrete jungle without much heart, and bereft of social infrastructure, like schools and health services and any quality open spaces.
Could you please keep me informed and I would like it if someone from council could reply to my specific questions regarding overshadowing and overlooking issues in my area defined for change. I know council will be very busy with regards to this plan but I am very concerned about this issue and how it will impact me personally.
Parkville Association
Submission to the Melbourne City Council on the City North and Arden Macaulay Structure Plans Committee by the Parkville Association Inc.

The Parkville Association has a long history of constructive, balanced and objective contribution to debates on long term strategies affecting the city. This submission comprises the considered summary of  some important issues raised at the General Meeting on the 9th June at which the Structure Plans were discussed.  

1. Parkville as a Victorian Heritage Asset.
Parkville is a heritage asset which is an unique intact Victorian residential precinct with its supporting shops and amenities e.g. churches, halls etc. South Parkville was created quite quickly in the 1870’s and 80’s with investment from the merchants growing wealthy from the constant movement of people to and from Melbourne and the Goldfields along Mount Alexander Road and to and from Sydney along Sydney Road.  The route to the gold fields and to Sydney was north then west and the intersection of what is now Victoria Street rapidly became a quagmire in wet weather. Animals become bogged and died there, pigs wandered into it and dogs fed on the bones and hides that were thrown from the Meat Market as there was no garbage service to take away their debris. Other markets followed as regulations were developed. Land which had been set aside for market purposes in 1856 was finally used in the 1870’s for essentials such as hay, horses , pigs and cows and cattle. These were at the northern end of Flemington Road. The name Haymarket roundabout and the horses head hanging on the Northern Cattle Market wall, saved and erected by the Parkville Association, are the only reminders of those markets now.

South Parkville, at the centre of and created from this tumultuous period of Melbourne’s history is still very largely intact and provides an important amenity to the knowledge precinct and an important heritage asset to Victorians. Residents of Parkville are aware of and support the thesis put forward in Professor Richard Florida’s urban studies book Who's Your City? and the part that Parkville can play in the Structure Plan.

2. Parkville as an Unique Part of the Knowledge Precinct.

Many residents of Parkville for a number of years have been or are part of the knowledge precinct. Residents include a Nobel Prize winner and University Vice Chancellors who have chosen to live here because of the ambience and the closeness to work. So the concept being sought by the working party and put forward by Richard Florida Who's Your City?, is well understood by and supported by many of our members and so are the pitfalls from overseas experience. Parkville appeals as a village heritage precinct not removed from the knowledge precinct, but adjacent to it. Thus many senior university, hospital and medical research staff are drawn to the area because of its amenity and ambience in their pre and post retirement – such people have much to share and remain active and involved in their profession well into their retirement. They are an invaluable component of the knowledge precinct in their nurturing and encouraging and mentoring younger members of staff and an inspiration to the staff and students. It is important to recognise that such people have many options open to them for places to live. They will only remain close to the Melbourne knowledge precinct if their own needs are fulfilled. Thus the problems being experienced today for residents within Parkville provide important pointers for future planning. The most important of these problems are related to traffic and parking but not, it must be stressed, to the availability of retail services. 

3. Traffic and Parking.

We are aware from your address to the Association that it is assumed that these will be addressed by better public transport. However this is not sufficient. Parking is a problem today for residents of Parkville which has a resident parking scheme which has operated for some years. Now however it is not working well because there is insufficient parking to cope with the hospital and medical facilities demand. For example there are now many people driving into South Parkville desperately seeking parking which is not available at the medical facility because they have been called to important medical appointments or to seriously ill relatives. Such people are understandably not deterred by a ‘no parking’ sign or a ‘resident only’ parking area. They are desperate, in a hurry, and often distressed, often after having driven considerable distances from outer Melbourne or country areas. So they park in residential areas without a permit and for as long as their crisis lasts. With an ever larger concentration of the critical medical institutions, the problem will be exacerbated unless the specific nature of traffic and parking in this area are addressed in the design phase of the structure plan, not as an afterthought, post its adoption. Since people from regional areas are sent to Melbourne and to this knowledge precinct it is also likely that they too will look to Parkville to park their vehicles. What effort will be made to avoid the heritage residential areas from becoming unliveable well before the knowledge precinct grows to its planned size?
4. Additional Facilities for Shopping.

Much emphasis was put in your presentation on bringing to the enlarged knowledge precinct a range of new shopping facilities, coffee shops etc. This may superficially make the area seem more attractive but it is only part of what provides a more exciting knowledge precinct and appears to ignore the unique character and capacity of Lygon Street, Carlton or Errol Street North Melbourne. Nor does it recognise the steps taken, for example in Canada, to build such facilities underground adjacent to public transport.
5. Special Needs for Parks.

The Association also considers there is the unrecognised need for ‘time out’ recreational facilities e.g. for parks and gardens that are easily accessible. It was claimed in your presentation that the area is relatively well served and that parks in the area are ‘underutilised’. This is not correct. They are well used and serve the needs of people working in disciplines (especially research) that require places to walk, to sit, to think quietly without interruption from noise, games, running and busy activities. They often seek and need solitude close to their working environment for optimum productivity. Thus these facilities are not underused, but are a specific need in a knowledge precinct. This does not appear to be understood and it should be properly recognised in this structure plan.
6. The Royal Children’s Hospital Footprint.
One of the other issues raised by the Parkville Association was that the footprint depicted for the Royal Children’s Hospital at the corner of Gatehouse Street and Flemington Road in all maps of the Structure Plan presentation is incorrect. It should be drafted accurately. There was a specific undertaking by the Government of the time that the footprint of the new Royal Children’s Hospital development, when completed, will be no greater than the existing space and, for example, that the helicopter pad would be on the roof of the new building. There has been no advice or discussion with the local community on any change to this decision and yet the recent announcement involving an expansion to the footprint with expanded commercial facilities, to be ‘explained’ at a meeting on the 20th July is counter to this undertaking and breaches the written commitment by a Government Minister. It displays a cynical disregard for what has been considered a protected heritage and essential asset for all Victorians into the future and the Council should be aware of this.
Peter Collocott

[Submission 1]
I / WE CALL ON the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities,.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.

-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


I / WE REQUEST THE deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

[Submission 2]
I / WE SUBMIT that the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne.)

Phillippa Duell-Piening


Public transport infrastructure upgrade is important if this significant development is to go ahead.

Furthermore it woudl be a great opportunity to develop bike paths so they are separate from roads as cars often enter the bike path.

It would be a good time to up grade the Kensington station boom gates to a railway bridge.

It is important to me that the character of the area is maintained. That new building should complement existing building and that some of the heritage of the suburb is maintained.
Prue Kelly

Wise decision to have a Plan:  The City of Melbourne is to be commended on taking this long-term view.  It is seizing the initiative in guiding developments which are almost certain to occur in any case, that is, increased density on industrial land in the inner suburbs, with the intention of producing the very best outcomes. 

  

2.  The Plan as it stands may not work:  I am concerned about two main aspects of the Plan: some possible adverse impacts on Kensington and the danger that good intentions may not be realized. 

  

3.  Developers try to avoid controls:  Re. good intentions, I am concerned about the degree of control the City will have on developers, who will get access to prime sites for mixed-use development.  As an example, Kensington Estate was a prime redevelopment site, to be developed according to a plan agreed upon by the government, the community and the developer.  However, over the 10 or more years of its development, the community experienced many difficulties.  The developer, Becton, continually pressed to the relaxation of conditions and was successful in gaining many concessions that we believe were not justified.  These included relaxation of parking requirements, increased height and increased density.  The result is a pretty ordinary result.  A Google search of 'Kensington Estate' does not result in finding praise for what could have been a showcase development.  In fact, you won't find any comments at all.  What a missed opportunity!  The Council must retain site by site control over exactly what is and is not built.  If this can be over ruled by VCAT, we will have the current, unacceptable situation. 

  

4.  Height limits may not work:   I am concerned about height limits.  Are they to be advisory or mandatory?  If advisory, we can expect to have to fight, proposal after proposal, as now, where developers attempt to stretch the envelope.  This would be a nightmare and would exhaust the community.  On the other hand, if there are to be mandatory limits, + or - 20%, as has been suggested, we can predict that pretty much every development proposal will take advantage of the +.  The net effect of 20% is that 5 storeys becomes de facto 6 storeys.  I recommend mandatory limits, on a site by site case, taking into account both the desired outcomes and impacts on existing residents. 

  

5.  The proposed transition is inappropriate:  The 20 meter limits (whether advisory or mandatory) along the boundaries of Kensington section of the Study Zone pose a threat to existing residents.  For example, Hardiman (north side), Chelmsford (south side) and Barnett (east side) could experience an immediate transition from 1-storey to 5 or 6-storeys on their boundary.  This appears to apply to most properties on the boundary of the Study Zone between Macaulay and Racecourse Road.  This is unacceptable.  I recommend the transition from 9 to 20 meters be made in steps. 

  

6.  Threat at Rankins-Macaulay:  That part of the proposed retail/commercial area on the north side of Macaulay that includes the corner of Rankins and Macaulay is of concern. The existing structure on that corner is single storey.  The first 5 residences north of the current structure are single-storey, 3 with 2-storey extensions, existing or planned.  There is a heritage overlay.   Currently the existing non-residental structure on the corner houses a cafe, a proposed cafe, a dressmaker and a panel beating business.  Across the laneway, to the east on Macaulay, there is another panel beater.  To emphasize, all are 1 storey.  What height limits are proposed here?  If 20 meters, that would allow for a 6 storey structure where there now exists single storey, overlooking a heritage area.  This would be unacceptable.  I recommend that the transition be made in steps. 

  

7.  Through traffic:  Given the general rise in population and the growth of outer Western suburbs, that through traffic will continue to grow and presents as a problem to Kensington. As it stands, I usually take advantage of the bicycle lanes as they present a preferable alternative and is quicker than sitting in peak hour traffic. More infrastructure needs to be put in place to accommodate the growth in residency in the area. An example is an alternative to the level crossing which often slows traffic down Epsom, Kensington Roads and further down Macaulay Road into Arden Street.  

  

8.  Local traffic:  The traffic that will be generated in Kensington by the Plan is of concern.  For example, the industrial area between Macaulay and Arden, west of the Creek, comprises a network of small streets.  These street could not accommodate an exponential increase of residential/commercial development.  On the other hand, if the streets were widened, it would destroy the character of the precinct and impinge on much needed bicycle lanes.  The viability of the Plan for this area depends on availability of public transport, see below.  I recommend that detailed traffic studies be completed. 

  

9.  Public transport:  The Plan depends on improvements in public transport for which the Council can advocate, but cannot control.  We have been told that Arden Central cannot proceed unless there is a metro line with a station at Arden.  The future of the metro line is unresolved.  In the Plan, the viability of developments in Kensington depend on upgrades on the Craigieburn and Upfield lines.  Currently, trains at Kensington are congested in the morning peak, leading to reports of passengers being unable to board trains.  The argument that people will not need cars because of the availability of public transport is conditional, and out of the control of the Council.  I recommend that specific promises regarding upgrades in public transport be obtained before rezoning
R Nairn

your reliance on a run down creek as a recreation & park saviour is misplaced.
You must allow for more parks in the area so that the area does not become marginalised & an urban ghetto
Ray Cowling

[Submission 1]
Primary and secondary school sites 

From the fuss and consternation in Docklands, it is quite clear that finding a new school site in a built up area is difficult. The Education Dept always used to have sites in green field estates booked before the houses really got underway. However in unusual situations the Education Dept  has always been a poor predictor of need. It was not so long ago that they had failed to predict two years of rises in enrollment at Errol St Primary. However, the City of Melbourne had much better population statistics at the time. 

The North and West Melbourne Association asked the City to take the lead to keep the Dept better informed. (In fact the staff were beginning to do this, but it was good to have the Councillors encourage this responsibility.)  In schools where I was Principal, my calculations were significantly better than the Department's calculations.

 

When we talk about the huge increases in high rise population, the Dept cannot be expected to be equipped to select sites - Council staff are the ones with knowledge re flood plains, Coode Island Silt, noxious sites, (remember the inner city kindergarten debacle-it had been built on a contaminated site?) the sort of populations to expect and where. How does one go about predicting school populations in a high rise community - these demographics will probably be different to those for the Docklands. The Dept does not have adequate staff for these complex considerations. 

 

Further I recommend you be very wary of the role of Neill St Primary. As a former Principal at both Neill St and Princes Hill Primary Schools, I assure you it is possible to cater to the diverse needs of children across some needs categories but definitely not a class including both newly arrived migrants of little English ability as at Neill St and children of well educated parents. Finding a way of increasing the grounds and buildings of the Rathdowne St, Carlton Gardens School would perhaps be a low cost alternative - does the church really need that old presbytery? 

 

Therefore I implore that the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne.)

 

If the open space and school sites are secured first, you will attract much better and more appropriate development. Too much of the development in North and West Melbourne is for student housing - such a large quantity of this housing could become unsustainable. For a more sustainable future we need embryonic families which in turn need two bedroom units. In greenfield estates the position of the school site, tho not yet built is a major selling point - the same will be so in Melbourne. People know that the current schools are full to overcrowded and this is already a deterrent to living in the city.

[Submission 2]
I call upon the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities,.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   It is a double storey heritage building yet it will be possible to build an eight storey building (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.

-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


I request that the deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place, such as the selection of Open Space and School sites.
[Submission 3]
Both City North and Arden Macaulay Structure Plans contain gross contradictions between Heritage Controls and Built Form
 

I plead that all contradictions between Built Form as in the DDO's and Heritage expectations be eliminated as far as possible.
and that all heights be mandatory, irrespective of Department of Planning and Community Development initial reaction - let's start the process where it is clear for the community and VCAT, and not where we second guess what some theoretician in the Department might like us to write.

 

Stuart Niven, (now Principal Urban design Advisor at Department of Planning and Community Development) when he was in David Mayes shoes, also championed the role of contradictory Built Form and Heritage overlays as the best way of fully describing outcomes. 

 

The failure of this system is shown in the very recent VCAT decision at 130 Errol St.  
Councillors and residents interpreted the contradiction as meaning less height because of heritage considerations, but VCAT maintained that the higher built form outcome was possible, absolutely unlimited by Heritage concerns. This was inspite of a very carefully prepared argument by NWMA members including making a model, and giving up days writing submissions and attending VCAT.  VCAT did not give a single concession to heritage.

 

This is the quote from the VCAT decision on 130-140 Errol St
"1               Ms Williams was critical that the proposed height of the building failed to respect the existing built form and low scale of the existing older building stock in the street.  It must not be forgotten, that the DDO clearly contemplates a height of 14 metres in this location. " 
Richard Gould & Magda Cebolki
[Submission 1]
WE CALL ON the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city – a repeat of all the problems with the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.  This is particularly inappropriate given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( i.e. 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15,000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5,500 to 19,000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3,000 to 25,000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.
-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


WE REQUEST THE deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

[Submission 2]
WE SUBMIT that the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne.)

Rob Oke

 
The development of the Arden-Macaulay area provides the opportunity to redress a major deficiency in the North and West Melbourne area -viz the very limited availability of aged care facilities. I submit that the focus on provision of aged care facilities should be just as great as the provision of affordable housing and of schools and should have its own section in the documentation.
Roger and Virginia Nairn

[Submission 1]
Roger & Virginia Nairn CALL ON the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities,.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne.   A double storey heritage building with approximately an eight storey building is possible to be built (within the heritage facade) under the currently proposed plan.

-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


R&V Nairn REQUESTS THE deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

[Submission 2]
Roger & Virginia  Nairn submit that the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne.)

Roger Wilson
I wish to raise my concerns about the Draft Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan for your consideration.

My concerns as a long-term resident [personal details removed by CoM] and someone who plans to stay here till I die are listed below: 

1. Building Heights:  I amconcerned about heights going from 9 meters in existing residential areas to 20 meters or more for sites proposed for rezoning.  Sometimes this occurs on a boundary.  I believe that building heights should be graduated in ‘steps’ to reduce their impact and create a buffer to the adjoining residential areas.  See especially Rankins Road, Barnett Street and Lambeth Street, and areas south of Macaulay Road.  Furthermore, are these heights to be discretionary or mandatory?  If discretionary, based on previous experience in Kensington, they could be little more than a starting point for developers from which to negotiate.

2. Open Space:  There needs to be greater elaboration on the proposal to enhance the Moonee Ponds Creek and its suitability as open space, given flooding and the linear nature of the space.  There also needs to be open space requirements for each separate development, with clearly-defined criteria as to what proportion of each block needs to be set aside as open space.

3. Social infrastructure:  An increase of 25,000 population will require appropriate provision of schools, health services, community centres.  Aged Care Facilities as well as provision for “retirement village” type of accommodation for those of us that wish to stay in our areas as our current accommodation gets too big. It is not clear how the City can ensure that these services are provided.

4. Heritage assessments:  Some industrial buildings are likely to have heritage features.  These need to be assessed and preserved prior to any rezoning.  In many cases, a renovation and conversion of a building may produce a better result than demolition. I am also concerned that the review of existing heritage assessments on residential properties may be down-graded and thus further ruin our streetscapes.

5. Implementation:  A piecemeal, site-by-site development would be unlikely to deliver the desired planning outcomes.  How will it be coordinated?

6. Traffic and parking issues:  Some areas comprise a network of small streets, e.g. between Arden Street, Macaulay Road, Elizabeth Street and the Moonee Ponds Creek.  What will be done about traffic management and flows? This area is already bottlenecked and a major increase in traffic would profoundly impact on amenity in the area.  

Council would be aware that parking issues in the whole of Kensington are becoming acute with people using our streets as “Park and Ride” creating additional congestion between 8 am and 6 pm.  Not to mention that currently as new appartments and other forms of housing go up, much of it becomes “Investment properties” with often 4 people living in it with 4 cars and only 1 car parking space, causing extreme difficulties in parking particularly at night and weekends.

7. Public transport:  Major aspects of the Plan depend on upgrades in public transport, especially Arden Central which cannot proceed unless the Metro Line and Arden Station are built.  Furthermore, increases in population in Kensington will require upgrades in services on the Craigieburn and Upfield lines, which are yet to be promised, let alone implemented. 

8. Type of housing provision:   My partner and I have lived in Kensington   for 33 years and at some stage would see ourselves downsizing within Kensington.  We are constantly looking at new housing that is being built in the area and find it very inadequate for an older couple who still want to entertain but have a property that is easy to maintain.  Frankly many of the appartments seem to be built with 20 somethings in mind not 60 pluses! 


In listing these issues I am not presuming that Council planners are unaware of these points, or haven't done a lot of thinking about them.  However, these appear to be the main issues that need to be resolved at some stage if the Plan is to fulfil on its vision.

I look forward to remaining informed about the progress of the Plan and thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Rowan Ewing


I am writing to put forward some of my concerns about the new Arden-Macauley structure plan. 

Firstly, can I say that I am in principle, a supporter of increased density living around existing transport and services, and I applaud this strategic planning approach to urban renewal and development over the destruction of remnant grasslands and high-value agricultaral areas of the peri-urban fringe.

But, having read the outlines of the structure plan, I have noted a few areas which 

Biodiversity and Green Space
Purchase of Kensington Nursery for creation of more public open space - have they been consulted? What about the horse yards, and tips adjacent to the corner block?

 

The entire (what is currently wasteland) area under the freeway is mapped as green open space. This should perhaps be a grey colour to highlight the fact nothing grows there.

The plan makes note of the fact that Moonee Ponds Creek isn't under its control, implying that all the grand ideas about bike paths, bridges, “The open space within the creek corridor will be rationalised and revitalised” appear then to be plain Greenwashing - is Melbourne Water the land manager, or VicTrack - and what have their responses been?

The plan notes a “lack of biodiversity” as an “issue” – without having made any reference to any existing biodiversity survey. The creek is in fact quite rich - in birdlife at least, given its pathetic condition.

 

New Bicycle/walking Trail 

Chapter 4 Has mapped a proposed bike path down Racecourse Road, where one already exists? – And hasn’t mapped proposed new western paths/local roads.

New bicycle route on the west side of Moonee Ponds Creek.

I would like to see the western side as a human and dog-free wildlife corridor/refuge, rather than transport route. Then the strategic plan would have a chance at creating REAL biodiversity outcomes.

....“This trail should highlight the past role of the creek in supporting former industrial uses” (!)...

Further to this new path, the plan is to create a local access road down the west side of the creek.

Transport / Access

I am concerned about the likely lack of co-ordination, due to there being a site-by-site plan, rather than an incorporated 'precinct'.

I am also concerned by the fact that the amount of people to be housed at the Arden Complex are to be served by a new train line (Note that this is exactly in between North Melbourne and Macauley Staion and therefore poorly linked), and mass housing would no-doubt be in construction before any underground rail link between Footscray and St. Kilda is approved, built and working.  

Further to rail, any new freeway is at least a decade from completion (if it is ever even allowed), so where are all the new cars going to go?

In addition to a current lack of transport infrastructure, will the existing Macauley Road be upgraded, with over/underpasses of the existing railways, and improvements to Kensington, Racecourse and Smithfield Road Bottlenecks in place prior to the additional tens of thousands of residents - each with a mandated SINGLE bicycle park per househould?

The plan says "car sharing will be encouraged" yet I couldn't see anywhere which described how car usage will be discouraged? Maybe bottlenecks shouldn't be fixed!!

I hope you have time to consider these, and no doubt the hundreds of other submissions, I feel that this is a fantastic opportunity to create a model, green precinct for the City of Melbourne.

Ruth Keily

As a resident of [personal details removed] I hope the following areas are taken into consideration if the area is redeveloped.
1 Traffic and parking - already a bottleneck!! More cars = more problems, if not catered for.
2 Open spaces need to be well planned and plentiful
3 Building Heights would need to be appropriate to the area. No multi high rise structures.
4 Social infrastructure-don't have enough to cater for the current population of Kensington. Doctors are very difficult to get an appointment with. I know that one of the local primary schools is already at capacity and has full enrollment for 2011. There is lack of choice for high schools in the area at present.
5 Heritage features would need to be maintained
6 Trains in peek hour are already a nightmare. More trains would be needed.

I am happy the the areas in the proposed plan are to be redeveloped. However, there are already problems in the area that may be exacerbated, if planning is not thorough and well planned. Kensington has a thriving community and is a great place to live...and care needs to be taken  that it remains so.

Sarah Salem

 I would like to lodge a submission to the draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan. 

I wish to commend the proposed open space area connecting Royal Park to the North Melbourne community centre and existing park bound by Mark, Sutton, and Buncle Streets and Boundary Road as shown as shown on Page 46 - Figure 5.1 Open Space Proposals, however I believe there should be a change to the height levels recommended along the south side of Alfred Street and the west side of Melrose Street as shown on Page 33 – Figure 3.2 Proposed building heights of the draft structure plan. 

On page 30 of the draft structure plan it specifies that: “The Arden Macaulay will have a mid-rise 6-9 storey cityscape grading down to the low scale surrounding neighbourhoods”. As per page 33 of the draft structure plans, Figure 3.2 - Proposed building heights, a 20m height limit (6 floors) is proposed opposite the generally single storey forms along Alfred and Melrose Street. This appears to be contrary to Page 30 of the report which indicates mid-rise form should be graded down to low scale neighbourhoods. Along the south west of Melrose Street a height limit of 10.5m is recommended for the front section of the buildings providing a grading to the lower, neighbouring built form, however this staggered height is not continued along the northern section of Melrose Street or Alfred Street. 

Alfred and Melrose Streets are both Level 2 streetscape as per the Heritage Places Inventory, an incorporated document of the Planning Scheme. A Level 2 streetscape is defined as: 

“These streetscapes are of significance either because they still retain the predominant character and scale of a similar period or style, or because they contain individually significant buildings.” 
A lower building height of 10.5m high at the front of the buildings (which could be up graded to a height of 20m to the rear of the building), instead of a building height of 20m without a transition, at the interface with Alfred and Melrose Streets, immediately opposite the existing low heritage streetscape of 5m high, should be implemented to ensure compliance with the Melbourne Planning Scheme. Clause 43.01-4 of the Melbourne Planning Scheme (Heritage Overlay) specifies that consideration should be given to “whether the location, bulk, form and appearance of the proposed building is in keeping with the character and appearance of adjacent buildings and the heritage place” and Clause 21.05-1 of the Melbourne Planning Scheme (Heritage) specifies that it is policy to “ensure development in areas where a new built form character is to be created (identified in Figure 10), complement the scale of, and provide a transition to, adjoining low scale buildings in areas where the existing built form character should be maintained.” 
As such this submission is to request that the front of buildings immediately opposite Melrose Street and Alfred Streets be provided with a height grading of 10.5m to the surrounding established single storey heritage neighbourhood. A continuation of the proposed 10.5m height limit on the west side of Melrose Street to the south as proposed on Page 33 Arden Macaulay Structure Plan (at Figure 3.2 - Proposed building heights) should continue north where the structure plan abuts the existing heritage streetscape along Melrose and Arden Street.

Simon Harvey

Reading through the executive summary, the following issues seem important to raise.

Given the projected increase in population there seems to have been considerable thought about transport infrastructure, but not enough about other social infrastructure.  Again, especially given the projected population increase, schools and other community facilities need to be planned.  Schools in particular seem to be few and far between in the area.  For such a development, a modern, flexible, K-12 education precinct needs to be explicitly factored into the planning.  This should have similar planning priority to a station!

The other issue that stands out is the need for public open space.  Again, I feel this should be explicitly factored into planning.  Such an extensive residential development is in danger of becoming a ‘concrete jungle’ without adequate open space.  Closely connected to this is the density of population.  There is point at which too high a density transforms the ambience of an area from a tolerable and quite pleasant urban industriousness to a feeling of being cramped, constricted, oppressed and overcrowded – somewhat ghetto-like. Because of this careful thought needs to be given to the limit on the height of residential buildings as a way of limiting the population.

Stephen Alomes

[Submission 1]
Kensington a Walking Cycling Village with Enhanced Amenity
As Melbourne looks to amenity for residents and workers, pedestrians and cyclists, public transport users and drivers, and Kensington looks to an increased population in the industrial area below the railway line, the matter of speed limits is crucial.

A 40 kmh area speed limit is as important for Kensington as it is for the CBD.

That is the subject of this submission. It suggests that enhanced pedestrian and cycling amenity needs to be developed across the City of Melbourne, perhaps with Kensington as a pilot.

 Kensington has long had a village character, for many years before real estate agents began to use this theme for marketing. 

It is a suburb with a strong sense of community.

The origins of that community were partly social, predominantly from major workplaces, but were also locational. Most of those characteristics endure even in different times.

1. It was an entirely cut off suburb, unseen by the rest of Melbourne due to its boundaries – the Moonee Ponds creek, the Racecourse Rd and Smithfield Rd saleyards and abattoirs, and the railway line and the river. It is still predominantly separated.

2. It is in practice configured in five (or by one measure six) sections all of which are relatively self-contained and has no throughway or thoroughfare. Those sections are:

A. Below the Craigieburn railway line, south of Macaulay Rd

B. Below the Craigieburn railway line, north of Macaulay Rd

C. Above the Craigieburn railway line, south of Macaulay Rd

D. Above the Craigieburn railway line, north of Macaulay Rd to Epsom Rd, including Lynch’s Bridge

E. Above the Craigieburn railway line, west of Epsom Rd, including Kensington Banks

Its arterial roads are mainly on the edge of the suburb – Stubbs St, Racecourse Rd, Smithfield Rd – with the one exception being Macaulay Rd( Epsom Rd, Kensington Rd.

It is well served by shopping within the suburb, and on its perimeter, particularly Macaulay Rd and Racecourse Rd shops, all within walking distance for most residents.

An Ideal Suburb to Become a Walking, Cycling Environment

Since

1.  Kensington has very few through streets

2. Most Kensington streets in areas A-D have traffic calming devices (humps) which restrict speed to 20 kmh or speed restrictions of 40 or 50 ( e.g. 40 Epsom Rd nr school, 50 km before Smithfield Rd, 50 kmh Macaulay Rd)

3. Some drivers still use Eastwood St as a ‘rat run’ despite the traffic calming devices

4. Stubbs St and Dynon Rd are excellent arterial roads on the verge of the suburb and Racecourse Rd is a major arterial 

5. The streets north of Racecourse Rd and the Newmarket shops (in Moonee Valley) are 40 kmh. (It might also be noted that similar residential areas in north Carlton and north Fitzroy have 40 kmh area limits.)

6. Kensington’s residential and therefore pedestrian population will grow further under the MCC urban regeneration plan.

Proposal: That all of Kensington should become a 40 kmh maximum speed limit suburb.

Advantages
1. A major increase in safety for cyclists and pedestrians. The evidence is clear that slower speeds minimise the extent of injury when a cyclist or pedestrian is impacted on by a car.

Slower speeds also increase time for children and older residents in particular and drivers to perceive the danger of a possible collision. (Monash Accident Research Centre: The Impact of Lowered Speed Limits in Metropolitan Areas, Archer J et al, Clayton, 2008)

2.  A major increase in amenity for cyclists and pedestrians and for drivers returning to their Kensington homes. It is more pleasant and with positive results for air quality to have less traffic.

3. A consistent speed limit creates certainty for drivers rather than changing speed limits, which many drivers declare to be the bane of their lives.

Conclusion

Making Kensington a walking, cycling city – which is also connected to the city, including Docklands, by the Moonee Ponds creek trail – will enhance liveability, which has become a major aspiration of the City of Melbourne. 

It will develop the Melbourne transport strategy at a time of increased integration of inner suburbs, including the Arden/Macaulay plan, with the CBD of the City of Melbourne.

[Submission 2]
I wish to make the following submission regarding the transport strategy with particular reference to walking and cycling amenity in the City of Melbourne.

The particular focus is  the proposal that Kensington should be nurtured as a walking and cycling village with a 40 kmh area speed limit, except for major arterial roads, as part of the overall City of Melbourne transport strategy.

It recognises the close relationship between the inner suburbs and the CBD.

I make the submission based on professional expertise, including work in urban studies, and as a longtime resident [personal details removed by CoM].
I hope it makes a useful contribution to the planning process.

Stephen Farrell and Anthula Ralph

Follow up Response to Structure Plans

This response is a follow up to more general concerns expressed in our separate submission

to council concerning the Arden Macaulay and City North Structure Plans.

We are resident/owners at [personal details removed by CoM] which adjoins the Arden

Macaulay Structure Plan extent and make the following comments in relation to this Plan.

While we reside just outside the perimeter of the plan extent we are concerned that reference

to the block in which we reside [personal details removed by CoM] appears totally inappropriate. This may be an issue of timing and updates, but it leads

to a lack in confidence in the broader planning exercise.

Given this block includes our 2 storey Victorian home, with a historical overlay rating (and is

less than 9m in height), and the balance of the block is a development nearing completion of

ten units that are 3 and 4 levels (and would not exceed about 9 to 12 metres in height), it

seems totally erroneous to identify this block to have a proposed permitted building height of

20m. And given the clearly residential nature of all dwellings, it appears erroneous or

inappropriate to identify this block as a mixed use zone rather than residential.

If this site was correctly identified, it leads to the block immediately north appearing

anomalous. This site is also shown to have a permitted building height of 20m, where a 14m

height limit would appear more reasonable.

Similarly, entirely residential areas blocks like that bordered by Abbotsford, Adderley, Hawke

and Ireland Streets are shown to be a combination of some residential and some mixed use

zone. Again while this may be just an issue of timing and updates, these small examples,

based on our immediate locality lead one to question the soundness of other aspects of the

structure plan, particularly that relating to built form and land use.

To not correctly identify existing residential areas appears a misuse of the zoning process.

While the flexibility of the mixed zone is noted, it appears a selective approach has been

applied to zoning, and as we continue to observe in other areas of the City of Melbourne, this

selective approach to residential zoning leads to the loss of residential character as a ‘quasi’

business zone is effectively created. This process also leads to a loss of heritage value.

2

It is of concern that the built form aspects of the Arden Macaulay plan appear to be based on

a theroretical construct that you build very tall buildings close to rail nodes and away from

existing residential areas, and you then create an intermediate zone of gradually reduced

building heights. This approach appears to disregard the character of the current residential

area and communities and the option to create a more human scale built environment. It

appears that the surrounding areas (including the block in which we reside) has been

represented to support this concept rather than reality.

Finally, we are confused over the proposed use and built form etc, to be applied to the land

parcel bordered by Dryburgh Street, Ireland Street and Railway Place. Is this to be a park? If

so this would be a tremendous asset to the area.

Stevie Murray 

I make the following comments on the Draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan:
I commend the City of Melbourne for taking a long-term view of changes in the area in question. It is likely that the areas identified will eventually become residential, due to their proximity to the City. By enforcing controls on development and planning open space pro-actively the City of Melbourne has a chance to create a positive outcome, a liveable precinct in one of the world's most liveable cities.

Historically however, developers have managed to wriggle out of controls in Kensington. This has resulted in increases in height and population density. To prevent this re-occuring the Council must retain site by site control over exactly what can and cannot be built. If this can be over ruled by VCAT, we will have a repeat of current, unacceptable situations in Kensington.

I am concerned about height limits. Advisory limits are likely to to be stretched by developers and protected by the community, resulting in community exhaustion. I recommend mandatory limits, on a site by site case, taking into account both the desired outcomes and impacts on existing residents. Mandatory limits must also take into account that development proposals will take advantage of the + where limits include a + or - 20%. 

The high residential tower blocks will diminish the recreational value of land nearby due to overshadowing, the restriction of open views and potential increases in local wind speeds. The proposed landscape unlikely to attract families and is thereby likely to attract a transient population with little demographic diversity. This is unlikely to produce a stable, diverse community. I have concerns about the social dynamics that can be created in residential towers.

I am concerned about existing residents in the area and how their homes will be affected by the construction of numerous buildings whose heights exceed the current planning controls. Current dwellings must be protected from overshadowing.Futhermore, I recommend transitions in building heights from 9 to 20 meters be made in steps to prevent existing dwellings being dwarfed by much taller, new, neighbouring buildings. I also recommend a more detailed study of heritage buildings in the area. I would like to see heritage buildings protected with strict controls on development in the surrounding area, so that these significant buildings can exist within a sympathetic landscape.

High density living can provide a sustainable solution to population growth, enabling people to live close to workplaces and educational institutions while being supported by various infrastructure including public transport, open space, community centres, health services and education facilities. However, the proposed Arden Macaulay structure plan does not make adequate provisions for these necessary services. 

The number and amenity of the proposed open spaces in the area is insufficient. Australians increasingly suffer from 'lifestyle diseases' such as diabetes and cardiovascular disease. If the population housed in the proposed area are to remain healthy they must have access to high amenity open spaces capable of supporting active recreation. No such reserves are included in the proposal. The largest open space proposed surrounds the Moonee Ponds Creek. This land has limited potential for valuable open space as it is flood prone and beneath the imposing Ciytlink overpass. As such, the area receives limited sunlight and at times will be inaccessible due to flooding. This area cannot be considered any more than a cycling or walking path. Surrounding parks are at capacity (eg: Holland Park ) or are frequently unavailable for public use (North Melbourne Football Ground).Can the council could consider altering the plan to include a large open space available that would have the capacity to be used for sporting activities? I recommend more parks and parks with high amenity value be included in the plan.


I support an approach to through traffic which does not attract additional traffic. I recommend that no measures are taken to facilitate through traffic. I recommend that specific promises regarding upgrades in public transport be obtained before rezoning is commenced The success of the plan relies on effective public transport.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Stuart Tait and Jane Liefman

We have significant concerns over the impact of components of the Draft Arden-Macauley Structure Plan. We live at [personal details removed by CoM] and have done so since July 1986. [Personal details removed] the rear lane and overlooks the warehouses currently located to the east of Barnett St and the north of Macaulay Road. Barnett Street is subject to a heritage overlay.

Our concerns focus on the inappropriateness of the 20 m height regulations and anticipated density of development to the east of Barnett Street. The current plan does not allow for a transition zone from single story period homes to 20 meter buildings. The height and density of the proposed development zone will impact adversely on our household due to:

1. over shadowing of our home from tall buildings blocking the easterly sun

2. encroachment on privacy with dwellings overseeing our backyard

3. increased noise 

4. increased demand on limited street parking

5. impact on street amenities and ambience 

We believe Council has not addressed adequately the propose transition zone. We suggest that consideration be given to at least locating an open open parkland adjoining the lane and creating a buffer zone by planting trees and providing an open space amenity for surrounding residences. 

We question the appropriateness of height limit stated in the Plan for the area bound by Macaulay, Stubbs, Robertson and Barnett Streets. The rationale given to the public meeting held on Thursday 16 June in Kensington was that the 20 metre height could lessen the impact of the Bolte/Tullamarine toll road fly-over. Two wrongs do not make a right. To argue that 20 metre buildings will act to lessen the impact of the Bolte/Tullamarine toll road is mischievous ,  trite and inconsequential. The noise will still exist.

We have no confidence in Council managing the planning process of developers. Two recent developments - corner of Smith St and Rankins Rd and the corner of Hardiman and Bent streets - were both widely promoted highlighting the retention of  the existing building facades. Both these facades were totally demolished. The new facades that have been built bare no resemblance to that advertised. In another development in Rankins Road, the developer has not accepted the will of the community and the decision of Council and is appealing to VCAT to increase the height and density of the development. We have no confidence that future developers will not exploit proposed planning regulations and develop taller buildings that will: increase the density of the area; disregard privacy concerns of the existing residences; and impact on street amenities.  

We do not object in principle to more residential development and increasing the population in Kensington and North Melbourne. The Plan as presented, though, will have an adverse impact on residents adjoining these proposed 20 metre developments and impact on the broader community. 

We do not approve of the suggested height and implied density targets, particularly in the area bound by Macauley, Stubbs, Robertson and Barnett Streets. We recommend Council revise this Plan and introduce height and density targets that are reasonable and cater appropriately for transition zones between existing residents and new developments that improve street amenity and the well being of the community.

SR
My concerns are for the Arden Macaulay plan are:
 
1. The traffic near boom gates. The traffic infrastructure needs to be in place even before any construction starts. Macaulay road is becoming increasingly congested and a traffic hazard.
The buses on this road cannot even move now, and once the constructions start  it will make it worse.
So to say that public transport will be available on Macaculay Road does not ring true, especially once the projeceted number of residents move in.

 
2. The current plan seems to have acute lack of open space - or community courtyards. To have a feeling of community , dwellings need tneed to be low rise with plenty of open space. In this plan the lack of open spaces is appalling. Pleas follow the principle of Christ Walk in Adelaide and pocket neighbour hoods.

3, Plan does not show any schools or community buildings, gym , child care , library etc. Does not help form a community.

4. Need good quality, sound proof , good sized, safe apartments for empty nesters, not shoe  boxes aimed only at renters or students. Follow European models please. No tacky high rise faceless flats please.


I sincerely hope that the concerns of the community is taken into account and followed.

Sylvia Dwerryhouse

Please see below my concerns regarding the plan: 

1. Open Space: There needs to be greater elaboration on the proposal to enhance the Moonee Ponds Creek and its suitability as open space, given flooding and the linear nature of the space. There also needs to be open space requirements for each separate development, with clearly-defined criteria as to what proportion of each block needs to be set aside as open space. 

2. Heritage assessments: Some industrial buildings are likely to have heritage features. These need to be assessed and preserved prior to any rezoning. In many cases, a renovation and conversion of a building may produce a better result than demolition. 

3. Traffic and parking issues: What will be done about traffic management and flows? Outter areas use Kensington to avoid paying tolls on city link there are many bottleneck areas already, major increase in traffic would profoundly impact on amenity in the area. 

4. Public transport: Major aspects of the Plan depend on upgrades in public transport, especially Arden Central which cannot proceed unless the Metro Line and Arden Station are built. Furthermore, increases in population in Kensington will require upgrades in services on the Craigieburn and Upfield lines, which are yet to be promised, let alone implemented.
Tall Stories Pty Ltd

DRAFT ARDEN MACAULAY STRUCTURE PLAN, MAY 2011

I refer to the above draft plan that was placed on exhibition between 1 May 2011 and 30

June 2011.

BurnsBridge Sweett Pty Ltd (BBS) has been asked to prepare a submission on behalf of Tall Stories Pty Ltd, who own land within the structure plan area, specifically the site at [personal details removed by CoM]. This submission provides comments on the draft structure plan.

The site is located on [personal details removed by CoM] and is occupied by a two storey commercial building, used as an education centre. The area to the north and east is occupied by a range of trade supplies, warehouse and office uses. In particular directly opposite the property is a new office and warehouse development [personal details removed by CoM]. The area south of the property is occupied by established residential uses. It is an area undergoing change as industrial uses are being replaced by warehouses and offices.

It is noted that the draft structure plan proposes the creation of a mixed use area between Macaulay and Racecourse Roads on the eastern and western sides of Stubbs Street. This includes the creation of an active retail and commercial frontage to Stubbs Street. This is proposed to be implemented by rezoning the land to a Mixed use Zone (Figures 2.1 and 2.2 on pages 27 and 29 refer).

The basis for this change is the need to enable the intensification of uses for a successful high density and public transport orientated urban renewal project. It also recognises the changing character of development in the area. 

The owner of [personal details removed by CoM] supports the proposed structure plan and the ability to use the land for a wider range of uses, particularly for office and other commercial uses. It provides greater flexibility than the existing industrial zone and provides a more appropriate buffer and transition to adjoining residential uses.

The structure plan also proposes that building heights of 9 metres along the Scarborough Lane frontage and 10.5 metres abutting Stubbs Street be introduced. It is submitted that the site is occupied by an existing commercial building that exceeds the proposed 9 metre height limit. It is also suggested that as the property is a corner site within an existing commercial area that it would be appropriate to enable a higher built form to mark the corner. Accordingly it is requested that the draft plan be amended to provide for an 11.5 metre height limit for the whole site. This height limit would also provide for greater flexibility for future uses and provide for both commercial uses at ground level and residential on upper floors. This will enable Council to achieve its vision for the area of a mixed and intensively used area.

I thank you for the opportunity to make a submission and would appreciate an opportunity to

discuss the matter further.
Teng Kong

I refer to the above.

I reject any industrial building development in the area that shares the same postal code. 

I reject any affordable housing development that shares the same postal code since there are already many existing. My suggestion is to upgrade all existing housing development in the area to the current design trend with a better architectural outlook.

More public parks and playgrounds would be ideal. I am appalled by http://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/getinvolved/StructurePlans/ArdenMacaulay/Documents/Arden_Mac_Draft_02_Activities_Land_Use.pdf 

with the lack of open spaces for sports/ recreation/ parks/ playgrounds.

I seek your explanation on the rezoning to "mix-used" development in areas which should be clearly define as residential. All inappropriate development such as "boutique development" , shoe size apartments must be eliminated in this vicinity. 

I reject point no.1-7 (http://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/getinvolved/StructurePlans/ArdenMacaulay/Documents/Arden_Mac_Draft_03_Built_Form.pdf) on 

as it pose no relevance to a residential area. 

I seek your further consideration on the upgrading works of more public transport such a better network of trams. Your suggestion on the train/ bus services are ideal. However, more bycycles tracks, wider pedestrian walks, wider street and better allocation of car parking spaces should be incorporated into your master plan. 

Your kind consideration of the above will serve the public interest. 

Teresa Chala

Re: DRAFT ARDEN - MACAULEY STRUCTURE PLAN FOR KENSIGTON
 

I attended the meeting at Kensington on Thursday 16th June and listened to the persentation and discussion regarding the proposed redevelopment of the Kensington and North Melbourne area. I recognise the need to plan for the future and to attempt to check the outward sprawl of the Melbourne metropolitan area but I have some serious reservations about the nature of plans.

 

As a long time [personal details removed by CoM] resident (since 1982) I would like to see serious consideration given to the following as the redevelopment detail progresses and is finalised.

 

1. Height Restrictions
 The suggestions by MCC representative at the meeting was that building height in parts of the proposed redevelopment area would be taken from the freeway height (higher than freeway to hide it) and be about eight stories high in general. 

 

I object to that because:

 a) The height of the freeway/tollway should not be taken as a benchmark (or indeed the height of other projections such as the flour mill - re the proposed redevelopment of the Woolstores currently under consideration). The community strongly opposed such developments in the first place. They are already far too high for the general profile of the suburb. Adding further (and extra) height developments to the area will destroy the character of this area. 

 

 b) Height profiles should be set in accordance with the overall character of an area. In this area heights of about three stories would be suitable (as seen in the redevelopment of the Saleyards).

 

c) The history of some developments in this area show  initial height controls have been re-considered and higher and denser constructions have been allowed by MCC. This history does not encourage trust in the MCC by local residents.

 

I strongly support a height limitation of no more than three stories and very strong clauses preventing this being superceded.
 

2. Preservation of important existing cultural attributes
The redevelopment plans as yet show little effort to capitalise on important existing cultural attributes of the area. The most important is the artists community in the current Woolstores. This community could be nurtured and expanded to maintain potential for creativity. If this was done with imagination and determination an artistic hub could be seeded that could grow and add to the already interesting profile of Melbourne that differentiates it from many other cities. Melbourne is still a city that has maintained important historical characteristics and provided a strong cultural milieu for its artists.

 

Inclusion and development of a cultural/artists hub, most suitably in the existing centre at the Woolstores.
 

 3. Suitable Open Space
The redevelopment plans to date do not show any serious consideration of proper open space. If the area is going to support an increased population density proper consideration needs to be given to open space. At the meeting in Kensington it was evident that this had not been given consideration. 

 

a) The suggestion was that the creek under the freeway would be "beautified" and provide recreational space for the community. I am not against greening and beautifying the area but this is not an appropriate area for recreation. Who wants to take their children and friends to relax under a noisy and polluting motorway?

 

b) The North Melbourne Football Ground was pointed out by MCC at the meeting as a green area. This is not a public space and should not be considered as such in the redevelopment agenda.

 

c) At the meeting the MCC presented the idea of developing a corridor to the Royal Park gardens as a green space for the community in the redevelopment plans. Royal Park is a long way away in terms of local strolling and recreation and does not meet the day-to-day green space requirements of a community. The green areas need to be intermingled with the living space of the people in a way that is accessible.

 

d) The huge increase in population density planned requires proper and considerable green space to ensure that the area does not degenerate into an urban slum.

 

Considerable, suitable and accessible green & recreation space needs to be incorporated into the plans.
 

4. Suitable Density Increase
The MCC presented a plan to increase density by 25,000 or so people into the redevelopment area.  The scale of the population increase needs to be reconsidered.

 

a) It is much more than the current population of the area. Such a huge increase in population would have far-reaching impacts on the community, from traffic conjestion to amenity impacts. The suggestion at the meeting by the MCC that traffic conjestion will not be an issue because unit dwellers will use public transport and many will not need cars. This is a fallacy - most people will have a car for private purposes even if they take the public transport to work.

 

b) Such a density of population risks the development of inner suburban urban slums akin to those of the public housing high rise slums that were created in the post World War era. Appropriate planning could avoid that.

 

Population increase plans should be appropriate to the area and consider impacts on area and community.
 

5. Appropriate housing style and character 
 The style of residences presented at the meeting by the MCC was of unit development in a high rise context. Again, this has implications for the community that need to be considered.

 

a) Such a concentration of units will change the mix of the population from the current family/older residents profile. This need not happen if less dense redevelopment took place.

  

b)  The focus on units in a high rise context is too lop-sided. To achieve a more balanced population plans need to be a mixed housing area that incorp[orates some units, some free standing residences and some public housing. Using density as the primary goal will create an unbalanced population and risk urban problems and slum development.

 

The focus on high rise unit development needs to be replaced by a proper balance of mixed style of residences.
 

6. Template Development Plans appropriate to a Community
At the meeting the MCC constantly referred to the Docklands redevelopment as a successful redevelopment template. Kensington is not the Docklands which was essentially an unpopulated area. Kensington it is an existing community and a successful and highly valued community to those of us who are part of it. It is not a blank sheet to be redeveloped according to the pressures of  developers or the ideals of planners. 

 

Planned change needs to take the characteristics of the community as the first and most important consideration.
 

7. Environmental Considerations
The MCC presentation did not show any serious concerns about environmental innovations being part of the redevelopment. There are many ways the innovative environmental features can be incorporated into a new development area. This is the way of the future and needs to have appropriate emphasis.

 

Innovative and cutting edge environmental component needs to be a basis of the redevelopment.
 

8.Proper Consultation
The scope of what is planned for this is area is so great that there needs to be regular and real liaising with the community as the plans go through the stages of development. A one-off meeting with the community presenting ideas that cannot be detailed is meaningless.

 

Meaningful liaising with the community at important stages of the plan development.
 

MCC and the State Government have a chance to create an area which is appropriate to the existing community and is creative and forward thinking for the future. It could be something of which the MCC, the state and the people are proud.

 

Redevelopment is not just zones and population projections. It is people, impacts on people: environmental and social impacts that will stretch far into the future. The new community could be just that - a community. It could fit in easily with the existing community as well as provide new avenues for expanding population, green and recreational spaces, creative hubs and a strong environmental character. But decisions need to be made on grounds that are not driven by profit. 

Therese Demediuk

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the proposed Arden-Macaulay structure plan. The following points - both general and specific - are raised with respect to the process and the proposal. I wish to have the following matters noted and a response provided to each matter raised.

1. In the past month I have attended two 'information' sessions - one organised by MCC and the 2nd organised by the NWMA. Both sessions included presentations by MCC Planning staff which was informative and much appreciated. However these information sessions must not be confused as 'consultation' (defined as 'the seeking of advice'). At no time at either of these information briefing was advice sought, rather points of clarification made.

2. The difficulty in accessing the documentation - both by volume eg. 14 MG and ease of access from the MMC website is a barrier to only those with high powered internet speed and a colour printer given the level of detail and use of coloured maps. Whilst I was advised by MCC staff that a hard copy could be provided there was no follow-up as to how this could be provided in a timely fashion.

3. The 'completeness ' of the report also provided, at the very least, the perception that there is limited scope to deviate from what has been presented and specifically no alternative or option has been documented for consideration by the reader.

4. The basis for the proposal in its final form is unclear - there is no information provided as to what else was considered and discarded, nor reference points for the concept drawn from eg. reference to other major capital cities where development has been considered and even actioned. Learning from others can mitigate against major mistakes including significant negative impact on the social fabric of a historically significant region such as areas within and surrounding the Arden-Macaulay precinct. 

5. This proposal is presented in the absence of appropriate underpinning and ancillary plans eg demographic data projections (who will be living / working in the area) and transport analysis well beyond the rail link identified as crucial to the development. The impact of trebling the residential population alone must add to traffic congestion and additional bus services and services will need to be commensurate to the population profile.

6. The plan is presented in a vacuum - the surrounding areas including municipalities bordering the proposal are critical to the integration of a workable solution. 

7. There is a lack of clarity as to the decision-making process: a report will be presented to Council. However, what will the report contain and how will Councillors be aware of views such as mine. 

8. Height levels proposed are excessive - tracts of tower blocks of up to 60 metres are not only visually insensitive but cast shadow and alter wind patterns. Areas of sensitive development that represent a more conducive community feel include Kensington Banks and the more recent development opposite the Kensington Recreation Centre. Both these examples offer attractive density living that is respectful of the neighbourhood and pleasant for residents. High rise towers are limited in their appeal and are known to provide isolated environments.

9. The proposal is limited in advising on the breadth of services - clearly education (primary, secondary, tertiary centres), child care, aged care, recreation, hospitals, health centres etc. With the proposed population increase - residents and workers - a detailed description and understanding of need and allocation of space is critical so that these services are not 'forgotten' or seen as an add-on, they must be an integral part of the proposal.

10. There is a need to appreciate the current community diversity and culture of North Melbourne and Kensington and its residents which is more diverse than any community in Victoria. The service provision for homeless and disadvantaged people is renowned and must be preserved to ensure that vulnerable Melbournians remain supported. Secondly, small businesses flourish in the region - tucked away and providing much needed services for this community and drawing customers from across Melbourne. One important strategy recommended for adoption is an impact statement that is specific to individual cohorts who will be impacted - this includes both existing and potential residents, workers, students and visitors to the area.

Finally whilst my response is not inclusive of all my issues and concerns I believe that Council can do much better than what is being presented. There are other options to consider - please consider them. Do not put forward one extreme option. Take a holistic view - identifying height and density limits does not secure a successful community which is all about people and quality of life. 

I am a commited and positive long-term resident of [personal details removed by CoM] with a family history of residency in the family property covering four generations. I have lived through the acquisition of sub-standard accommodation in the 1960s resulting in the tower block in Canning Street, NM. As history has shown us not only was there a marginal gain in accommodation from what was replaced a range of social issues - already recognised in other countries prior to the completion of these towers - owning / renting a patch of land was lost. . Do not let another mistake be made of such magnitude. There are other options that can thoughtfully and successfully address the growth projections – and satisfy developers – that must be considered.
Therese Fitzgerald

1. The heritage issue has not been given sufficient consideration in this plan. Does anyone really know what is in this area? Melbourne has a lot of wonderful heritage but we don't have so much that we can afford to just lose it through neglect!

2. The public transport issue is of paramount importance. Given the poor nature of infrastructure planning and implementation that has occurred in the past,the danger now exists that plans for the metro line may only ever be that, plans and we will end up with an increased population and no increase in public transport to the area.

3. Has the MCC considered other options for this land? I feel that other possibilities have not been addressed. One only has to look at Brisbane with magnificent Roma St parklands to see that council and railway land doesn't have to be always seen as a revenue source but also as a treasure for the future. What about a botanical garden for the west! Or even more far-sighted would be to use some of the flood prone land as community gardens as very few opportunites exist for residents to do any gardening but we all know that it has tremendous health benefits.

4. Have tram routes extensions been fully investigated. We have been told that too big a hill exists to run the tram down Boundary road but what about a loop through Racecourse Rd and Stubbs St and along the Moonee Ponds Creek to Docklands? While trams won't carry enough people maybe light rail could be looked at if we don't get the Metro line.

5. The infrastructure problem! Lets not have the Docklands problems coming up again in this area. Schools, creches, kinders, active and passive outdoor areas and aged care facilities all need to be planned for in this area. One thing that we have learnt from Docklands is that demograhers don't always get it right. They said no families would live there but that isn't what happened! A lot of the baby boomer age group are coming into the inner city and if 'aging in place' is to have any real meaning we have to plan now for this to happen. This may mean specially planned apartment complexes for older residents.

6. Flooding is a big issue for the area. We can't have repeats of Brisbane's terrible flooding occurring along the Moonee Ponds creek. We may have to design for 20 year floods not 100 year events!

7. Diversity of buildings is very important. We don't want to see all the building stock looking the same,retain older interesting buildings, allow real mixed use not just residential apartment blocks that are boring with a capital B! MCC needs to offer incentives to developers to come up with original concepts for new or existing building stock. It  is presumed that sustainability issues will be addressed in any new development.

8. Mandatory height limits are needed as we are all sick of the farce that is the power struggle between MCC/VCAT/State Government. Existing residents and developers need to know with some certainty what is possible so all of us can sleep at night without 25 storey nightmares being put forward. 

9. Shade planning; Now is the opportunity to really use trees for cooling down areas of the city. This particular area is low and not particularly open to breezes and could be a real heat trap so future planning needs to consider this    
Traci Stubbs


This sounds like a great idea. But there is one major problem- the long time (20 minutes) between trains on the Upfield line, plus the notorious unreliability of these trains. It is not unusual for a train to be cancelled on the Upfield line, meaning 40 minutes between services, especially on rainy days. It has even been known for 2 services to be cancelled in a row, leaving commuters stranded for up to ONE HOUR. This is totally unacceptable & will need to be urgently addressed for your project to work. There is no point having this wonderful shopping/recreation strip if no-one can get to it.
Valerie Gerrand

[Submission 1]
I call on the Melbourne City Council and The Victorian State Government to review the criteria used in the preparation of these Structure Plans so that the views of local people, voters, stakeholders and ratepayers be better represented.  It appears that these Plans are more about providing developers with high-rise development sites, rather than implementing a vision of a sustainable and human scale city - a repeat of all the problems of the development of Docklands.

In this review process the following matters need further urgent detailed consideration:

-  The assumption is wrong that the only way ahead for the study areas to achieve increased population is by high-rise development, that is  completely out of scale with the existing built form of these  communities,.  Higher density is not only achieved by high-rise. 


-  The building heights proposed are excessive and not mandatory.   This is particularly dangerous given that the proposed discretionary height limits will result in significantly higher buildings.  For example, based on recent VCAT Decisions, the buildings in the Structure Plans with indicated heights of 60 metres could actually go to approximately 135 metres ( ie 40 / 45 storeys or a 150% increase ). 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the need for significantly improved and increased civic and public infrastructure such as parks, open space, child and aged care, hospitals and education facilities etc.

-  Insufficient consideration of the existing social infrastructure and the future needs of the proposed significantly increased population.

-  No justification for the increase of the current population of North and West Melbourne which is approximately 15000.   It is proposed in the City North Structure Plan that the population increase from 5500 to 19000 and the Arden Macaulay Structure Plan from 3000 to 25000.  


-  Insufficient regard for the heritage and built form of inner Melbourne.  For example, the 24 metre height limit on the heritage listed Meat Market Craft Centre in Courtney Street, North Melbourne is too high.   It is possible that a double storey heritage building with an approximately eight storey building could be built within the heritage façade under the currently proposed plan.

-  Insufficient consideration of the current traffic and parking issues facing inner Melbourne and the resulting situation that would result if these Structure Plans were implemented.  Public transport is already to capacity.

-  Too much reliance has been placed on the once proposed Metro Line to justify the high-rise development.  Much of this development will proceed without the Metro Line being approved to the detriment of the inner area.  It may never be approved and we would be left, yet again, with an inadequately serviced, huge population base, devoid of the old viable and more sustainable economic base that it replaced. 

-  Insufficient consideration has been given to the serious question of inundation in large parts of the Arden- Macaulay Structure Plan study area.

-  The loss of commercial / industrial areas, in both studies, that are linked to the Central Business Area of Melbourne and surrounding areas.  They provide important employment and economic opportunities.  Sustainable populations require economic activity nearby.

-  Insufficient consideration to the proposal to link Boundary Road and Spencer Street, given both currently carry excessive traffic volumes and have an adverse impact on the adjoining areas.

We object to the process involved in adopting these plans.  This is not consultation.  This is briefing us on what the Council and the State Government propose to do, asking for our feedback, and then Council proceeding, ignoring most of what we have said in response.  There has been no enunciation of a vision, of  how the various parts of North and West Melbourne relate to this proposal, the need for community infrastructure to be planned first, or even the consideration of a range of options as to how the plan might developed to give the community some role in deciding its direction.


I  request that the deadline for public submissions be extended to 30 November, 2011, to allow for a more detailed consultation process and other important work to take place.

[Submission 2]

I SUBMIT that the structure plans not be signed off until primary and secondary school sites, with adequate active open space, and also additional public open space have been identified and secured (keeping in mind that North and West Melbourne is recognised by Council as having the least open space within the City of Melbourne.)
[Submission 3]

I have major concerns abt this proposed development, particularly the height of the tallest buildings. The proposal of 12-18 storey buildings is totally inappropriate for the area & does not enable or promote a socially integrative community. I lived for two years in a 12 storey apartment building & have now lived for 14 years in a five storey building in West Melbourne. The difference in terms of social interaction, let alone accessibility & the sense of connectedness with the external world, is extraordinary & strongly favours the five storey building. 
The buildings at Arden shld not go above 8 stories & shld include a mix of townhouses, duplexes, studio apts & 2-3 bedrm apts. Where possible, basement parking shld be included in all new buildings, to minimise street parking, despite furphys being raised abt increased contamination risks. If new hospitals can provide basements for parking, why not these buildings. 
Also, I cld not find any demographic projections in the plan which indicated what age groups & occupations wld be expected to live in the area. It needs to include post-retirement older people and families with small & with teenage children, rather than just students & single professionals, which seem to have been the (misleading) target of appalling developments like Docklands.
Finally, plse use straightforward language rather than urban planning-ese eg. what does 'Zero metre setbacks at ground floor level to provide a clearly delineated and fronted public realm' mean to the uninitiated? If you mean limit the ground floor setback from the street, then say so. Mind you, if this is the intention, I wld disagree, as good-sized setbacks from the street make for a pleasant pedestrian experience, which walking alongside a flat building wall does not. All in all, the plan lacks a human scale & a vision of how one can use the built environment to nurture & develop a new community with links to the existing neighbourhoods in North Melbourne & Kensington.
Veronica Bennett

[Submission 1]

Please consider the points below: 

Of course it is necessary and desirable to have a plan, and: 
The City of Melbourne is to be commended on taking this long-term view. It is seizing the initiative in guiding developments which are almost certain to occur in any case, that is, increased density on industrial land in the inner suburbs, with the intention of producing the very best outcomes.

The Plan as it stands may not work: 
I am concerned about two main aspects of the Plan: some possible adverse impacts on Kensington and the danger that good intentions may not be realized.

Public transport: 
The Plan depends on improvements in public transport for which the Council can advocate, but cannot control. We have been told that Arden Central cannot proceed unless there is a metro line with a station at Arden. The future of the metro line is unresolved. In the Plan, the viability of developments in Kensington depend on upgrades on the Craigieburn and Upfield lines. Currently, trains at Kensington are extremely congested in the morning peak, with passengers being unable to board trains. (I am one of these unfortunate people!)  The argument that people will not need cars because of the availability of public transport is conditional, and out of the control of the Council. I recommend that specific promises regarding upgrades in public transport be obtained before rezoning is commenced.
Developers try to avoid controls: 
Re. good intentions, I am concerned about the degree of control the City will have on developers, who will get access to prime sites for mixed-use development. As an example, Kensington Estate was a prime redevelopment site, to be developed according to a plan agreed upon by the government, the community and the developer. However, over the 10 or more years of its development, the community experienced many difficulties. The developer, Becton, continually pressed to the relaxation of conditions and was successful in gaining many concessions that we believe were not justified. These included relaxation of parking requirements, increased height and increased density. The result is a pretty ordinary result. A Google search of 'Kensington Estate' does not result in finding praise for what could have been a showcase development. In fact, you won't find any comments at all. What a missed opportunity! The Council must retain site by site control over exactly what is and is not built. If this can be over ruled by VCAT, we will have the current, unacceptable situation.
Height limits may not work: 
I am concerned about height limits. Are they to be advisory or mandatory? If advisory, we can expect to have to fight, proposal after proposal, as now, where developers attempt to stretch the envelope. This would be a nightmare and would exhaust the community. On the other hand, if there are to be mandatory limits, + or - 20%, as has been suggested, we can predict that pretty much every development proposal will take advantage of the +. The net effect of 20% is that 5 storeys becomes de facto 6 storeys. I recommend mandatory limits, on a site by site case, taking into account both the desired outcomes and impacts on existing residents.
The proposed transition is inappropriate: 
The 20 meter limits (whether advisory or mandatory) along the boundaries of Kensington section of the Study Zone pose a threat to existing residents. For example, Hardiman (north side), Chelmsford (south side) and Barnett (east side) could experience an immediate transition from 1-storey to 5 or 6-storeys on their boundary. This appears to apply to most properties on the boundary of the Study Zone between Macaulay and Racecourse Road. This is unacceptable. I recommend the transition from 9 to 20 meters be made in steps.
Threat at Rankins-Macaulay: 
That part of the proposed retail/commercial area on the north side of Macaulay that includes the corner of Rankins and Macaulay concerns me.  The first 5 residences north of the current structure are single-storey, 3 with 2-storey extensions, existing or planned. There is a heritage overlay. Currently the existing non-residental structure on the corner houses a cafe, a proposed cafe, a dressmaker and a panel beating business. Across the laneway, to the east on Macaulay, there is another panel beater. To emphasize, all are 1 storey. What height limits are proposed here? If 20 meters, that would allow for a 6 storey structure where there now exists single storey, overlooking a heritage area. This would be unacceptable. I recommend that the transition be made in steps.
Through traffic: 
It seems likely, given the general rise in population and the growth of outer Western suburbs, that through traffic will continue to be a problem to Kensington. This will be so whether or not the Plan goes ahead. The only limit seems to be the physical capacity of the roads, particularly Macaulay Road. A viable strategy is to allow the traffic to choke itself. Thus, the more disruptions to traffic, via level crossing, traffic lights and controlled pedestrian crossings, the better. I hope that the Plan will result in even more disruptions to traffic, possibly via 1 or maybe 2 traffic-light controlled pedestrian crossing on Macaulay Road between Rankins and Stubbs. I recommend that no measures be taken to facilitate through traffic.
Do not favour grade separations: 
Despite the annoyance that boom gate closures cause local residents, I do not favour grade separations where the Craigieburn or Upfield lines cross Macaulay Road. Such grade separations would merely facilitate through traffic, attracting more of it. As I mentioned above, the more elements that disrupt through traffic the better, hopefully leading to Macaulay Road having the reputation of being a nightmare, best avoided. I recommend that grade separations are not included in the Plan.
Local traffic: 
The traffic that will be generated in Kensington by the Plan is of concern. For example, the industrial area between Macaulay and Arden, west of the Creek, comprises a network of small streets. These street could not accommodate an explosion of residential/commercial development. On the other hand, if the streets were widened, it would destroy the character of the precinct. The viability of the Plan for this area depends on availability of public transport, see 9. below. I recommend that detailed traffic studies be completed.
As you will note from the above there are a lot of points to be ironed out prior to commencement of redevelopment, and I'm very concerned, being a local resident.

[Submission 2]
As one of many residents in the area concerned about development please ensure all the points below are taken into account before commencement:

· Building Heights: We are concerned about heights going from 9 meters in existing residential areas to 20 meters or more for sites proposed for rezoning. Sometimes this occurs on a boundary. We believe that building heights should be graduated in ‘steps’ to reduce their impact and create a buffer to the adjoining residential areas. See especially Rankins Road, Barnett Street and Lambeth Street, and areas south of Macaulay Road. Furthermore, are these heights to be discretionary or mandatory? If discretionary, based on our previous experience, they could be little more than a starting point for developers from which to negotiate. 

· Open Space: There needs to be greater elaboration on the proposal to enhance the Moonee Ponds Creek and its suitability as open space, given flooding and the linear nature of the space. There also needs to be open space requirements for each separate development, with clearly-defined criteria as to what proportion of each block needs to be set aside as open space. 

· Social infrastructure: An increase of 25,000 population will require appropriate provision of schools, health services, community centres. It is not clear how the City can ensure that these services are provided. 

· Heritage assessments: Some industrial buildings are likely to have heritage features. These need to be assessed and preserved prior to any rezoning. In many cases, a renovation and conversion of a building may produce a better result than demolition. 

· Implementation: A piecemeal, site-by-site development would be unlikely to deliver the desired planning outcomes. How will it be coordinated? 

· Traffic and parking issues: Some areas comprise a network of small streets, e.g. between Arden Street, Macaulay Road, Elizabeth Street and the Moonee Ponds Creek. What will be done about traffic management and flows? This area is already bottlenecked and a major increase in traffic would profoundly impact on amenity in the area. 

· Public transport: Major aspects of the Plan depend on upgrades in public transport, especially Arden Central which cannot proceed unless the Metro Line and Arden Station are built. Furthermore, increases in population in Kensington will require upgrades in services on the Craigieburn and Upfield lines, which are yet to be promised, let alone implemented.  Have you tried getting on a train in peak hour at Kensington? Sometimes one has to let 2 trains through as they are overflowing. I can never guarantee my employer that I'll be at work at any given time.... 

Virginia Kneebone

I attended the public consultation session at North Melbourne Library.  My

immediate concerns are:

1. The Arden Street strategy which rest on the successful execution of the

proposed rail system. That project is a large risk/unknown. What is the

plan B in the event that the rail works are not committed to or completed.

2. What design controls are proposed to ensure the medium and high density

housing is of reasonable standard - and not a repeat of South Bank?
Webb Family

Following your recent presentation to the Kensington community, we would  like to take you up on your invitation to comment on the proposed draft structure plan.  [Personal details removed by CoM]

Please note the following concerns and feedback we would like to pass on:
1.
We moved into the area about 4 years ago and deliberately opted to live here rather than Docklands, Southbank or the inner city due to the high density, younger demographic and mostly apartment style/small townhouse living in those areas.  We have concerns that the plan you propose will attract a particular demographic which does not extend upon the existing community we have here but rather imposes a new one. Kensington has a unique feel and this, to our mind, deserves protection. In our view, Kensington is better suited to a medium density style, mixed low to medium rise lifestyle.   
 2.
Building Heights: We feel that the plans to rezone heights from 9 to 20 meters (let alone 60 m) is inappropriate; a graduated increase in lowered heights is more appropriate.  This is especially the case where there are character homes.  Please be also advised that we live in a warehouse conversion that sits in an industrial zone on your map. Increasing building heights around us would potentially mean that our privacy (e.g. windows facing out on non resident warehouses that have no windows at present) and primary outdoor living spaces (balcony/terrace spaces) would be adversely compromised. We would argue that buildings around the creek, particularly in already inhabited areas  should not be taller than they already are, especially given the workers  cottages and character dwellings surrounding us.  Tall building would not easily fit the character of our street scape.  Further to comments made by your presenters,  building do not need to be "built up" to the freeway to visually decreased the impact of the freeway.  The look of the freeway could be softened in other ways, such as the use of vertical gardens or appropriate landscaping.   

3.
Heritage assessments: There are a number of old warehouses that may have heritage features.  We were disappointed when the 18 Bent Street facade was demolished when the development of this project began, apparently due to being structurally unsound.  We are under the impression that facades can be made structurally sound but at a greater cost.  We would like to argue that buildings need to be appropriately assessed and protected prior to any future significant development.  
4.
Flooding: Since moving here Bent Street, Stubbs Road, Little Hardiman and Hardiman Street have been flooded on numerous occasions.  This will need to be addressed for any further development.

5.
Social responsibilities, health and rights:  It would be useful to see some planning around access to fresh/clean air, open space per proposed development, community gardens/green spaces, access and sunlight in the planning for higher density in this suburb.  

6.
Social infrastructure: The proposed increase in number will significantly impact on demands for schooling, health services, policing etc.  There do not appear to be any clear plans regarding how to manage this.

7.
Traffic and parking: Our residential area is a challenge to navigate during peak hour.  Macaulay Street is blocked due to high traffic volume and two train boom gates.  We have rat runners in a network of small streets and lane ways.  Parking is tight during work hours, with workers and commuters utilising streets parking.  We have concerns about imposing increased traffic volumes and more residents without appropriate planning around flow and impact on our amenities.
8.
Care of existing infrastructure: Existing railway station will need some upgrading and care, there appears to be no planning of this in your proposal.  

9. 
Coordination of planning and care of existing residents: We have been subjected to the usual inconveniences that come along with development works, in our case the development of 18 Bent Street. We have had to navigate a complicated system when we wished to clarify issues and later complain about damage sustained where no-one seemed to be responsible, particularly with the developers' use of an independent surveyor.   We also acknowledge that our experience pales compared to residents who have had to put up with the Becton development.  We have concerns about "community development fatigue", meaning tolerating potentially numerous developments over times that could amount to living in a ongoing building site, none of which we opted for or are benefiting from and all of which would adversely impact on our lifestyle and amenities.  Planning around coordinating developments in the area as well as timely and appropriately resourced monitoring/compliance checks of developers/developments as they occur would need to be considered more closely. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft.
Woolworths

Urbis represents Woolworths, who own the triangular site at [personal details removed by CoM]. Further to our initial discussions with strategic planning officers at Melbourne City Council, we are pleased to make this submission in response to the draft Arden

Macaulay Structure Plan.

THE SUBJECT SITE

The land owned by Woolworths is located at [personal details removed by CoM]. The large triangular-shaped parcel of land is around 8,156sqm and enjoys frontages to three streets, and sits within a predominantly course-grain industrial precinct. There is an existing two storey office/industrial building on the site. 

The site lies at the interface between existing residential areas to the north-east, and industrial land marked for change and renewal to the south and west.
The site is located within at the heart of proposed new activity node at Macaulay Road.
Woolworths are currently developing a mixed use scheme for the subject site, which includes a full-line supermarket, speciality retail, and residential development at upper levels. We anticipate lodging an application for a planning permit for the scheme with the Department of Planning and Community Development by the end of June 2011.
KEY ISSUES

Generally we are supportive of the vision set out in the draft Structure Plan, and agree with Council that there is significant potential for urban renewal in the area. The area has experienced a decline in its historical industrial land use. The close proximity of the area to the CBD, and existing and proposed public transport offers excellent opportunities for urban renewal, and to bring new vibrancy to employment functions, as well as deliver mixed use communities that include new accommodation for a growing city.
Specially, we welcome:

The potential for the area to be developed as an intensive employment and residential precinct;

Response to draft Arden Macaulay Structure Plan
Recognition of the need for new activity centre nodes within the precinct, to service both existing and future communities;

Recognition of the specific need for new retail convenience centre, with a full-line supermarket within the Macaulay Road and Canning Street area; and

Extension of the ‘city centre’, and accompanying intensity of use and built form, north of E-Gate into the Arden Central area, and north to southern interface of the subject site.

RESPONSE TO DETAILS WITHIN THE DRAFT STRUCTURE PLAN

While we are supportive of the overall direction and aspirations of the draft Structure plan, we have some concerns in relation to some details, specifically as follows:

In the short-term, we note that development cannot be expected to contribute to the integrated energy, water and waste systems proposed, as part of Council objectives for self-sufficient systems. We note that with regards to proposal for a local trigeneration plan with a closed loop system proposed in the vicinity of the subject site, that current arrangements with energy providers prevent effective or efficient trigeneration systems, with the full cost for technology to be able to supply back to the grid borne by the land owner;

It is considered the site offers significant potential for redevelopment, and would be more

appropriately be included within the urban renewal area, rather than an ongoing change area, in the growth framework plan in Figure 1.3 on page 18. While we understand this relates to the review of the MSS, which is going to Panel shortly, we consider there is some cross-over between the preparation of the draft Structure Plan and the MSS review.

While we support active retail and ground level frontages, we note that some provision must be made for loading arrangements. In the Figure 2.1, we note that an active frontage is proposed along all street frontages of the subject site. While the design team have been able to accommodate active retail frontages where possible, loading and carpark access for the proposed site redevelopment has been focused to Macaulay Road.

The subject site is located in an area that is identified for development up to 30 metres in height (figure 3.2). We consider there is potential for significantly greater height on the subject site, given the scale of surrounding development (including the 21 level tower to the north of the site), its corner location and three street frontages, the insufficient supply of housing in Melbourne, and aspirations for an activity centre in this location. Further, we note that there are commercial realities around development, which requires residential development of certain yields to deliver new, full-line retail facilities in this area. We are happy to provide more details with regards to this issue.
We would be pleased to meet with you to discuss any of these matters further.

� �HYPERLINK "http://www.arup.com/_assets/_download/download68.pdf"�http://www.arup.com/_assets/_download/download68.pdf�; http://www.oneplanetcommunities.org/communities/bedzed/


� City of Melbourne Media Release, “Planning for transport and future growth for a bigger Melbourne”, 12 May 2011.  
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