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Background
[bookmark: _Toc403992346][bookmark: _Toc403992581][bookmark: _Toc419982306]On 1 July 2013, the then Minister for Planning introduced three new residential zones – the Neighbourhood Residential Zone, the General Residential Zone and the Residential Growth Zone into the Victorian Planning Provisions through Amendment V8.  Each Council was required to decide where and how to implement the new residential zones within their municipality. 
In November 2014, the Planning Minister through Amendment GC09 substituted the General Residential Zone (GRZ) for all land in the Residential 1 and Residential 2 Zones in the Cities of Melbourne, Hobsons Bay, Hume, Mitchell and Wyndham. 
The City of Melbourne then drafted Amendment C179 to the Melbourne Planning Scheme, and took part in the Residential Zones Standing Advisory Committee (RZSAC) process. The RZSAC process allowed Council to put forward its proposed application of the new residential zones, allowed interested parties to present their views to the RZSAC, and required Council to provide evidence and justification for its draft amendment.
The approved version of Amendment C179 differed from what was proposed by Council and supported by the RZSAC.
[bookmark: _Toc443893937][bookmark: _Toc465950414]Application of the zones that allow for residential development 
The City of Melbourne makes a substantial contribution to accommodating Melbourne’s growth with most of this occurring in non-residential zones. 
While all the municipalities in the Central sub-region (the Cities of Melbourne, Maribyrnong, Port Phillip, Stonnington and Yarra) are projected to experience strong population growth to 2031, the City of Melbourne is projected to experience the highest population growth[endnoteRef:1]. The resident population in the municipality is projected to reach 219,000 by 2031, from 100,000 in 2011[endnoteRef:2] [1:  Central Subregion Report, Residential Zones State of Play, DELWP 2015, p. 7]  [2:  Central Subregion Report, Residential Zones State of Play, DELWP 2015, p. 8] 

As stated in the Overarching Residential Zones State of Play report[endnoteRef:3], most new dwellings within the Central Subregion are developed in commercial and mixed use locations, with residential infill a relatively minor (and possibly declining) form of housing development. This is especially true for the City of Melbourne where one third of land that supports residential development is in the Capital City Zone (CCZ). Over the 2010-14 period, the CCZ accounted for 57%, the Mixed Use Zone accounted for 19% and the Docklands Zone for 12% of new dwellings. Less than 10% of new dwellings constructed in the City of Melbourne over this period were in the three residential zones Residential Growth Zone (RGZ), General Residential Zone (GRZ) and Neighbourhood Residential Zone (NRZ)[endnoteRef:4] [3:  Overarching Report, Residential Zones State of Play, DELWP 2015, p. 20]  [4:  Central Subregion Report, Residential Zones State of Play, DELWP 2015, p. 17] 

It should also be noted that six out of the seven key urban renewal areas identified in the Central Sub-region are located in the City of Melbourne[endnoteRef:5] and these will contribute significantly to future housing provision. [5:  Central Subregion Report, Residential Zones State of Play, DELWP 2015, p. 7] 

The new zones were introduced to enable councils and their communities to better direct the location and scale of residential change but their application was generally based on preserving the status quo. 
10.	The City of Melbourne requests that the Advisory Committee consider whether the introduction and implementation of the new residential zones, and particularly the Neighbourhood Residential Zone, has limited the ability of other sub-regions to contribute to the accommodation of Melbourne’s residential growth in a sustainable manner. 
There needs to be greater priority on infill residential development, and significantly greater priority on well-planned density along major transport corridors. As well as providing more people with easier access to jobs, this would enable significant savings from the use of existing infrastructure reducing the need for more infrastructure provision on the fringes of Melbourne. 
A strong commitment to inner and middle ring suburb urban consolidation will help mitigate the risk that short term cost savings from building on cheaper land at the periphery of the city results in increased economic, social and environmental costs, such as the cost of additional infrastructure, greater travel times, more constrained access to employment and greater congestion and emissions. 
The impact of the expanding city on green wedge and peri-urban areas can be far reaching and includes:
Threats to flora and fauna retention and biodiversity.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Risks to peri-urban farming, food security and food production. See Foodprint Melbourne Research project, Victorian Eco Innovation Lab[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  http://www.ecoinnovationlab.org ] 

The economic costs of underutilized infrastructure.
The social costs to communities isolated from jobs and facilities. See also Preliminary Resilience Assessment, June 2015, City of Melbourne[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  http://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/about-council/committees-meetings/meeting-archive/pages/9june2015,530pmviewdetailsanddocuments.aspx ] 

Strategic design performance-based criteria could be developed for informing density levels and appropriate housing typologies appropriate to the context (such as public transport accessibility) for transport corridors and nodes, designated growth areas and middle ring suburbs.
The character of an area can be developed and enhanced through an approach that balances genuine heritage qualities with a gradation of increased densities, especially in areas that are already well connected to public transport.
For infrastructure that is required to be provided for infill development, there needs to be a revised development contributions system to allow councils to easily access contributions for such investment. This should be based on the principle that any change that increases the value of land should incorporate a mechanism to capture part of the increased value to fund community services. Land owners / developers who benefit should, in turn, contribute to the infrastructure required to support and meet the demands of the communities.
It is noted that the Plan Melbourne Refresh discussion paper touches on this issue by considering whether the action to apply the Neighbourhood Residential Zone to at least 50 per cent of residential land: 
should be deleted and replaced with a direction that clarifies how the residential zones should be applied to respect valued character and deliver housing diversity; or 
should be retained as a guide but with an expanded criteria to enable: variations between municipalities.
[bookmark: _Toc465950415]Strategic justification for residential planning scheme amendments
At the metropolitan level, the strategic justification for the introduction of the new residential zones does not appear to have considered the spatial organisation of Melbourne’s business growth and development. 
Any new policy or provisions should take into account differences in residential development across the metropolitan area and how different zones operate across Melbourne. It cannot be assumed that what is appropriate in the outer suburbs should be applied to inner Melbourne or even to middle-ring suburbs with good access to public transport, job and goods and services. 
The introduction of the new residential zones was a departure from the previous residential zoning system, in that it coupled land use with height. 
The Melbourne Planning Scheme has a comprehensive suite of built form controls (including height controls) which detail the outcomes sought and guide decisions on an extensive range of built form issues.  Land in a particular zone could be subject to a range of different DDOs. This approach is generally more flexible than the zone approach. In South Yarra, for example, there is now a conflict between the heights approved for the Neighbourhood Residential Zone and the DDO.

[bookmark: _Toc465950416]Recommended Technical Improvements
As set out in the letter dated 14 October 2015 from the City of Melbourne to the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning, the following comments and suggested improvements are provided on the technical aspects/drafting of the head clauses and schedules to the Residential Growth Zone (RGZ), General Residential Zone (GRZ) and the Neighbourhood Residential Zone (NRZ).
[bookmark: _Toc465950417]Building heights – flexibility for sloping sites
Whilst the head clause in the NRZ (Clause 32.09-8) relating to mandatory maximum building height requirements provides flexibility for sloping sites, this is only applicable where no building height is specified in a schedule to the zone. This flexibility is also not provided in the GRZ where mandatory maximum building heights are specified in a schedule to the zone. 
We therefore recommend that this review considers whether flexibility for sloping sites should be provided in all instances where a mandatory maximum building height is or can be specified.
[bookmark: _Toc465950418]Building heights – architectural features and building services exemption
In the draft Schedules to the NRZ, Council had included the following exemption to the mandatory maximum building height requirements, which the RZSAC supported: with the exception of architectural features and building services.
When Amendment C179 was approved, some of the areas proposed to be covered by Schedules to the NRZ were instead covered by schedules to the GRZ with the same mandatory height controls the City of Melbourne had included in the proposed schedules to the NRZ. However, despite the head clauses (Clauses 32.09-8 and 32.08-7) being written the same way (i.e. The maximum height of a building used for the purpose of a dwelling or residential building must not exceed the building height specified in a schedule to this zone), the approved new schedules to the GRZ included the exemption for architectural features and building services, but the schedules to the NRZ didn’t.
We therefore recommend that this review considers whether: 
the head clause (32.09-8) needs to be amended to provide flexibility; or, 
the suggested wording can be included in the City of Melbourne’s NRZ Schedules without changing the wording of the head clause.
[bookmark: _Toc465950419]Maximum number of dwellings
In the draft Schedules to the NRZ, Council had included the following exemption to the requirement for a maximum of two dwellings on a lot:
“This does not apply to an extension of an existing building or the construction of a new building that exceeds the specified number of dwellings, provided that the total number of dwellings on the lot does not exceed the number of dwellings on the lot at the date of gazettal of the amendment that introduced the schedule”.
The RZSAC noted DTPLI’s concern that because of the way the head clause was drafted, “the Schedule should only specify a number and that the additional text was inconsistent with the schedule template”. However, the RZSAC agreed with Council that “there should be an opportunity for replacement buildings to include the same number of dwellings as the building being replaced” and their report stated that “the committee believes that this flexibility is warranted and recommends that this issue be resolved before the draft Amendment is approved”. However, the head clause (Clause 32.09-3) was not changed prior to Melbourne Amendment C179 being approved and therefore Schedules 1 and 2 to the NRZ do not include this exemption.
We therefore recommend that this review considers whether: 
the head clause (Clause 32.09-3) should be amended to provide flexibility 
the suggested wording should be included in the City of Melbourne’s NRZ Schedules with or without changing the wording of the head clause.
[bookmark: _Toc465950420]Conclusion
The City of Melbourne wishes to participate in the upcoming public hearings and looks forward to receiving the Advisory Committee’s findings upon completion of its review. 
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