Residential Strategy - Consideration of Submissions and Approval
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SUMMARY

On 27 September 2011 Council resolved to endorse the draft Residential Strategy 2011 for public exhibition.  The draft Strategy sets out Council’s vision and objectives for growth management and identifies future actions to be undertaken over the next 20 years.  The public exhibition period for the Draft Residential Strategy (2011) has now been completed. In response, 140 submissions have been received, of which two were late submissions and one submission was anonymous.   Refer to Attachment 1 for summary of submissions and officer responses.  

Council is now required to consider all submissions received and determine the approval of the Strategy.  In summary 16 changes are proposed to the draft Residential Strategy. 11 changes are proposed in the Action Plan, of which seven (7) relate to the Design and Development Overlay – Schedule 8 (DDO8). 

It is proposed to proceed with an amendment to the Manningham Planning Scheme,  (as a high priority) that makes changes to the existing Schedule 8 of the Design and Development Overlay (DDO8) planning control to introduce a Main Road sub-precinct, and strengthen the distinction between sub-precincts A and B. Importantly, the proposed amendment seeks to introduce a compulsory (mandatory) maximum height and compulsory (mandatory) minimum lot size in sub-precinct A and a compulsory (mandatory) maximum height in sub-precinct B.

It is recommended that Council approve the Residential Strategy subject to the changes outlined in Attachment 1.  It is also recommended that Council request the Minister for Planning’s authorisation to proceed with preparation and exhibition of an  amendment to change the existing Design and Development Overlay (DDO8), generally in accordance with the draft DDO8 changes included as Attachment 3.

1. BACKGROUND

1.1. At its meeting on 27 September 2011 Council resolved to place the draft Residential Strategy on public exhibition. 

1.2. The draft Strategy reaffirms Council’s existing planning directions by:

· continuing to focus increased residential densities around the activity centres and along main roads;

· maintaining the Residential 3 Zone (and local policy) which is the most protective urban residential zone; and

· maintaining the lifestyle choice of the Low Density residential Zone and the non urban area/Green Wedge.

1.3. The draft Strategy does not impact directly on current planning controls but identifies Council’s actions to be undertaken over the next 20 years.  The Action Plan forming part of the draft Strategy requires Council to undertake further detailed work.  Any proposed change affecting a person’s property controls would be subject to a separate process and will require detailed consultation with all affected property owners and occupiers.  

1.4. The exhibition period occurred between 28 September - 25 November 2011.  In response, 140 submissions have been received, of which two were late submissions and one submission was anonymous.  Attachment 1 provides a summary of submissions and the Council officer response.  In addition, at the end of Attachment 1 is a summary of all the proposed changes to the draft Strategy.

1.5. From the submissions:

·  132 were from residents/ratepayers (69% of these are proforma responses. Attachment 2 includes a copy of the proforma letter.

· 6 are from interested groups.

· 2 petitions, one being from Talford Street residents (56 signatures) and the other from Macedon/Rosa Street residents (58 signatures).

1.6. The submissions came from the following suburbs: 
· Doncaster - 68%

· Doncaster East – 11%

· Templestowe – 7%

· Other suburbs – 14%

1.7. Furthermore, the submitters were located in areas with the following planning controls:
· DDO8 sub-precinct A – 45%

·  DDO8 sub-precinct B – 13%

·  Residential 3 Zone – 29%

·  Other controls Res 1, LDZ, RCZ– 13%

1.8. The above percentages show that 58% of the submitters are from properties within the DDO8 areas. The DDO8 advocates for a substantial level of change where apartments up to 11 metres (3 storeys) are encouraged on lots greater than 1,800 square metres. 29% of submitters live in the Residential 3 Zone which is the most protective urban residential zone within the Manningham Planning Scheme. Within the Residential 3 Zone an incremental change is encouraged, which means that change takes place gradually over time, whereby the scale of redevelopment generally reflects that of the surrounding neighbourhood. Within this zone there is an emphasis on the provision of private open space, landscaping and the spacing between houses.
1.9. 13% of submitters were from a range of planning controls, including the Residential 1 zone, Low Density Zone and the non-urban areas. 
1.10. The majority of the submissions (82% of submissions) were concerned about the scale and form of redevelopment that was occurring in DDO8 areas. Note that 89 of these were the proforma submissions.
1.11. The main issues raised in relation to the DDO8 areas were:  

· The need to protect the character and amenity in courts and side streets (101 submissions). 
· Support for 3 storey /11m on main roads only (90 submissions).
· Request for mandatory controls: heights, setbacks, car parking, consolidation (95 submissions).
· No increase to the existing building heights (96 submissions).
· No extension to the DDO8 boundary but rather a reduction is required (95 submissions).
· Concern for increased traffic and pressure on on-street car parking (107 submissions).
1.12. Issues raised by the remaining submitters may be summarised as being:

· Impact on residential character, design and amenity (109 submissions).
· Eastern Golf Course (5 submissions), the Doncaster Hill (5 submissions) Activity Centre (96 submissions).
· Non urban issues (93 submissions): maintain (91) / allow subdivision (2).
· Concerns regarding the capacity of infrastructure, services and environment impacts (10 submissions).
· Lack of effective community consultation with draft Residential Strategy and Amendment C50 in April 2005 (101 submissions).

1.13. A summary of all the submissions and the Council officer response is outlined in Attachment 1 to this report. In addition, at the end of Attachment 1 is a summary of all the proposed changes to the draft Strategy.

1.14. Before addressing recommended changes to the draft Strategy it is important to provide a brief summary of events regarding the introduction of the DDO8 controls by the Minister for Planning on 8 March 2007 via Amendment C50.

Amendment C50 – A greater level of protection than Residential 1 Zone that has no height controls
1.15. Prior to Amendment C50, the urban areas of Manningham were covered by the Residential 1 Zone that had no height controls. The Residential 1 Zone allowed multi-unit development to occur anywhere across Manningham on any individual parcel of land.  The result was that (townhouse and to a lesser extent apartment) development was occurring across the urban areas of the municipality in an ad hoc manner. 

1.16. Accordingly multi-dwelling development was occurring across the Municipality in an indiscriminate manner. Quite dense multi-unit developments were often having a detrimental affect on neighbourhood character in areas quite remote from services and public transport. Across the Metropolitan region developments such as the Mitcham Towers were being approved in land zoned Residential 1 that was located next to neighbourhood shopping centres. In our own Council, approval was given to apartments at Sovereign Point, opposite Westfield Doncaster, in advance of any strategy to manage this. 

1.17. Council had been working for a number of years on the development of a Neighbourhood Character Study to guide the style and density of development in our suburbs, with little support at a State level. Council was also starting to receive some of the first applications for 3-4 storey apartment buildings on Doncaster Road and there was grave concern that the generic Residential 1 Zone provided little guidance to the Manningham vision for housing development.

1.18. Developments such as Sovereign Point apartments opposite Westfield are an example of the lack of height controls in the Residential 1 Zone applying at the time. Similarly across Melbourne, examples such as the Mitcham Towers were highlighting the need for Councils to introduce specific controls to identify preferred areas for change.

Amendment C50 – Exhibition of DDO8 planning controls

1.19. The DDO8 controls were introduced to provide a greater level of protection compared to just relying on the Residential 1 Zone, as it stipulates a minimum lot size of 1,800m2 and a maximum height of 11 metres.  The DDO8 controls were applied to areas along main roads and around neighbourhood activity centres so that increased residential densities occurred near retail and community facilities and public transport.   

1.20. When Council exhibited Amendment C50, the DDO8 provisions required ‘apartment style’ developments to have a minimum area of 2,000 square metres and a maximum building height of 11 metres.  Both the building height and site area requirements were compulsory (mandatory).  Following the exhibition period, Council officers identified that it was more likely for three consecutive lots to equate to 1,800m2 , rather than 2,000m2 as several lots in the municipality are less than 667m2. Council agreed to change the minimum lot size (decreasing it from 2,000 to 1,800 m2) at a Council meeting on 27 September 2005. The Panel report recommended the deletion of the mandatory requirements relating to minimum lot size (1,800m2) and maximum building height (11metres). At a Council meeting on 28 March 2006 Council agreed to delete the compulsory (mandatory) requirement relating to minimum lot size but not building height. When the Minister for Planning considered Amendment C50 he deleted the mandatory requirement for building height. 

1.21. Benefits of Amendment C50 

	Pre 2007
	Post 2007 – Amendment C50

	No height limits
	Compulsory height limits in Residential 3 Zone (9 metres)

Recommended height limits in DDO8 areas (11 metres sub-precinct A) & (9 metres sub-precinct B)

	No minimum lot size
	Recommended minimum lot size for apartments in DDO8

	All areas had same open space requirement (40m2) based on the State wide provision
	Increased private open space of 55m2 in the Residential 3 Zone

	Minimal building design guidance
	Guidance in building design and basement carparking 


1.22. It is acknowledged that there are some short-comings with the current DDO8 provisions and Clause 21.05 with respect to the differences between sub-precinct A and B within the DDO8 control.  It is noted however that the design outcomes for sub-precinct A and B were clearly outlined in Council’s exhibited version of Amendment C50.  The Minister for Planning ‘watered-down’ these design expectations as part of the Approval of Amendment C50.  It is also worth noting that the exhibited version of Amendment C50 had a separate Design and Development Overlay control (DDO9) for main roads. 

1.23. Townhouse and apartment development is not going to go away in Manningham. This form of increased residential density is not only occurring in Manningham but across metropolitan Melbourne and Australia wide. Manningham’s appeal as an attractive place to live is likely to have increased as a result of the expansion of Westfield Doncaster and the presence of Eastlink. Council needs to take leadership and proactively plan to manage development pressure and ensure that development is of a high design standard and occurs in a well planned manner.  

1.24. Although the submissions to the draft Residential Strategy identified concerns with the DDO8, there is broad support in the submissions to the draft Strategy for locating higher density development along the main roads. The changed controls are an important means of achieving high design standards and ensuring that apartment development is occurring in locations that are well serviced by facilities and public transport.  

1.25. In summary the following recommendations are made as Key Changes to DDO8:

1.26. Introduce a new ‘main road’ sub-precinct where the preferred height limit (11m) and lot sizes (1,800sqm) are maintained. This precinct would apply to only those lots fronting a Main Road and which is currently within a sub-precinct A.  It is noted that a ‘main road precinct’ was identified as part of the exhibition of Amendment C50.  The main roads identified in the Main Road sub-precinct are Doncaster, Tram and Elgar Roads, Manningham and parts of Thompsons, Blackburn, Bulleen, Mitcham and Springvale Roads.  

1.27. The preferred height and lot sizes would not be compulsory (mandatory) as there may be circumstances where developers can demonstrate that good design and development outcomes can be provided. This flexibility will also assist to minimise underdevelopment on Main Roads.

Change the provisions of sub - precinct A to provide for a compulsory (mandatory) requirement for height limits and minimum lot size. 

· 11 metres for development on lots of 1800sqm or more.

· 9 metres for development on lots less than 1,800sqm.

Within this sub-precinct three storey development (including townhouses and apartments), with a maximum building height of 11 metres would only be encouraged on lots of 1800 sqm or more, whilst a lower building height with a maximum height of 9 metres (10m on a sloping site) would be encouraged on lots less than 1800sqm. 
· Change the provisions of sub-precinct B by introducing a compulsory (mandatory) maximum height of 9m and 10m on a sloping site.  No minimum lot size is specified, as reflected in the existing sub-precinct B conditions.             




Within this sub-precinct, two storey development with a maximum height of 9 metres would be encouraged on lots less than 1800sqm. 

Change Clause 21.05 (residential issues) to introduce the ‘Main Road’ sub-precinct and strengthen the distinction between the Main Road precinct, sub-precinct A and B, with particular attention given to promoting lesser scale multi-unit development (and not apartments) in sub-precinct B. 

· Change the design and siting provisions by:

· Minimising unsightly car basement projections.

· Increasing side setbacks to allow additional landscaping around buildings to improve the overall appearance of the building.

· Improving the overall design of a building to ensure that it is visually compatible within the streetscape.

2. PROPOSAL/Issue

2.1. It is proposed that Council approve the draft Residential Strategy with the changes outlined in Attachment 1.   In addition, at the end of Attachment 1 is a summary of all the proposed changes to the draft Strategy.

2.2. The recommended changes to Draft Residential Strategy are outlined below. 

Changes to the Draft Residential Strategy

Section 1 - INTRODUCTION

1. Modify Chapter 1 to include information that addresses residential trends at a broader metropolitan and regional context. (Change 1h) 
Section 3 – STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK

2. Modify wording in Section 3 of the Strategy (Strategic Framework) to add clarity and strengthen requirements regarding planning for growth in infrastructure, affordability, design and function of developments to accommodate the ageing population and people with mobility issues. (Change 1q)
3. Provide additional information to Section 3.4.1 to recognise the environmental and historical significance of the Eastern Golf Course site. (Change 1j)

4. Modify wording in Section 3.5 (Improve Residential Design, Character and ESD) to encourage developers to incorporate ESD in developments and as part of the overall function of the buildings.  Encouraging rain gardens, community spaces and the protection and planting of gardens and more trees to retain the current community character. (Change 1n)
5. In Section 3.7 (Providing Sustainable Infrastructure Provision) include two new dot points under ‘Residential Design Outcomes to be achieved’:

· ensure any improvements or construction of infrastructure facilities be planned in advance to meet the timing and range of the developments; and 

· include the "demand for power, water and associated infrastructure ". 
Also include additional information to identify infrastructure planning initiatives with the relevant infrastructure providers. (Change 1m)
Section 4 - ACTION PLAN 
Action 1 PROVIDING DIVERSE HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES

6. Reword Action 1.1 (review of Doncaster Hill Strategy) to include a review of surrounding DDO8 areas as part of the Doncaster Hill Strategy review. (Change 1g) 
7. Modify Action 1.3 (review of boundary around neighbourhood activity centres) to include reference to the requirement for an Activity Centre Structure Plan and an amendment to the Manningham Planning Scheme and that both processes would require further consultation. (Change 1e)

8. Modify Action 1.4 (review of heights around neighbourhood activity centres) to include reference to the requirement for an Activity Centre Structure Plan and an 
amendment to the Manningham Planning Scheme and that both processes would require further consultation. (Change 1d)

9. Add the following sentence to Action 1.8 (reinforcing precincts in the MSS) Consider the introduction of a Main Road sub-precinct. (Change 1c)

10. Make reference in Action 1.9 (extending DDO8) to additional areas of investigation as shown on Map 1 and indicate that any changes to the planning controls would require further consultation. There would be no increase in DDO8 before further consultation. (Change 1f)
11. Delete Action 1.10 relating to reviewing the minimum lot size of 1800 square metres. (Change 1a)

12. Modify wording in Action 1.13 to delete reference to Council’s interest in being a pilot Council to trial the transition of the new zones and include a statement that once State Government releases its State-wide residential zones, Council will consult with all affected residents. (Change 1o)
13. Reword Action 1.17 (Low Density Residential Zone) so that there is consistency with page 12 of the draft Strategy relating to the objectives of the Low Density Residential Zone. Action 1.17 needs to be reworded to read: Advocate to State Government for the need to replace, or reword the objective of the Low Density Residential Zone, or undertake another suitable measure, to more accurately reflect that some of Manningham's low density residential areas are connected to reticulated sewerage'. (Change 1k)

Action 2 – ENSURING QUALITY RESIDENTIAL DESIGN, ESD AND CHARACTER

14. Modify Actions 2.1 (review of DDO8) and 2.3 (review of cul-de-sacs) to give consideration to mandatory controls. In Action 2.3 following the ‘review of cul-de-sacs, include reference to side streets. (Change 1b)
15. Add a new Action (2.9) ‘Investigate the opportunity to modify the existing schedule to the Residential 3 Zone to ‘remove the barriers’ to single storey development’. (Change 1i)

Action 4 – PROVIDING SUSTAINABLE INFRASTRUCTURE

16. Add new Action (4.7) Continue to work proactively with Melbourne Water, Yarra Valley Water, United Energy and other infrastructure service providers to ensure that future infrastructure planning meets Manningham’s demands including maintenance requirements and costs. (Change 1l)
OTHER CHANGES
Make minor changes to clarify issues, improve readability and correct typographical errors. 

PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT TO THE DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY – SCHEDULE 8 (DDO8)

2.3. In addition, it is proposed to prepare an amendment to the Manningham Planning Scheme,  (as a high priority) that makes changes to the existing Schedule 8 to the Design and Development Overlay (DDO8) planning control to introduce a Main Road sub-precinct, and strengthen the distinction between sub-precincts A and B. Importantly, the proposed amendment seeks to introduce a compulsory (mandatory) maximum height and compulsory (mandatory) minimum lot size in sub-precinct A and a compulsory (mandatory) maximum height in sub-precinct B as well as providing greater clarity regarding the scale and form of development that is encouraged in the main road sub-precinct and in sub-precincts A and B. (Refer to Attachment 3).

2.4. It is also recommended that Council proceed with a planning scheme amendment to DDO8, (as a high priority) to incorporate the changes summarised in the following below.

Summary of Key Recommendations for Proposed Amendment to DDO8

	Element
	Proposed Change
	What does it mean?

	Main road sub-precinct
	Introduce a new main road sub-precinct
This sub-precinct would only apply to those lots fronting onto a Main Road and which are currently within sub-precinct A
	The provisions for height and consolidation within a main road sub-precinct would be the same as the existing provisions that apply to sub-precinct A.

Controls:

· Minimum lot size – 1,800m2 (can be reduced with Council permission)

· 11 metres building height (can be increased with Council permission)

The provisions allow for flexibility in that Council could consider an application on a site with an area less than 1,800m2 or a building with a height greater than 11 metres (3 storeys). This will only be met in cases where policy and design objectives are met. 

	Sub-precinct A
	Introduce *mandatory controls for minimum lot size and maximum building height.

· Minimum lot size – 1,800m2 (cannot be reduced); and 

· Maximum building height – 11 metres (cannot be increased)
	This sub-precinct would allow for 3 storey development up to 11 metres only on lots of 1,800m2 or greater. This provides greater certainty and opportunities for improved landscape outcomes and interface treatments (eg. stepping down) to adjoining properties.

For sites with an area less than 1,800m2 only a development with a lower building height but not greater than 9 metres (10 metres on a sloping site) would be considered.

	Sub-precinct B
	Introduce *mandatory controls only for building height.

Controls:

· 9 metres building height (up to 10 metres on a sloping site) (cannot be increased)
	Within this sub-precinct 2 storey development with a maximum height of 9 metres (up to 10 metres on a sloping site) would be encouraged. No minimum lot size is specified.

This sub-precinct will be better placed to act as a transition area between sub-precinct B and the Residential 3 Zone.

	Design
	Alter the existing design objectives and building and works requirements to provide additional guidance and improved design outcomes.
	Improve design requirements to:

· Minimise unsightly basement projections

· Increase space for landscaping around buildings

· Enhance built form and the appearance of buildings


*Mandatory means required by law or mandate; compulsory. This means that permission cannot be sought for a development that does not meet the specified requirements.

2.5. The outcomes of the proposed DDO8 change will be:

· focusing apartment development along main roads;

· a stronger impetus to consolidate land in sub-precinct A that will allow greater side setbacks, more open space and landscaping and reducing amenity impacts on neighbours; 

· A clearer differentiation between the sub-precincts: A and B; and 

· Greater clarity and certainty for residents, applicants and decision makers.

Other Actions

2.6. It is also proposed that Council undertake a communication program that focuses on residential trends and issues in Melbourne and how they impact on the Manningham community. The information should also include profiling existing residents to hear about their experiences of living in various housing types in Manningham. 

3. pRIORITY/TIMING

3.1. The draft Residential Strategy needs to be finalised to give clear direction for managing Manningham’s growth into the future. 

3.2. A request to the Minister for Planning to prepare and exhibit an amendment to make changes to the existing DDO8 controls will be submitted, as a matter of high priority.

4. POLICY/Precedent IMPLICATIONS

4.1. The existing Residential Strategy (2002) and the Draft Residential Strategy (2011) are key Council documents underpinning residential development in the municipality and are complementary to a number of other Strategies, including the Doncaster Hill Strategy (2002, revised 2004), Green Wedge Action (2011), Activity Centre Strategy (2005) and the Economic Development Strategy (November 2011).

4.2. The Strategies also have a direct relationship with State and local planning policies.

5. CUSTOMER/community IMPACT

5.1. The Residential Strategy (2012) will set the direction for guiding Manningham’s future residential development until 2030. It will provide a clear direction to regulators, developers and the community regarding how Council will manage residential growth in the future and promote housing diversity.

5.2. The proposed amendment to change the existing DDO8 controls will strengthen the provisions in line with submissions, achieve better design outcomes and provide greater clarity and certainty for the community designers, and decision makers.
6. FINANCIAL RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS

6.1. The planning fees associated with a planning scheme amendment including Panel costs apply and Council will cover these fees.
7. Sustainability

7.1. Sustainability in social, economic and environmental terms underpins the key strategic directions of the draft Residential Strategy (2011).

7.2. The focus of the draft Strategy is to provide:

· Housing diversity – by meeting the varied and changing needs of the population

· Community Connectedness – by integrating residential development with activity centres, public transport and pedestrian and cycling paths to create liveable and vibrant places in which to live, work and relax.

· Improved sustainable design – by ensuring that all future housing is more ecologically sustainable, healthier to live in and more economical to run.

· Sustainable infrastructure – by ensuring a co-ordinated and integrated response to energy and water management.

· Promoting Affordable housing and affordable living options – by setting targets and providing demonstration projects.

8. REGIONAL/STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS

8.1. The draft Residential Strategy builds on the Manningham Residential Strategy (2002).  More particularly the draft Residential Strategy, together with the Doncaster Hill Strategy (2002 revised 2004) and the Green Wedge Action Plan (2011) are the 3 strategic documents that underpin how Manningham will manage change over time.

8.2. Importantly, townhouse and apartment development is not only occurring in Manningham but across metropolitan Melbourne and Australia wide. Council’s  draft Residential Strategy provides a vehicle to proactively manage change over the next 20 years, and ensure that development is of a high design standard that occurs in a logical and well planned manner.   

9. CONSULTATION

9.1. The draft Residential Strategy was on exhibition between 28 September – 25 November 2011.  Letters were not sent to individual property owners as the draft document is a high level strategic plan that is not proposing to alter the existing planning controls of individual properties.  
9.2. Communication of the draft Strategy was in the following manner:
·   Advertisements in Manningham Leader on 12 and 19 October, and 2, 16 and 23 November 2011 and in the October edition of the Warrandyte Diary. 
· Manningham Matters (4 page colour insert including map to 48,000 residents), October edition 2011.

· A total of 3 information sessions were held. Two sessions related to urban issues. They were held on 26 October and 9 November 2011 and attended by 110 and 90 people respectively. Another information session that addressed the non-urban issues was held on 27 October 2011 and attended by 12 people.

· Direct notification to 153 resident groups, stakeholders, community groups and other interested parties.
· Attendance at a Generation 2030 workshop relating to ‘Planning for where we live’.
· Information was placed on the Manningham website and in all of the Manningham libraries.

· Consultation with the Access and Equity Committee and Council’s Youth forum.  

9.3. A total of 140 submissions have been received. Section 1 of this report ‘Background’ has previously provided an analysis of the submissions received.  

9.4. A petition with 56 signatories objecting to four storey apartment buildings in Talford Street, Doncaster East as well as other DDO8 areas was presented to Council at its meeting on 30 August 2011. It has also been considered as a submission to the Draft Residential Strategy.

9.5. A petition with 58 signatories from Rosa Street and Macedon Road, within the Macedon Square activity centre was also received during the exhibition period.

10. COMMUNICATIONS STRATEGY

10.1. The exhibition of the proposed planning scheme amendment to DDO8, as recommended in this report, needs to adhere to the statutory processes outlined in the Planning and Environment Act 1987. This means that all affected property owners and occupiers will be to be notified of any proposed change to the existing property controls affecting their property. The draft Communication Plan will outline actions in addition to the prescribed statutory processes. This will include the use of all of Council’s communication channels (e.g. MMatters, web, information in libraries etc) and information sessions and displays. 

10.2. A detailed Communication Strategy that identifies the means of communicating residential issues to the Manningham community will also be prepared.  This will include amongst other things an initiative that focuses on residential trends and issues in Melbourne and how it impacts on the Manningham community. Communication will include profiling a range of existing residents to hear about their housing choices and experiences of living in Manningham. 

10.3. Actions under the Strategy will include a multi-faceted approach to informing and promoting planning issues and achievement across the whole municipality. This would include more regular information and better promotion in MMatters especially of planning issues and achievements outside Doncaster Hill, a review and update of information on the Manningham web site, the promotion of the Department of Planning and Community Development (DPCD) computer program that identifies the planning controls of all individual properties within Manningham, and targeted use of printed information and social media. 

11. CONCLUSION

11.1. It is recommended that Council approve the Residential Strategy subject to the changes outlined in Attachment 1.  It is also recommended that Council request the Minister for Planning’s authorisation to proceed with preparing and exhibiting an amendment to change the existing Design and Development Overlay (DDO8), generally in accordance with the draft DDO8 changes included as Attachment 3.
11.2. Townhouse and apartment development is not only occurring in Manningham but across metropolitan Melbourne and Australia wide. Council’s Draft Residential Strategy provides a vehicle to proactively manage change over the next 20 years and ensure that development is of a high design standard that occurs in a logical and well planned manner.   

officer’s RECOMMENDATION  

That Council 

(A) Approve the Residential Strategy with changes outlined in Attachment 1;

(B) Authorise to prepare an amendment to the Manningham Planning Scheme to introduce changes to the existing Design and Development Overlay – Schedule 8 and Clause 21.05. 
(C) Request the Minister for Planning’s authorization under Section 9 (2) of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 to prepare an amendment to the Design and Development Overlay – Schedule 8 and Clause 21.05, to introduce a new ‘main road’ sub-precinct as well as providing greater clarity to improve built form outcomes, generally in accordance with Attachment 3. 

(D) Endorse the development of a communication plan that focuses on explaining current residential trends and issues facing the Melbourne Metropolitan area and how they impact on the Manningham community and our housing market. Communication should also include profiling a range of existing residents to hear about their housing choices and experiences of living in Manningham.    

Attachment 1:
Summary of submissions and Council officer response

Attachment 2: Copy of proforma letter

Attachment 3: Draft proposed changes to DDO8 and Clause 21.05 

* * * * *

�Provide background information, including previous Advisory Committee, SBS and Council resolutions, if appropriate.  It is preferable to provide a summary of a previous resolution rather than detailing the full resolution.  The exception to this is when the matter is contentious and the interpretation of a previous resolution is open to alternative construction.  Similarly, the emphasis is toward summarising background issues instead of including attachments to the report.


�Detail the proposal/issue and identify, examine and analyse the issues.  If appropriate, detail other feasible options and their implications.  If applicable, the comments of other stakeholders should be included. If not obvious, explain any significant implementation issues. This is particularly relevant where the Service Unit responsible for the implementation of the proposal is not the Service Unit generating the report. The position of the implementing Unit on the proposal including reference to any resourcing issues should be mentioned. Where the proposal does not come within the specification of the Service Unit, cannot be resourced from existing resources, is not in the Corporate Plan or Capital Works Program, then this needs to be made explicit and the optiosn spelt out. You may recommend that no action be taken in the absence of resources, or you may suggest that resources be sought in the mid-year budget review and/or a future operational budget or Capital Works program. Alternatively, you might suggest the diversion of resources from another project. Any relevant legislative provisions should be cited. The extent of which the finer detail of the proposal is set out in this section if it is to be repeated in the recommendation is left to the judgement of the author. The guiding principle in this regard is to keep repetition to a minimum. Ensure the Council is legally empowered to adopt any course of action being advocated. If in doubt, verify this as appropriate Enabling powers could be checked with Managers, Directors, legal service providers etc as applicable. 


�If applicable, detail any deadlines, time-frames, issues relating to priority and implementation dates.


�The emphasis in this section is on hard-edged policy issues and away from general broad-based statements.


�



Existing policies are to be detailed and the policy implications of the proposal explained. In cases where it is proposed that a policy be revised or where an adequate policy does not exist and it is considered that a policy should be formulated, the report should propose: a policy; or a course of action to develop a policy. Where approval or rejection of a pro posal could be construed as setting a precedent, the pros and cons of doing so should also be dealt with.


�This section should be included to highlight the advantages and disadvantages of the proposal to the customer/customer groups.  Consideration should be given to identifing the impact on specific categories of people for example pre-schoolers, youth, families, property owners and seniors and aged groups. Where particular groups are affected the consequences and likely reaction of the groups should be explained. Where practical, the proposal and recommendation should include measures to mitigate any disadvantages identified.


�This section is mandatory in all reports except those on planning permit applications.  If there are no financial implications for Council, this needs to be explicitly stated. The specific budget provision (if any) together with current and succeeding year(s) costs or estimates of the proposal to Council and opportunity cost and recurrent costs (such as additional servicing or maintenance) are to be provided. Threats and opportunities with a financial impact should be indetified. Care should be taken to ensure the accuracy of financial information. Where information is based on preliminary estimated or some time has passed since the amounts were calculated, the accuracy of the figures needs to be substantiated. As well as the budget provision, external funds, if any, are to be stated. Any additional revenue projections should also be mentioned. If there are insufficient funds, the proposed source of the funds from: reallocation from a nominated and agreed alternative source in the budget; external sources; or request for additional funds; must be clearly stated. Where a proposal is to be referred to a future Capital Works budget for funding, no reference to years should be made. The referral should be expressed in terms of being "referred for consideration". Staffing resources and capacity to undertake the tasks involved should also be addressed where appropriate. This is particularly relevant when a report is being prepared on a request by a Councillor. 


�This section covers environmental, social and economic sustainability.  This section provides the opportunity to explain the short and longer-term impacts of the proposal.  The emphasis of this section is on implications for the future sustainability of our community as expressed in the community vision in the Corporate Plan, for example:





(Environmental) Does the proposal have significant environmental benefits or negative impacts on habitat, biodiversity, energy use, water use, etc;





(Social) Does the proposal impact positively or negatively on community development and/or the health and well-being of the community; and





(Economic) Can the cost of the proposal be sustained?  Does the proposal impact positively or negatively on employment, business, tourism, economic development etc.





�Where a proposal has, or potentially has, wider regional or strategic implications, these need to be identified and addressed.  Where relevant Corporate Plan strategies and actions should also be cited.





�Consultation with appropriate Council Advisory Committees (eg. the Disability Advisory Committee), community groups, local residents and other external bodies, if their input is necessary to formulate the recommendation, should be undertaken prior to the report being prepared, and their position on the proposal is to be explained.





Where internal consultation with other Service Units or Directorates is appropriate, full and proper consultation is to take place.  Those consulted and their position on the proposal is to be explained.





If the report refers to Submissions, mention in the Consultation section whether they are under Section 223 of the Local Government Act.





�Where the matter involves disseminating information or marketing, the strategy to be employed needs to be explained.


�This should be used in those reports where, because of the range of options or the complexity of the issues, the reader would benefit from a succinct summation of the main points that support the recommended course of action.


�The recommendation should be clear and unambiguous. Where practicable the recommendation should stand-alone. Where a recommendation is simply "to note" the report the general tenor of the report should be picked up in the recommendation. The recommendation should be bolded. Where the recommendation relates to a statutory procedure or requires precise expression for legal reasons, care should be taken in the drafting of the recommendation. Where the recommendation involves referral of a proposal to a future budget, it should be expressed in terms of, for example - "That the proposal be referred for consideration in the Capital Works Budget."
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