COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

Amendment C96 to the Manningham Planning Scheme -
Tightening of DDO8 Controls - Consideration of Pane | Report
and Adoption of Amendment (COUNCIL AGENDA)

Responsible Director: Director Planning & Environment

File No. Amendment C96
The ultimate destination for this report is: COUNCIL AGENDA

Neither the responsible Director, Manager nor the Officer authoring this report have
a conflict of interest in this matter.

SUMMARY

On 12 April 2013, Council received the report of the Independent Panel appointed to
consider submissions to the Manningham Planning Scheme Amendment 96 —
Tightening of DDOS8 controls. The panel report was released to the public on 16
April 2013. A copy of the Panel Report is attached (refer to Attachment 1).

Amendment C96 proposes to review the existing DDO8 controls and relevant
sections of Clause 21.05 (Residential) of the Planning Scheme that were introduced
in 2007 as part of Amendment C50. A key purpose of the Amendment is to:

Introduce limited mandatory maximum building height and minimum lot size
controls; and

Improve design objectives and permit requirements and guidance provided for
the introduction of limited mandatory controls and to achieve other built form
improvements.

The Panel report recommends that ‘Amendment C96 to the Manningham Planning
Scheme should be adopted as exhibited’ subject to a number of modifications. The
modifications relate to matters identified by submitters, Council officers and the
Panel.

Pursuant to section 27 of the Planning and Environment 1987, Council must
consider the Panel's report before deciding whether or not to adopt the amendment
(with or without changes) or to abandon all or part of the amendment.

It is recommended that Council adopts Amendment C96 incorporating all the
changes described in Attachment 2 and as reflected in the amended planning
provisions in Attachment 3, and forward it to the Minister for Planning for approval in
accordance with Section 29 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987.

1. BACKGROUND

1.1. Following a Council resolution on 27 March 2012, Council lodged a request
with the Minister for Planning on 23 April 2012, to seek Authorisation to
prepare Amendment C96 to the Manningham Planning Scheme.

1.2. Amendment C96 applies to all land currently affected by Schedule 8 to the
Design and Development Overlay (DDOS8).
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1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

1.6.

Amendment C96 is not seeking to review or change the existing overall
boundary of DDO8.

The Explanatory Report to Amendment C96 notes that:

‘The amendment proposes to implement a number of actions from the
Manningham Residential Strategy (2012) adopted by Council on 27 March
2012. The new Strategy replaces the existing Manningham Residential
Strategy (2002). A key purpose of the amendment is to review the existing
planning provisions to ensure that clear guidance is provided for higher
density dwellings around activity centres and along main roads.’

More particularly, Amendment C96 proposes to tighten the controls by:

Introducing limited mandatory maximum building height and minimum lot
size controls; and

Improving design objectives and permit requirements and guidance
provided for the introduction of mandatory controls and to achieve other
built form improvements.

In order to achieve this, the following changes are proposed to the
Manningham Planning Scheme:

Update Clause 21.05 (Residential) of the Municipal Strategic Statement
to introduce the Main Road sub-precinct and strengthen the distinction
between the Main Road sub-precinct and sub-precincts A and B, to
provide clearer guidance regarding the form and scale of development
that is encouraged in each sub-precinct;

Update Clause 21.16 Key References to replace reference documents
Manningham Residential Strategy (2002) and Manningham Residential
Character Guidelines (2005) with updated documents, respectively; and

Update Schedule 8 to the Design and Development Overlay —
Residential Areas along Main Roads and Surrounding Activity Centres
(DDOS8) and associated maps, to implement the following changes:

Introduce a new ‘Main Road’ sub-precinct where the preferred
height and minimum lot size requirements are discretionary, as
follows:

- 11 metres for development on lots of 1,800m? or more; and
. 9 metres for development on lots less than 1,800m?;

- Amend the provisions of Sub-precinct A to provide for a mandatory
requirement for height limits and minimum lot size, as follows:

- 11 metres for development on lots of 1,800m? or greater;

- 9 metres for development on lots less than 1,800m? and 10 metres
on a sloping site;

- Amend the provisions for Sub-precinct B by introducing a mandatory
height, as follows;

- 9 metres and 10 metres on a sloping site.

- Amend design and siting provisions to:
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1.7.

1.8.

1.9.

1.10.

1.11.

1.12.

1.13.

1.14.

- Minimise unsightly car basement projections;

Increase side setbacks to allow additional landscaping around
buildings to improve the overall appearance of buildings; and

- Improve the architectural presentation and mitigation of visual bulk.

In relation to the existing suite of planning controls that have been in place in
the Manningham Planning Scheme for 5 years, the Explanatory Report notes
that:

‘The current controls do not provide sufficient guidance for development and
have inadvertently lead to ambiguity and at times, a greater scale of
development than was intended within particular sub-precincts.’

Thus, the key objectives in introducing the changes are to:
- Provide apartment development along main roads;

- Provide a stronger impetus to consolidate land in Sub-precinct A that will
allow greater side setbacks, more open space and landscaping and
greater side setbacks, more open space and landscaping and reduce
amenity impacts on adjoining properties;

- Provide a clearer differentiation between sub-precincts; and

- Provide greater clarity and certainty for residents, applicants and
decision makers.

Amendment C96 was placed on public exhibition on 5 July 2012 for a period
of 6 weeks . The closing date for submissions was 17 August 2012.

In total, Council received 688 submissions in relation to Amendment C96.
Submissions consisted of:

- 614 in the form of a proforma letter (not treated as a petition);
- 71 individual submissions; and

- 3 submissions lodged by planning consultants on behalf of property
owners.

On 16 October 2012, after consideration of all the submissions, Council
resolved to request that the Minister for Planning appoint an Independent
Panel under Part 8 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987, to consider all
submissions received in response to Amendment C96.

A one person Panel was appointed under delegation on the 2 November 2012
pursuant to sctions 153 and 155 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 to
hear and consider submissions in respect of Amendment C96.

A Directions Hearing was held at the Manningham municipal offices on 5
December 2012 to address any preliminary matters and to confirm
arrangements for the Panel Hearing.

On 29 January 2013, the newly appointed Council gave further consideration
to the 16 October 2012 Council report entitled ‘Amendment C96 —
Consideration of Submissions and Request for a Panel Hearing.” The Council
also considered an additional 19 submissions and officer responses to those
submissions as well as a range of issues that were raised for consideration by
the Panel.
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1.15. A Panel Hearing was held at the Manningham municipal offices on 27 and 28

February 2013, with Council’'s Right of Reply held on 1 March 2013. The
Panel also undertook unaccompanied site inspections on 1 March 2013.

1.16. Council received the report of the Independent Panel on Friday, 12 April 2013

and released it to the public on Tuesday, 16 April 2013. (refer to Attachment 1)

2. PROPOSAL/ISSUE

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

2.4,

2.5.

2.6.

Pursuant to section 27 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987, Councll
must examine the issues raised before the Panel, and review the Panel’s
comments and recommendations prior to determining whether or not to adopt
the amendment (with or without changes) or to abandon all or part of the
amendment.

The Panel considered all written submissions and submissions presented to it
during the hearing, as well as the issues identified by the Council as part of
the 29 January 2013 Council report.

The Panel concluded that ‘Amendment C96 should be adopted as exhibited’
subject to a number of modifications to the planning controls.

The Panel stated ‘In addressing the issues raised in those submissions, the
panel has been assisted by the information provided to it as well as its
observations from inspections of specific sites’.

It also stated that it has ‘some sympathy for residents affected by development
in their area, but this development is not ad hoc; it is the result of carefully
crafted policy.’

As part of considering the submissions and issues raised, the Panel grouped
the issues under the following headings:

- Strategic justification;
- Controls too restrictive;
- Mandatory controls; and
- Refinements:
- Impact of parking and functionality of basements;
- Metres or storeys;
- Mandatory controls and lift overruns;
- Increased height on sloping sites;

- Mandatory minimum lot size of 1,800 sgm for multi dwelling
development in Sub-precinct B;

- Consecutive lots;

- Impact on character;

- 60 per cent site coverage;
- Rear setbacks;

- Sunken living areas;

- Undercroft car parking;
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- Use of sub-headings in DDOS8 objectives; and

- Mapping.

2.7. Attachment 2 uses this grouping of issues to summarise the Panel's
conclusions and recommendations, and Council officers’ responses /

2.8.

2.9.

recommendations.

Attachment 3 includes marked up copies of Schedule 8 to the Design and
Development Overlay (DDOB8) and relevant sections of Clause 21.05
Residential, incorporating the recommended changes identified in Attachment
2. The version of the controls included in Attachment 3 includes both the
tracked changes forming part of the exhibited documents as well as the
changes now being recommended, marked with the relevant panel
recommendation number or panel identified issue. Officers have also made
some further refinements to ensure consistency between the exhibited
controls and panel recommendations. It is recommended that these provisions
be adopted, generally in accordance with these changes.

In addition to changes to the design objectives and permit requirements,
Tables 1, 2 and 3 identify the key changes made within each of the sub-

precincts.

Table 1 DDOS8 — Main Road Sub-precinct

Changes

Existing

Proposed changes for adoption

Sub-precinct

Sub-precinct A

Main Road
(properties generally fronting main roads)

MSS description

Sub-precinct A is an area where
two storey and three storey
buildings including ‘apartment
style’ developments are
encouraged. Three storey,
contemporary developments are
encouraged on consolidated sites
with a minimum area of 1,800m2.

Higher developments on the
perimeter of sub-precinct A
should be designed so that the
height and form are sufficiently
stepped down, so that the scale
and form complement the
interface of sub-precinct B.

Sub-precinct — Main Road is an area where
three storey (11 metres) ‘apartment style’
developments are encouraged on land with
a minimum area of 1,800m2. Where the
land comprises more than one lot, the lots
must be consecutive lots which are side by
side and have a shared frontage. All
development in the Main Road sub-precinct
should have a maximum site coverage of
60 per cent.

Higher developments on the perimeter of
the Main Road sub-precinct should be
designed so that the height and form are
sufficiently stepped down, so that the scale
and form complement the interface of sub-
precinct A or B, or other adjoining zone.

Design objectives

To encourage three storey,
including ‘apartment style’
developments on larger lots.
To ensure the scale, height
and form of three storey
developments are sufficiently
stepped down at the perimeter
of sub-precinct A to provide an
appropriate and attractive
interface to sub-precinct B, or
other adjoining precinct.

To support three storey ‘apartment
style’ developments within the Main
Road sub-precinct and on larger lots in
sub-precinct A.

To ensure three storey developments
are sufficiently stepped down at the
perimeter of the Main Road sub-
precinct to provide an appropriate and
attractive interface to sub-precinct A
and sub-precinct B or other adjoining
zone.
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Changes Existing Proposed changes for adoption
Maximum 11 metres — 1,800m2 lot or 11 metres — 1,800m2 lot or greater
building greater

height/minimum
lot size

9 metres — lot size less than
1,800m2

9 metres, or 10 metres on sloping site - lot
size less than 1,800m2

Where the land comprises more than one
lot, the lots must be consecutive lots which
are side by side and have a shared
frontage.

Discretionary
(CAN be varied by
a permit)

Discretionary

Discretionary

Mandatory
(CANNOT be
varied with a
permit)

Table 2 DDOS8 - Sub-precinct A

Changes

Existing

Proposed changes for adoption

Sub-precinct

Sub-precinct A

(Part of) Sub-Precinct A

MSS description

Sub-precinct A is an area where
two storey and three storey
buildings including ‘apartment
style’ developments are
encouraged. Three storey,
contemporary developments are
encouraged on consolidated sites
with a minimum area of 1,800m2.

Higher developments on the
perimeter of sub-precinct A
should be designed so that the
height and form are sufficiently
stepped down, so that the scale
and form complement the
interface of sub-precinct B.

Sub-precinct A is an area where two storey
units (9 metres) and three storey (11
metres) ‘apartment style’ developments are
encouraged. Three storey contemporary
developments should only occur on land
with a minimum area of 1,800m2. Where
the land comprises more than one lot, the
lots must be consecutive lots which are
side by side and have a shared frontage.
The area of 1800m2 must all be in the
same sub-precinct. In this sub-precinct, if a
lot has an area of less than 1800m2, a
townhouse style development proposal
only will be considered, but development
should be a maximum of two storeys. All
development in sub-precinct A should have
a maximum site coverage of 60 per cent.

Higher developments on the perimeter of
sub-precinct A should be designed so that
the height and form are sufficiently stepped
down, so that the scale and form
complement the interface of sub-precinct B,
or other adjoining zone.

Design
objectives

To encourage three storey,
including ‘apartment style’
developments on larger lots.
To ensure the scale, height
and form of three storey

To support three storey ‘apartment
style’ developments within the Main
Road sub-precinct and on larger lots in
sub-precinct A.

To support two storey townhouse style
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Changes Existing Proposed changes for adoption
developments are sufficiently dwellings with a higher yield within sub-
stepped down at the perimeter precinct B and sub-precinct A, where
of sub-precinct A to provide an the minimum lot size cannot be
appropriate and attractive achieved.
interface to sub-precinct B, or Higher developments on the perimeter
other adjoining precinct. of sub-precinct A must be designed so

that the height and form are sufficiently
stepped down so that the scale and
form complement the interface of sub-
precinct B or other adjoining zone.

Maximum 11 metres — 1,800m2 lot or 11 metres — 1,800m2 lot or greater

building greater

height/minimum
lot size

9 metres — lot size less than
1,800m2

9 metres, or 10 metres on sloping site - lot
size less than 1,800m2

Where the land comprises more than one
lot, the lots must be consecutive lots which
are side by side and have a shared
frontage.

Discretionary
(CAN be varied
by a permit)

Discretionary

Mandatory
(CANNOT be
varied with a
permit)

Mandatory

Table 3 DDO8 — Sub-precinct B

Changes

Existing

Proposed changes for adoption

Sub-precinct

Sub-precinct B

Sub-Precinct B

MSS description

Sub-precinct B is an area where
multi-unit development up to two
storeys is encouraged.

There is no minimum land area
for such developments.

Sub-precinct B is an area where single
storey and two storey dwellings only will be
considered and development should have
a maximum site coverage of 60 per cent.
There is no minimum land area for such
developments.

Design To encourage three storey, To support two storey townhouse style
objectives including ‘apartment style’ dwellings with a higher yield within sub-
developments on larger lots. precinct B and sub-precinct A, where
To ensure the scale, height the minimum lot size cannot be
and form of three storey achieved.
developments are sufficiently
stepped down at the perimeter
of sub-precinct A to provide an
appropriate and attractive
interface to sub-precinct B, or
other adjoining precinct.
Maximum 9 metres, or 10 metres on sloping | 9 metres, or 10 metres on sloping site
building site
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Changes Existing Proposed changes for adoption

height/minimum
lot size

Discretionary Discretionary -
(CAN be varied
by a permit)

Mandatory - Mandatory
(CANNOT be
varied with a
permit)
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3. PRIORITY/TIMING

3.1

3.2.

3.3.

3.4.

3.5.

3.6.

As identified in earlier Council Reports dated 16 October 2012 and 29 January
2013, the preparation of Amendment C96 was identified as a high priority, with
short-term actions 1.8 and 2.1 identified in the Manningham Residential
Strategy (2012). Refer also to Sections 4.1 to 4.4 of this report for more detail
on the Action items.

Ministerial Direction No. 15 relates to the Planning Scheme Amendment
Process and was introduced by the Minister for Planning on 25 October 2012.

The purpose of this particular direction is to better streamline the planning
scheme amendment process by setting time parameters for completion of
different stages of an amendment.

Section 6 ‘Decision on amendment by a planning authority’, in part (b) states
that:

‘If a Panel was appointed to consider submissions to the amendment, the
planning authority must make the decision within 40 business days of the date
it receives the Panel’s report.’

Section 7 ‘Submission of an adopted amendment to the Minister’, states that:

‘A planning authority must submit an adopted amendment under section 31 of
the Act, together with the prescribed information, within 10 business days of
the date the amendment was adopted.’

The Planning and Environment Act 1987 requires Council to release the Panel
report to the public within twenty eight days of its receipt. Given the significant
community interest and Ministerial Direction No. 15 that requires Council to
make a decision whether or not to adopt an Amendment, within 40 working
days. The Panel Report was publicly released on 16 April 2013, having been
received on 12 April 2013.

4. POLICY/PRECEDENT IMPLICATIONS

Manningham Residential Strategy (2012)

4.1.

4.2.

4.3.

4.4,

As stated in the Amendment C96 Explanatory Report, the Manningham
Residential Strategy forms the strategic basis for Amendment C96.

Whilst the amendment responds to specific short-term actions identified in the
Strategy, it importantly reinforces the Strategy’s goal of managing residential
growth by continuing ‘...to focus increased densities around the Prinicipal,
Major and Neighbourhood activity centres where existing commercial and
community facilities are located, where employment opportunities exist and
which are serviced by public transport.’

The preparation of an amendment (Amendment C96) to review and tighten the
existing DDOS8 controls was identified as part of two short-term actions in the
Manningham Residential Strategy (2012).

Amendment C96 progresses the following Action Items:

Action No. 1.8
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4.5,

4.6.

4.7.

4.8.

4.9.

4.10.

‘Revise Clause 21.05 (Residential section of MSS), as it relates to Precinct 2
‘residential areas surrounding neighbourhood activity centres and along main
roads’ and clarify the form of development that is encouraged within sub-
precincts A and B. Pursue the introduction of a Main Road sub-precinct.’

and
Item 2.1:

‘Review the provisions outlined in the DDO8, and pursue the introduction of
mandatory controls for building height and / or minimum lot size having regard
the past VCAT decisions and completed projects, with the aim of providing
greater clarity to the community, developers and decision makers, and
improving the design and streetscape outcomes of apartment buildings.’

Amendment C96 is specifically seeking to tighten the existing DDOS8 controls.
However, it is also important to note that the Manningham Residential
Strategy (2012) also identifies a number of other actions to review aspects of
DDOS8, which could address some of the issues raised by submitters and
Council, but are outside the scope of Amendment C96. These include issues
related to boundary changes, main road areas interfacing with Residential 3
zoned areas, and a review of cul de sac and side streets especially with
respect to parking and traffic impacts. These actions were identified in
Sections 2.28 to 2.34 of 29 January 2013 Council report considering
Amendment C96 and are provided in Attachment 4.

Activity Centre Structure Plans

Whilst not directly relevant to the consideration of this amendment, it should
be noted that Action 1.4 of the Residential Strategy seeks to identify any areas
around neighbourhood activity centres and along main roads where building
height should be increased from 3 storeys to 4 or 5 storeys as part of the
preparation of activity centre structure plans.

It would be anticipated that any change to increase heights within activity
centres would be undertaken as part of a separate planning scheme
amendment. Council at its meeting on 31 July 2012 (Item 9.2 - Doncaster
East Village Activity Centre - Review of heights within the Design and
Development Overlay Schedule 8) endorsed the methodology and
assessment criteria to be used to assess identified sites for potential
increased heights as part of any future Activity Centre Structure Plan process.

Further, Council supported a potential increased maximum height of 13.5
metres for a number of areas within the Doncaster East Village Activity
Centre, including the Council owned land at 2-10 Montgomery Street.

It is considered that the most appropriate planning scheme solution would be
to introduce a new DDO, however, it was considered progression of such an
amendment should await the outcome of Amendment C96. It is likely that
officers will pursue this action with regard to the proposed development at 2-
10 Montgomery Street later this year.

Also note that in response to Action No.’s 1.4 and 1.3 of the Manningham
Residential Strategy (2012), work to review heights and DDO8 boundaries is
being undertaken as part of the development of the Tunstall Square Activity
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4.11.

4.12.

4.13.

4.14.

4.15.

Centre Structure Plan. This will be the subject of a separate report for
Council’s consideration.

New reformed zones context

In September 2012, Council made a submission to the Ministerial Advisory
Committee in relation to the new reformed zones. The submission outlined
Council’'s support of the broad strategic intent of the proposed new residential
zones that reflect Council’s policy direction for managing areas of minimal,
incremental and substantial change.

As part of Council's submission to the Panel, it was noted that, in each of the
new residential draft zones, Council had the ability to mandate a maximum
building height in the schedule to the zone. It was therefore submitted that
‘...Amendment C96 will provide Council with a strong policy basis for
translation of the new suite of controls.’

Shortly after the Panel Hearing, the Minister announced the proposed
introduction of the new reformed residential zones. It is anticipated that the
new residential zones will be introduced into the Victoria Planning Provisions
on 1 July 2013.

The Panel in its report noted that ‘Council’s approach to managing housing is
broadly consistent with the approach proposed by the new zones.’

It is considered that Amendment C96 will provide Council with a strong policy
basis for the translation and selection of the most appropriate new residential
zone(s) to be applied within the DDOS8 areas.

5. CUSTOMER/COMMUNITY IMPACT

5.1.

5.2.

5.3.

In conjunction with the Panel’'s recommended changes, the exhibited
Amendment C96 will strengthen the existing DDO8 and Clause 21.05
provisions to achieve better design outcomes and provide greater clarity and
certainty for the community, developers and decision makers.

Issues addressed that are of particular concern to the community include
greater distinction between each of the 3 Precincts (Main Road, Precinct A
and B). Strengthening the 60% site coverage requirement, transition issues,
and rear and basement carpark setback, addressing sunken living areas and
undercroft car parking, and refining design requirements.

If the amendment is delayed or abandoned, Council will be left to assess
planning applications for residential development under the existing DDO8
controls that the community and officers consider need to be refined and
strengthened having regard to past experience working with the current
controls, past VCAT decisions and completed projects.

6. COUNCIL PLAN/ MEASURE OF ACHIEVEMENT OF ACTION

6.1.

Council Plan Action item No. 5.2.1 seeks to progress short term actions
identified in the Manningham Residential Strategy (2012):

‘Encourage the provision of diverse housing options by implementing short
term actions of the Manningham Residential Strategy (2012)’
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10.

11.

FINANCIAL RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS

7.1. The prescribed planning fees associated with a Planning Scheme Amendment
apply. Council will need to cover all of the fees.

SUSTAINABILITY

8.1. Amendment C96 has environmental, economic and social benefits. The
amendment seeks to refine the existing controls to improve built form
outcomes in terms of building design, landscaping and impacts on
neighbouring properties. The increased housing density will provide housing
choice at various price points in areas that are close to existing retail and
community facilities and public transport, hence reducing people’s
dependence on a motor car.

REGIONAL/STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS

9.1. Townhouse and apartment development is not only occurring in Manningham
but across metropolitan Melbourne and Australia wide. This form of
development will continue to be built in the future to provide for population
growth and provide for housing diversity and choice. Manningham 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.

9.2. Amendment C96 encourages the consolidation of existing urban areas and
seeks to provide housing diversity at varying densities in areas well serviced
by retail and community facilities and public transport.

CONSULTATION

10.1. The consultation process undertaken during the six week public exhibition
period was outlined in the report considering submissions on 16 October 2012
(Item 9.1 t0 9.8).

10.2. A submitters’ meeting is scheduled to be held on 23 May 2013 to provide the
opportunity for submitters to Amendment C96 to the Manningham Planning
Scheme to provide feedback to Councillors on the Panel report and the
officers’ responses to the Panel’'s recommendations.

COMMUNICATIONS STRATEGY

11.1. The Panel report was released to the public on 16 April 2013 and all
submitters to Amendment C96 were notified by email or normal mail on the
same day.

11.2. A copy of the Panel Report was also made available on the Council website
and copies were provided for viewing at each of the branch libraries and the
municipal offices. A notice regarding receipt of the Panel Report appeared in
the Manningham Leader on 24 April 2013.

11.3. An article regarding the public release of the Panel Report also appeared in
the April 2013 edition of Manningham Matters.

11.4. Each submitter to Amendment C96 will continue to be kept informed at each
key step of the amendment process. Submitters are provided with an
opportunity to present to Councillors on the 23 May 2013.
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12.

CONCLUSION

12.1. Council has received the Panel Report for Amendment C96 to the
Manningham Planning Scheme and has released it to the public.

12.2. The Panel has recommended that ‘Amendment C96 should be adopted as
exhibited’ subject to a number of modifications to the planning controls as
outlined in Attachment 2.

12.3. Officers have incorporated the changes identified in Attachment 2 into the
planning provisions forming part of Amendment C96. Refer to Attachment 3.

12.4. Council officers support all of the recommendations of the Panel for adoption
of the Amendment as detailed in Attachment 2, with the exception of
Recommendation No. 4 which recommended that officers test the practicality
of applying sub-headings within the Design objectives of DDO8. Two
additional Council officer recommendations are also included in Attachment 2
that will add value to the recommended changes proposed by the Panel.

12.5. It is considered that the Panel recommendations and the additional officer
recommended changes are not significant policy shifts, but aim to further
refine the controls. These improvements are in response to submissions,
officer and panel recommendations. Minor mapping changes are also
identified to correct anomalies.

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

That Council:

(A)

Notes the contents of the Panel Report for Amen  dment C96 to the
Manningham Planning Scheme;

(B) Adopts Amendment C96 with the changes recommend  ed by the Panel and
Council officers, as set as in Attachment 2 and gen  erally in accordance with
the amended planning provisions as identified in At tachment 3.

(©) Forwards Amendment C96 to the Minister for Plan  ning for approval in
accordance with section 31 of the Planning and Envi ronment Act 1987
emphasising in the letter to the Minister the strat egic importance of this
Amendment to both Council and the community;

(D) Notes that Amendment C96 will provide Council w ith a strong policy basis for
the translation and selection of the most appropria te new residential zone(s)
to be applied within the DDOS8 areas.

(B) Notifies all submitters of Council’s decision; and

(3] Note that officers are undertaking work on acti  ons identified in the
Manningham Residential Strategy (2012) to review other aspects of Schedule
8 to the Design and Development Overlay (DDO8) refe  r to Attachment 4.

Attachment 1 Panel Report 12 April 2013

Attachment 2 Response to Amendment C96 Panel Conclu  sions and

Recommendations
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Attachment 3 Recommended Changes to Amendment C96

Attachment 4 Residential Strategy 2012 other DDO8  actions

* k k k%
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Attachment 1
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Planning and Environment Act 1987
Panel Report pursuant to Section 153 of the Act
Amendment C96 to the Manningham Planning Scheme

‘Review of DDOS controls’

(Wﬁ T@'\V m/»\cl\

Lester Townsend, Chair
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Executive Summary

Submissions to Amendment C96 to the Manningham Planning Scheme raise a number of
important issues: housing policy, mandatory controls, parking requirements. Council has
responded to these submissions on the basis of how the controls work in practice, and how
they achieve Manningham’s planning goals as part of a broader set of controls and policies.
In response to broad assertions Council has provided detailed analysis.

| have some sympathy for residents affected by development in their area, but this
development is not ad hoc; it is the result of carefully crafted policy. The impact on the
individuals does not outweigh the broader net community benefit of Council’s approach.

Specifically | have concluded that:

e Introducing a main road sub precinct is appropriate given how Schedule 8 to the
Design and Development Overlay has been applied.

¢ The Amendment does not alter the overall boundaries of Schedule 8 to the Design
and Development Overlay, and this is not a matter that can be considered as part of
the Amendment.

e The combination of a clear policy setting with controls to provide parameters
around the development supported by policy is a good planning approach.

¢ Council has provided a detailed justification of the merit of the mandatory controls
and the controls will serve the purpose of providing incentive for site consolidation.

e Council has demonstrated that the proposed controls in combination with a clear
policy setting can achieve significant development on consolidated lots.

o Council will be able to meet its future housing needs.

e The use of mandatory provisions is justified.

e Carparking provisions in the Manningham Planning Scheme are adequate to address
parking issues.

e Height should generally be specified in metres, with an additional commentary on
the number of storeys permitted to help communicate the intent or outcomes of
controls.

e The introduction of a mandatory minimum lot size in sub precinct B is not
warranted.

e The revised Schedule 8 to the Design and Development Overlay contains
appropriate objectives around managing character.

Based on the reasons set out in this Report, | recommend that:

Amendment €96 to the Manningham Planning Scheme should be adopted as exhibited
subject to the following modifications:

1 Council review the proposed wording in the Schedule 8 to the Design and
Development Overlay relating to minimum lots size to test whether it will achieve its
intention in practice.

2 Clause 21.05-1 be modified to make reference to the need to ensure that a site with
an area of 1,800 sqm is arranged in consecutive lots that are side-by-side to allow a
reasonable development area.
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3 Clause 21.05-1 be modified to specify a maximum site coverage of 60 per cent for all
3 sub-precincts rather than just specifying this requirement in the description of sub-
precinct A as shown in the amendment documentation.

4 Schedule 8 to the Design and Development Overlay be reviewed to determine
whether the introduction of subheadings into the Design objectives will be useful in
practice.

5 Schedule 8 to the Desigh and Development Overlay be modified to include a design
objective to limit below ground light courts so that living spaces have suitable access
to natural light.

6 Schedule 8 to the Design and Development Overlay objectives be modified as
follows:

. To ensure the design of basement and undercroft car parks, carports and
garages complement the design of the building.

. To ensure the desigh of basement and undercroft car parks complement the
design of the building, eliminates unsightly projections of basement walls
above natural ground level and are sited to allow for effective screen planting.

7 Schedule 8 to the Design and Development Overlay be modified to provide an
appropriate exemption for lift overruns.

8 Schedule 8 to the Design and Development Overlay be modified to provide planning
controls over services normal to a dwelling where they are part of a multiunit
development, external to the building and located within 10 metres of a frontage.

9 Schedule 8 to the Design and Development Overlay be modified to provide for a
maximum height of 10 metres on sloping sites in the Main Road precinct.

10 Schedule 8 to the Desigh and Development Overlay be modified to include a
requirement:

. Where appropriate, ensure that buildings are designed to step with the slope
of the land.

11 Schedule 8 to the Design and Development Overlay be modified to specify a
maximum 60 per cent site coverage.

12  Schedule 8 to the Design and Development Overlay be modified to amend the
requirements under the heading 'Car parking and Access' to include a minimum 4
metre setback from the rear boundary as it relates to a basement carpark.

13 Schedule 8 to the Design and Development Overlay permit requirements be
modified as follows:

. Ensure basement or_undercroft car parks are not visually obtrusive when
viewed from the front of the site.

. Integrate car parking requirements into the design of buildings and landform
by encouraging the use of undercroft or basement parking and minimise the

use of open car park and half basement parking.
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° Ensure the setback of the basement or undercroft car park is consistent with
the front building setback and is setback a minimum of 4.0m from the rear

boundary to enable effective landscaping to be established.

14 Schedule 8 to the Desigh and Development Overlay maps be modified to show the
sub precincts in the planning scheme maps, and delete the existing maps from the
Design and Development Overlay schedule.
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1 Background

1.1 The Amendment

Amendment C96 to the Manningham Planning Scheme (the Amendment), as exhibited,
proposes to implement a number of actions from the Manningham Residential Strategy
(2012) by:
e Updating policy at Clause 21.05;
¢ Updating Clause 43.02 Schedule 8 to the Design and Development Overlay (DDOS8)
to:
- Introduce a new ‘Main Road’ sub-precinct where the preferred height limit (11
metres) and lot sizes {1,800m2) are maintained;
- Change the provisions of sub-precinct A to provide for a mandatory requirement
for height limits and minimum lot size: 11 metres for development on lots of
1,800 sqm or more; and 9 metres for development on less than 1800 sqm and 10
m on a sloping site;
- Change the provisions of sub-precinct B by introducing a mandatory height of 9
metres and 10 metres on a sloping site; and
o Amending design and siting provisions in DDOS to:
- Minimise unsightly car basement projections;
- Increase side setbacks to allow additional landscaping around buildings to
improve the overall appearance of the building; and
- Improve the overall design of a building to ensure that it is visually compatible
within the streetscape.

The planning authority is Manningham City Council.
1.2 The Panel
This Panel was appointed under delegation on the 2 November 2012 pursuant to Section

153 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 to hear and consider submissions in respect
of the Amendment.

The Panel consisted of Lester Townsend.

(i} Hearings and inspections

A Directions Hearing was held on 5 December 2012 at Manningham. The Panel Hearings
were held on 27 and 28 February and 1 March 2013 at Manningham.

| inspected the areas affected by the Amendment making unaccompanied visits on several
occasions.

(i) Authorisation
On 23 April 2012 Council requested authorisation to prepare Amendment C96 to the

Manningham Planning Scheme. Authorisation (No AD2256) to prepare the Amendment was
granted on 4 June 2012.
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(iii} Exhibition

The Amendment was exhibited from 5 July 2012 to 17 August 2012 — a period of 6 weeks —
with formal notices in:

¢ Manningham Leader on 4 July 2012; and

s Government Gazette on 5 July 2012.

Direct notification of the Amendment was sent to 8,230 property owners and occupiers
affected by the Amendment, prescribed statutory authorities and other interested
stakeholders.

Four ‘face to face’ sessions were held at the Council offices with residents and other
interested stakeholders, where appointments were available with a Council officer to discuss
the Amendment. Two sessions were held during the day, and two sessions were held in the
evening. Approximately 50 people attended these sessions.

Information about the Amendment was also provided:
e in the April and July 2012 editions of Manningham Matters, which is a Council
publication that is distributed to each household in the municipality;
¢ on the Council web-site;
¢ in the half page notices of the Manningham Leader on 4, 11, 18, 25 July and 1, 8 and
15 August 2012; and
e for viewing at the Manningham municipal offices and all branch libraries.

An article regarding the Panel Hearing was also published in the February 2013 edition of
Manningham Matters.

(iv) Submissions

Submissions consisted of:
¢ 614 in the form of a proforma letter (not treated as a petition);
e 71 individual submission; and
¢ 3 submissions lodged by planning consultants on behalf of property owners.

Table 2 identifies the location of the submitters, noting that the greatest proportion of
submission originated from Sub-precinct A.

Sub-precinct No of Submissions’ per cent of Total Number

Main Road 31 5 per cent

Sub-precinct A 299 43 per cent

Sub-precinct B 179 26 per cent

Outside DDOS area 179 26 per cent

Total 688 100 per cent
Note 1 Indicative only on account of some submissions making reference to more than one sub-precinct
Table 1 Location of Submitters by Sub-precinct
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The Panel heard the parties listed in Table 2.

Manningham City Council Lydia Winstanley and Natasha Swan.

Anthony Phillips Mark Ellenbroek of SIB Planning

Carolyn Vimpani

RAIDID Leslie Clark.

Ty San Karin Lepoutre of Urbis

Sam D’Amico of Ratio Consultants

Franz Haidinger

Frank Falconer

Maurice Wilkinson

Trevena Jaques

John Reid
Warren Welsh

Susan Howard

Edwin O’Flyn

John Pantazopoulus

Athina Lysikatos (Kyrkou)

Table 2 Parties to the Panel Hearing

A list of all submitters is included in Appendix A.
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2 What is Proposed?

2.1 Residential precincts in Manningham

Before 2007 the residential areas of Manningham were covered by the Residential 1 Zone
with no specified height controls. During this time, townhouse, and to a lesser extent
apartment development, occurred in an ad hoc manner across the urban areas of the
municipality changing the character of suburbs.

Today, residential areas in the City of Manningham can be divided into four precincts:

e Residential Areas along surrounding activity centres and along main roads
(Residential 1 Zone and DDOS8 Sub precinct A);

¢ Residential Areas providing a transition between areas identified for development
and the Residential 3 Zone {DDO8 Sub precinct B);

e Residential areas removed from activity centres and main roads — Residential 3
Zone; and

e Residential areas with predominant landscape features (various controls).

Residential Areas surrounding activity centres and along main roads

DDO8 ‘Residential Areas Surrounding Activity Centres and Along Main Roads’ was
introduced as part of Amendment C50 in 2007 and applies strategically as a ‘blanket control’
over properties surrounding activity centres and along main roads.

It has the following design objectives:

To increase residential densities and provide a range of housing types around
activity centres and along main roads.

To encourage development that is contemporary in design that includes an
articulated built form and incorporates a range of visually interesting building
materials and facade treatments.

To encourage three storey, including ‘apartment style’, developments on larger
lots.

To ensure new development is well articulated and upper storey elements are not
unduly bulky or visually intrusive.

To ensure the scale, height and form of three storey developments are sufficiently
stepped down at the perimeter of sub-precinct A to provide an appropriate and
attractive interface to sub-precinct B, or other adjoining precinct, as identified on
Map 1 to this Schedule.

To encourage spacing between developments to minimise a continuous building
line when viewed from a street.

To ensure the design and siting of dwellings have regard to the future
development opportunities and future amenity of adjoining properties.

To ensure overlooking into adjoining properties is minimised.
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To ensure the design carports and garages complement the design of the
building.

To ensure the design of basement car parks complement the design of the
building and sited to allow for effective screen planting.

To cregte a boulevard effect along Doncaster Road and Manningham Road by
planting trees within the front setback that are consistent with the street trees.

DDO8 controls have now been implemented for over five years and Council believes that it is
timely to refine and strengthen the DDOS8 controls having regard to past VCAT decisions and
completed projects. Council believes that the current controls do not provide sufficient
guidance for development and have inadvertently lead to ambiguity and at times a greater
scale of development than was intended when the controls were introduced.

2.2 Manningham Residential Strategy 2012

On 27 March 2012, Council adopted the Manningham Residential Strategy 2012 which
replaced the Manningham Residential Strategy 2002.

The Manningham Residential Strategy 2012 sets out Council’s vision and objectives for
growth management and identifies future actions to be undertaken over the next 20 years.

The new Strategy reaffirms Council’s existing planning directions by:
e 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 areas/Green Wedge.

In addition to the recently adopted Residential Strategy, Council also relies on other strategic
justification to support the introduction of limited mandatory controls through
demonstrating that:
e the anticipated future housing capacity needs can be accommodated within the
limited mandatory controls; and
¢ examples of ‘on the ground’ development and applications to illustrate issues with
the existing performance based controls.

2.3 What is proposed?

The Amendment applies to all land in the municipality affected DDO8 and proposes to
change policy at Clause 21.05 and provisions in DDOS to:
e introduce limited mandatory maximum building height and minimum lot size
controls; and
e improve design objectives and permit requirements and guidance provided for the
introduction of mandatory controls and to achieve other built form improvements.

The intentions of the proposed changes are:
¢ focussing apartment development along main roads;

Page 5 of 32 | Amendment C96 to the Manningham Planning Scheme | Report of the Panel | 12 April 2013

PAGE 27



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

e 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
adjoining properties;

¢ a clearer differentiation between sub-precincts; and

o greater clarity and certainty for residents, applicants and decision makers.

The Amendment is not seeking to review or change the existing overall boundary of DDOS.

2.4 Details of the Amendment
(i} Precincts

DDOS8 currently consists of two sub-precincts; Sub-precinct A and Sub-precinct B. The
Amendment proposes a new ‘Main Road’ Sub-precinct.

Existing Exhibited

Sub-precinct A Main road

Surrounding activity centres. These properties that have a frontage to a

With a frontage to a designated main road. designated main road, but in some instances
. . extend to include additional sites off the main

Properties removed from main roads but

identified as appropriate for higher density Fed.

development. Sub-precinct A

These properties surround the activity centres as
well generally abutting properties within the
Main Road sub-precinct, providing a transition in
built form. These are the balance of the
properties in Sub-precinct A that have not
formed part of the Main Road Sub-precinct.

Sub-precinct B Sub-precinct B

These properties generally abut properties No change
within Sub-precinct A, providing a transition role

with adjoining properties, primarily in the

Residential 3 Zone.

Council acknowledges that there are instances where Sub-precinct
A abuts land in a Residential 3 Zone or where Sub-precinct B has
main road frontage.

Table 3 Application of precincts
(i) Heights and discretion

Maximum building heights and in some circumstances minimum lot sizes apply as
discretionary controls. The controls are set up to encourage lot consolidation by allowing
taller development on larger lots; this approach is working in practice.
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Existing Exhibited

Discretionary

11 metres for development on
lots of 1,800 sgm or more.

9 metres for development on
less than 1,800 sgm and 10

Main road precinct

Discretionary

11 metres for development on
lots of 1,800 sgqm or more; and
9 metres for development on
less than 1,800 sgm.

metres on a sloping site.

Sub-precinct A Mandatory

11 metres for development on
lots of 1,800 sqm or more; and

9 metres for development on
less than 1,800 sgm and 10
metres on a sloping site.

Discretionary Sub-precinct B Mandatory

9 metres and 10 metres on a
sloping site.

9 metres and 10 metres on a
sloping site.
Table 4

Exhibited controls
(iii} Policy changes

In conjunction with DDO8, Clause 21.05 provides context and the explanation for the
implementation of the Manningham Residential Character Guidelines (March 2005).

In relation to the properties affected by DDOS, Clause 21.05 articulates that apartment style
development is to be directed to the main roads and larger sites in Sub-precinct A, with two
storey unit developments more akin to the Residential 1 Zone (as guided by ResCode) at an
increased scale, adjoin the Residential 3 Zone.

It is proposed to update Clause 21.05 (Residential) of the Municipal Strategic Statement to
introduce the Main Road sub-precinct and strengthen the distinction between the Main
Road sub-precinct and sub-precincts A and B, to provide clearer guidance regarding the form
and scale of development that is encouraged in each sub-precinct.

It is also proposed to update Clause 21.16 Key References to replace reference documents
‘Manningham City Council (2002), Manningham Residential Strategy, Manningham City
Council, Dancaster’ and ‘Manningham City Council, MGS Architects (2005), Manningham
Residential Character Guidelines, Manningham City Council, Doncaster’ with updated
documents.

(iv) Design and siting provisions

DDOS8 contains a range of design objectives and permit requirements that support and
provide guidance for the type of developments being sought within each of the sub-
precincts.

Revisions to the design objectives in clause 1.0 seek to:
e Focus ‘apartment-style’ developments within the new Main Road sub-precinct and
on larger lots in sub-precinct A;
e Promote a mix of two storey dwellings in the remainder of the DDOS areas;
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o Manage the interface between the sub-precincts by ensuring that higher
developments are sufficiently stepped down;

e Eliminate unsightly projections of basement walls above natural ground level; and

e Encourage landscaping around buildings.

Amend design and siting provisions to:
e Minimise unsightly car basement projections;
o Increase side setbacks to allow additional landscaping around buildings to improve
the overall appearance of buildings; and
e Improve the architectural presentation and mitigation of visual bulk.

(v} Changes proposed during the hearing

A number of further refinements were discussed during the Hearing. | accept many of the
changes as presented; for clarity | have made specific recommendations to include these
changes (and some other changes) into the exhibited documents.

2.5 Ministerial Directions

The Amendment is consistent with the Ministerial Direction on the Form and Content of
Planning Schemes under section 7(5) of the Act.

The Ministerial Direction No 9 Metropolitan Strategy and Direction No 11 Strategic
Assessment of Amendments are both applicable. This Amendment meets the requirements
of both these Directions.

Ministerial Direction No 9 Metropolitan Strategy relates to Melbourne 2030 — Planning for
sustainable growth. This Amendment is consistent with the directions and policies
contained within this strategy.

The introduction of the Amendment into the Manningham Planning Scheme will provide a
more efficient use of existing resources as it will enable residential development issues to be
addressed in a consistent manner, providing clearer guidance and greater certainty for the
community, developers, regulators and decision makers regarding the desired built form
outcomes to be sought.
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3 Identification of Issues

3.1 Summary of issues

Issues raised in submissions

A broad range of issues were raised in submissions, including matters questioning the
fundamental policy basis of the Amendment.

Council submitted that Manningham’s Statutory and Strategic Teams have a strong working
relationship, and this is reflected in the collaborative approach to the on-going monitoring
and review of the operation of the controls. This relationship, it was submitted, has placed
Council in the unique position to receive consistent and timely feedback in relation to the
operation of these controls which has led to the Amendment.

Since 2007, emerging development trends, escalating building and land costs have resulted
in developers maximising the development potential of land within DDOS.

Council is experiencing developers using the controls to maximise development potential of
land, often at the cost of design and amenity impacts, in particular side setbacks and
accompanying landscaping.

Council is continuing to experience pressure for development that is considered to not be an
appropriate transition to the adjoining residential areas. In addition, Council is experiencing
very little distinction between the built form in Sub-precinct A and Sub-precinct B.

There have been several VCAT proceedings which have considered DDOS8 since it was
implemented into the Scheme in 2007 and a number of these were presented at the
Hearing.

Two Manningham Planning Scheme Reviews undertaken by Council officers (the latest being
in June 2012) have also identified several short-comings with the current DDOS provisions.

3.2 lIssues dealt with in this Report

The Panel considered all written submissions, as well as submissions presented to it during
the Hearing. In addressing the issues raised in those submissions, the Panel has been
assisted by the information provided to it as well as its observations from inspections of
specific sites.

This Report deals with the issues under the following headings:
¢ Strategic justification
o Controls too restrictive
o Mandatory controls
¢ Refinements
- Impact of parking and functionality of basements
- Metres or storeys
- Mandatory controls and lift overruns
- Increased height on sloping sites
- Mandatory minimum lot size of 1,800 sgm for multi dwelling development in Sub
Precinct B
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- Consecutive lots

- Impact on Character

- B0 per cent site coverage

- Rear setbacks

- Sunken living areas

- Undercroft car parking.

- Use of Sub Headings in DDOS§ Objectives
- Mapping
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4 Strategic justification

4.1 What is the issue?

A number of submissions questioned the logic behind Manningham’s approach to managing
housing development, and the impact of new housing development on the character of their
suburb.

Submissions also sought to amend the overall DDO8 or sub-precinct boundary to exclude
their property from DDOS§ altogether, or to change which sub-precinct the property is
included in.

4.2 Policy context of the issue

The State Planning Policy Framework (SPPF) encourages the consolidation of existing urban
areas while respecting neighbourhood character. Manningham’s approach to managing
housing development needs to support this approach.

In the MSS Clause 21.05 ‘Residential’ addresses all land zoned for residential purposes.
Clause 21.05-1 identifies:

Managing change and growth in the residential areas of Manningham is a key
issue facing Council. ...

Infill residential development and redevelopment of key strategic sites that
consolidates the role of established urban areas and reduces developmental
pressure in the greas with environmental values will be encouraged. ...

The continuing ability of our residential areas to accommodate the changing
lifestyles and housing needs of current and future populations is becoming an
increasingly important issue.

The MSS proceeds to identify that:

Higher density housing will be encouraged in close proximity to activity centres
and along major roads and transport routes.

The MSS reinforces the important role played by the both the Manningham Residential
Strategy and the Manningham Residential Character Guidelines as the key policy documents
that seek to direct and manage the level of change.

The Manningham Residential Strategy (2012) is the strategic basis for Amendment C96. The
Strategy, endorsed by Council in February 2002:

... sets new goals and priorities to manage residential growth until 2030. The
Strategy builds on the strategic directions of the Residential Strategy (2002) and
takes into consideration Manningham’s chonging demographic profile and
emerging residential issues.

The preparation of an amendment to review and tighten the existing DDOS8 controls was
identified as short-term actions in the Strategy as:
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ftem 1.8: Revise Clause 21.05 (Residential section of the MSS), as it relates to
Precinct 2 ‘residential areas surrounding neighbourhood activity centres and
along main roads’ and clarify the form of development that is encouraged within
sub-precincts A and B. Pursue the introduction of a Main Road sub-precinct.

ltem 2.1: Review the provisions outlined in the DDOS8, and pursue the introduction
of mandatory controls for building height and /or minimum [ot size having regard
to past VCAT decisions and completed projects, with the aim of providing greater
clarity to the community, developers and decision makers, and improving the
design and streetscape outcomes of apartment buildings.

4.3 Evidence and submissions
(i} Precinct boundaries and development

The Amendment introduces the Main Road sub-precinct but has not reviewed other sub-
precincts boundaries, the overall DDOS8 or Residential 3 Zone boundary.

Council submitted that making further boundary changes would require Council undertaking
strategic work to justify any changes.

Council advised that there is no standard or uniform approach in applying the sub-precinct
boundaries, but there are a number of influences that determined the sub-precinct
boundaries.

Council advised that the key criteria that were applied in nominating both the overall DDO8
and the individual sub-precinct boundaries included:

e Topography;

e street layout;

e road widths;

o distance from activity centres, public transport networks, open space, community

facilities and related services and facilities;
o existing planning controls; and
o scale, form and age of existing housing.

Mr Hogendijk made a range of submissions on the application of the DD0O8 boundary as it
affects his property and opposing the concept of higher density development in
Manningham.

Mr Clark on behalf of RAIDID provided a possible scenario for redevelopment within his
neighbourhood and a similar submission was made in relation to Franklin Road. Council
submitted that:

...it Is not possible to predict the exact scale of the development that may occur in
each area, but we note there are three separate current planning permits in
Thiele Street as outlined in Council’s submission and there is every possibility that
differing scales such as these may occur within that area.

Mr Haidinger raised similar issues as Mr Clark in relation to the possible extent of
development in his neighbourhood.

Page 12 of 32 | Amendment C96 to the Manningham Planning Scheme | Report of the Panel | 12 April 2013

PAGE 34



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 35



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 36



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 37



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 38



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 39



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 40



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 41



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 42



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 43



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 44



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 45



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 46



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 47



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 48



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 49



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 50



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 51



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 52



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 53



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 54



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 55



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 56



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 57



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 58



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 59



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 60



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 61



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 62



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 63



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 64



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 65



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 66



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 67



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 68



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 69



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 70



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 71



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 72



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 73



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 74



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 75



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 76



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 77



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 78



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 79



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 80



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 81



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 82



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 83



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 84



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 85



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 86



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 87



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 88



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 89



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 90



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 91



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 92



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 93



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 94



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 95



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 96



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 97



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 98



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 99



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 100



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 101



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 102



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 103



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 104



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 105



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 106



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 107



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 108



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 109



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 110



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 111



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 112



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 113



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 114



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 115



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 116



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 117



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 118



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 119



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 120



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 121



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 122



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 123



COUNCIL AGENDA 28 May 2013

PAGE 124



