Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods

Green space

Appearance of the building

Wind impacts

Street interface

Construction impacts

See sections 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 and
2.7 of the Better Apartments
in Neighbourhoods Discussion
Paper for more information.

See sections 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6 of
the Better Apartments in
Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper
for more information.

See sections 4.4 and 4.5 of
the Better Apartments in
Neighbourhoods Discussion
Paper for more
information.

See sections 5.4, 5.5, 5.6
and 5.7 of the Better
Apartments in
Neighbourhoods
Discussion Paper for
more information.

See sections 6.4 and 6.5 of
the Better Apartments in
Neighbourhoods Discussion
Paper for more
information.

The Europeans have solved
this problem, and it needs
to be studied so Victoria
can draw on their
experience

No services should be
visible from the front
street view

No developer should be
able to build to the
boundary and have the
footpath or roadway closed
during construction. Al
works with cranes,
deliveries etc must be
carried out on the private
property. This will help the
local community and force
setbacks with the designs
to allow for this. All trades
vehicles must be parked
onsite, not in the
surrounding streets.
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138720

Dalrac

A big issue I have seen is that
no details of the landscaping
are left at the site. Over time
the vegetation is removed for
a variety of reasons, shopping
centres want advertising to be
seen, or they can’t be
bothered replacing dead
plants. Something needs to be
in place to address this
situation

Materials that are substandard
include boards that have joins.
The tape etc used to cover the
join breaks down quickly.
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138739

Individual

Developments over a certain
size should be set back from
the street and have planted
areas if possible.

Mirrored facades should not be
allowed They reflect light into
other buildings and are dated and
unattractive. Developers should
be liable for any substandard/
dangerous building materials

OFFICIAL

Buildings could have a
percentage of blank wall
space as long as set back
one meter from footpath
and must have attractive
planting in that area or
instead have appropriate
street art/ mosaics etc.
Existing building facades
should be kept if they are
or can be made
attractive.
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Individual
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139381

Zenith
construction
consulting
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Individual

The use of the word "should"
ought to be avoided, as this
leads to an assumption that
the standard is variable.
Reading that "canopy trees
should be planted..." can be
interpreted differently than
"canopy trees are to be
planted..."

The trees & any plants etc
where possible should be of
native origins to encourage
native birds etc. But it may be
important to provide trees
that shed leaves in winter for
winter sun or a mix of both.

It may be useful to require
applicants to submit a statement
explaining how the chosen design
or materials abide by the aims
and goals of the policy.

Safety is the first priority insulation 2nd - appearance that's
sensitive to the area AND fits in
with the
theme that this is Australia & NOT
some overseas country that's
absurd. Reflection must be
considered and the impacts of
shade on anything anyone on the
southern side of these buildings.
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Policies that "should" be
complied with seem likely
to be taken less seriously
than those that "must" be
complied with.

this is not something that
should be encouraged - IT
SHOULD BE MANDATRY every aspect of a bigger
building should be taken
into account - in NO way
should the building of
apartments be allowed to
impact
the area negatively to those
already there!!!!!.

At the moment three
bedroom apartment
requires two car park
spaces. This rule makes it
impractical to build three
bedroom in development
projects. Following the
new 2050 Vic planning
scheme, we are expecting
more households to live
in apartments. Therefore
I suggest we can waive
one car park for three
bedroom apartment
development. It will
increase incentives for
developer to build three
bedroom apartments.
And hence it will create
more three bedroom
apartments to
accommodate the needs
for households living.
The primary objective is
safety - access for
emergency services is
non negotiable - then one
would hope
common sense and
lateral thinking would
apply to solve other
issues.

Any construction should
also be accountable for any
damage to existing
buildings houses
infrastructure - far to much
damage has been cause by
terrible construction
methods that have cost
innocent people a shocking
amount to repair.
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Individual
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140176

Outward
Design Pty Ltd

Apartment facades currently
appear to be of low quality in
general. Victoria should be
pushing for higher standards to
ensure that Victoria is a globally
attractive place to visit and a
sustainable and positive place to
live. I would recommend that a
minimum design life of 50 years
be required and that all facades
meet strict insulation, airtightness and fire safety
standards. It should be
mandatory for a specialist façade
engineer to be engaged for every
project. The cost of the façade
material for an apartment is a
small fraction of the apartment
sale price. I would estimate it is
only 5% of the cost and I am sure
that a 1-2% up-lift in cost of an
apartment for a good façade
would be well worth the longterm benefits.
2.4
The area required to plant a
tree is excessive. Requiring
30sqm of soil for a 6m tall tree
will result in less tree planting,
not more.
The area required for a tree to
grow sufficient root mass to
thrive involves infinite
variables such as the variety of
tree, the type of soil, the
micro-climatic conditions,
supplementary irrigation, the
proximity of the tree to
buildings and fences, the
ground conditions in
neighbouring properties etc.
If you are going to specify
what size tree to plant in what
space it becomes a tedious
and unrealistic task to take

It would beneficial to
require screening of
utilities from the street.
The avoidance of high
front fences (in section
5.4) could be detrimental
to the street interface in
many situations. Have a
look at 113 Darebin Road,
Northcote (can be seen
well on google street
view). This would have a
much improved street
interface if they had been
allowed to install a front
fence, setback from the
road to allow for tree
planting in front of it.
This would have taken
the focus off the firehose
view, softened the
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into account all of the
variables for every situation.
Assuming a professional
horticulturalist is being
consulted on each situation,
the variables should be taken
into account on a case by case
basis and a suitable tree
chosen accordingly. It is not
necessary then to specify
areas required for tree
planting.
I can think of many situations
where in a 3m wide and 10m
long area I would specify three
small trees. These
recommendations however
would only allow me to specify
one. It actually gives the
opposite affect to the purpose
of this proposal.
In section 2.5, it is stated that
developments of ten dwellings
or less are required to include
a communal open space of 25
sqm, with a provision for
canopy trees. This is not
possible given the areas in the
table provided above, which
requires 30 sqm of soil area
for a small tree. Even if the
30sqm could be reduced to 25
or 20sqm, this communal
space would need to be all
garden bed and not allow any
open space for people to
actually utilise the space.
7sqm would be a more
suitable area for planting of a
small canopy tree in this
situation, however again I
would suggest that
determining a specific area has
too many variables and is a

mailboxes, blocked the
view to the metres and
private open spaces and
eliminated the need for
the timber sleeper steps.
It would have divided up
the front setback enough
that there would no
longer be enough space
for a open grassed area,
which would have forced
more planting of trees
and shrubs. This would
satisfy the objectives of
section 5.4 much better
than not allowing a front
fence.
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decision best made on a case
by case basis.
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Individual

Currently, many designs give
insufficient space for street
trees to safely grow mature they are likely to have
insufficient space to develop a
canopy and there is
insufficient setback on the
buildings, ensuring that they
will be chopped into oblivion.
New regulations should ensure
that the trees planted are
actually likely to survive their
new environment over a 30
year period. New
developments of any size
bigger than 3 stories should be
required to have garden space
adjoining the street on the
block of land, rather than
being 100% building to avoid
creating a heat desert.

Buildings should provide visual
interest at a minimum. Plans
submitted should be highly
representative, and the law
should be written in such a way
that it is unambiguously in favour
of the regulator in the event of a
dispute.

Local topography matters
with wind effects - being
the only 10 story building in
the entire postcode (e.g.
Menzies building, Monash
University) makes a big
difference compared to
being a 10 story building in
the CBD. This should be
considered in wind impact
assessment.

Service cabinets facing
the main building
frontage should be
strictly forbidden. 5m+
setback should become
standard for all areas
with >5 story buildings, to
avoid pedestrian
congestion, as happens in
most dense areas in
Melbourne (city, south
yarra etc.). There are
pedestrians walking on
the road in many city
streets due to insufficient
setbacks. William St, CBD
in particular is an
example of what not to
do.
Regularly spaced pillars
on the property edge
with under 8m gaps
between should be
forbidden, as these ruin
the presence of the
building frontage and
usually intrude on the
setback.
On-street parking in front
of tall buildings should be
completely removed,
with all parking relegated
to off street. Bike parking
facilities should be
compulsory in large
buildings and easy access
to hoops/short term
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Developers should be asked
to rent (by the hour) any
space occupied/disrupted,
including footpaths, bike
lanes road and tram lanes,
at a fee proportional to the
traffic disruption (in people
minutes), time of disruption
and safely decrease. This
will ensure that work is
completed in an efficient
matter which includes
consideration of the total
impact - other peoples'
time and safety.
Situations like an
apartment construction
occupying the Upfield Bike
trail for 12 months should
be considered
unacceptable - this would
never be accepted on
Sydney Rd, and yet there is
no safe alternative
provided for cyclists. At this
rate, it will always be closed
somewhere due to
apartment construction or
level crossing removals.
When only a bike lane is
occupied, clear merge
signage should be provided
- I have seen construction
workers trying to stop the
bike lane (grinning like
idiots), rather than just
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Individual
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Individual
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Individual

We need more Green Space, it
not only adds an attractive
appeal to all areas, the
environment benefits are huge
i.e. reduction of heat, habitat
for birds and other fauna, aids
in air quality and shade
canopy.
apartments must be an
improvement to their
neighbourhood. They must be
built as enhancement of
existing environment. This
would mean environmentally,
meeting human needs, as
profit for developers.
Regulation must prohibit substandard dwellings - the
standard being as outlined,
above. Profit for developers
comes at the bottom of the list
of criteria
More trees! This helps
everything not only the look of
the building, the climate but
also people having an outdoor
space. If there is natural trees
that look great then don't
knock them down build
around it and add to it. You
need to think of the climate
when doing this

Ideally all the attractive elements
should be made from sustainable
materials.

Sustainable!! You would be
irresponsible to do something
else.
Make solar mandatory?

OFFICIAL

Very much needed.

parking should be
provided for shopping.

having a sign to merge with
traffic and appropriate
speed limits (30kmh?)

Needs to encourage
walking and have a better
focus on people rather
than cars

try to minimise the
impact...if possible
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Individual
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Individual

I believe the buildings with the
best appearance have a
consistent, single shape/line from
the ground up. Too many offices
and apartments start with a boxlike/irregularly shaped structure
for the first few levels before the
placing a tower on top. Similarly,
towers often have odd shapes
protruding from them which also
detract from the line of the
building.
Make it clearer that
landscaping (particularly deep
soil areas) is not a practical or
preferred outcome in some
situations (e.g. highly
urbanised central city
contexts)

Suggest you include a standard
condition to be included on
permits to ensure any changes to
materials are generally in
accordance with the decision
plans and designed to meet the
façade objectives/standards, to
the satisfaction of the RA.
Without this, watered down
materials will still result at
secondary consent stage - the
standards will be of no use if the
permit isn't structured correctly.
To support interpretation of the
new objective, include guidance
on what materials would
constitute a "high-quality design
standard".
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Individual

This seems like a really good
first step to building greener
cities.

information about the local
building styles and expectations,
perhaps including some example
Images.
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The new "unsafe" and
"uncomfortable" wind
condition definitions need
to be calibrated to apply
across the state. For
example, wind conditions in
coastal areas of Melbourne
or Geelong may be more
severe than inland cities
like Bendigo or Ballarat.
Needs a sound scientific
rationale.

This shouldn't be dealt with
through the planning
system - this is already
covered by Councils
building & local laws
departments and the EPA.
These requirements will
place an unnecessary
administrative and
economic burdens on RAs,
and will be an enforcement
nightmare which objecting
neighbours will use to stifle
development.
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Individual

This is absolutely essential. All
buildings need to be set back
from the streets sufficiently to
provide ample pedestrian
space shaded by large trees.
Also areas of open public
space that are not just linear
pavements should be included
in planning: small squares with
benches to allow residents to
enjoy the outdoors and to
mingle with their neighbours.
These space should be
designed simply with flat
surfaces so that people of all
abilities can acceess them and
incorporate a diversity of
native plant species. Discreet
interpretatin tables could help
people engage with nature by
even as little as putting a
name to a tree or a flower.
Simple rectangles and spaces
open in the middle are best for
non-intrusive people watching
and a casual place for kids to
play - too many funky features
and weird angles can easily
spoil it. A note on bench
design: the surface must be
made of wood (not concrete
or metal as these are not
comfortable to sit on) should
be at least 1.5 m long and
should not have arm rest or
any features in the middle so
that people can sit as close as
they want to. Also rubbish bins
and should be some distance
away from the benches at
least 3 meters and be small
and discrete. Soundscape
should be considered when
designing open spaces: they
should be separated from busy

Recently many new apartment
blocks have been built that strive
too hard to achieve an interestng
facade by covering it with
featured faux-walls and mock
structural elements. These
attempts are misguided. Simple is
always best and planting trees in
front of the buildings will
sufficiently soften the 'slab'
effect. The estethical aspects
should nob regulated but be left
to case by case decision by local
residents who should be able to
veto an ugly building in their area.
Regarding the materials:
considrration should be given to
how they age and how
sustainable and functional is the
building - currently too much
attention is give to how a building
looks. For example example
widows that open to the inside of
the apartment (as is standard in
continenal Europe) can be
washed easily. Bicyle stands
should be behind a gate and
under a roof. Aparments should
include a small storage room and
an anteroom (i.e. main entrance
should not be directly to the
livingroom). Double glazed
windows should be a minimum
standard to improve insulation
and reduce reliance on A/C.
Shades and blinds should not be
black - white or grey allow some
light to filter and so reduce the
need to use electric lighting on
sunny days.
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There needs to be more
space for pedestrians
around the buildings.

riads by hedge-like plants to
dampen the noise and make it
safe for children.
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Individual

Landscaping does not mean
cement, tiles and fake grass,
but needs to involve natural
materials including plant life
and permeable ground cover
such as gravel, grass, earth and
mulch. Contact with growing

New apartments should blend
with the existing styles of
architecture and buildings already
in the area. It is crucial to
consider shade and shelter in our
harsh climate to reduce the need
for air conditioning.

OFFICIAL

Crucial - the wind tunnels
such as in Docklands need
to be a lesson to all.

Very important - the look
of the street gives
neighborhoods their feel.
The way buildings sit on
the street matters. This is
very important.

We must do better. The
disruptions caused can be
minimised with a little
forethought and
consideration.
It there any way to properly
monitor building standards

things is crucial to good
neighborhoods.
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Individual

See attachment
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Individual

Needs to be written in clear
measurable and simple terms
so that assessment can be
carried out by Council officers
i.e. not overly technical.
It is not realistic to expect on
the ground canopy trees in a
highrise development whether
it is deep root or planter box
based planting. This is because
most often the local controls
such as DDO's allow for 100%
site coverage. Any provision in
Clause 58 needs to override
DDO so that Council officers
can request trees with greater
confidence and certainty.

and quality? Having
recently bought an
apartment in a poor quality
build, I wonder we cannot
do better? The lawyers are
now fighting it out and the
builder gets away scot free.

What is shown on paper is not
always followed through in the
construction. Councils don't have
the resources to take continuous
enforcement action. Greater
responsibility therefore falls on
the shoulders of the relevant
building surveyor to check
materials are consistent with
planning permit.

The should rather than must in
Cl.58 controls means that
VCAT can often override
Council conditions and
requirements regarding
landscaping.

NO!
How are planning officers
supposed to:
– ensure wind effects on
streets and open spaces are
considered
– define comfortable and
unsafe wind conditions.
Seriously. Someone needs
to get a reality check on
how much planners are
expected to know. These
are expert engineering
fields, planners are not
trained or qualified to
assess.
If officers cannot undertake
the assessment, it would
fall on an expert to assess
the reports and
information. Councils do
not have the resources to
engage an external wind
expert to appraise any
documents submitted in
this regard.
The more compex planning
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When we have asked
applicants to have an
early consultation service
providers to achieve good
design outcomes, they
have said that service
providers will not get
back to them or provide
the advice at the planning
phase.
Make this a statutory
referral or a prerequisite
of an application for
developments of 5 or
more storeys that the
applicant provides a
letter from the service
provider stating that
sufficient area has been
set aside for services and
that the location shown,
in principle, is
satisfactory.

Who is going to assess this?
Not planners. No Council
resources to engage
separate officer/consultant.

controls become, the more
the cost on the developer
and more need for them to
cut corners on the
construction due to hefty
up-front costs associated at
the planning stage.
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Individual

These are a great start,
however, there is no firm
requirement to retain canopy
trees, nor even to plant new
ones, since there is an 'out'
clause " Where canopy trees
have not been provided, other
alternative responses such as
vegetated planters, climbers
over pergolas, green
roofs or green walls, should be
used." The first point should
be that if at least the no. of
trees that should be provided
exist, they should be retained.
There is no mechanism
however to do this, so
inevitably they will be
removed in the expectation of
planting a new one in a more
convenient position. This
policy will only be useful if
Councils are also encouraged
to identify canopy trees in
their municipality and given

Planners will need to be educated
about what materials are in fact
durable, and also the method of
construction, such as fixings,
which will impact on the
durability of the facade, and the
possiblity of discolouration such
as staining. For instance, the
durability of render over foam
depends on the thickness of the
render and how the foam is fixed.
Timber is more or less durable
depending on how it is treated or
coated, and fixed. Flat balconies
that do not have internal drains
inevitably end up with staining
from the balustrade connections
as water flows over the edges,
which can also occur with any flat
topped feature. An array of
acceptable details will perhaps
next to be prepared.
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Take this requirement out
of the Planning System
please. Put the onus on
another body to check.
Why not make it
compulsory for applicants
to go to the OGVA for
developments of 8 or more
storeys? And have the
OVGA assess these matters
up front prior to submission
for a planning permit?
No opinion on this matter.

Support that all the
necessary elements
should be well designed
and integrated, but the
average suburban
apartment development
would not support an
active street front, eg
office or retail use. This
guideline should refer to
the open space / tree
cover to encourage that
the where there is a
building setback, an
attractive garden is
established. It could also
encourage the use of
materials, patterns,
integral artwork that is
visually attractive.

No opinion on this matter

the planning scheme means to
preserve them. Provision of
communal open space policy
should have more emphasis
on planting, rather than hard
surfaces.
021
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Individual

I strongly believe a greener
future is a better future for
Australia’s sustainability and
carbon storage.
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Individual

Tougher minimum standards
are required to ensure green
spaces are protected and
preserved. For example,
border to border apartment
buildings should be abolished
and all new developments
must have a reduced footprint
of no more than 55% of the
land. That would allow ten
metre setbacks (front and
back) and five metre setbacks
on either side provided the
building does not exceed 2
storeys. If buildings of 3-5storeys are to be allowed, they
must be confined to retail
hubs and commercial precincts
and side setback must be
increased to 10 metres. That
would increase the separation
between buildings, reduce
over-shadowing and create
more green spaces, room for
shade trees, off street parking
and more on-site recreational
areas such as bar-b-q areas,
outdoor pools etc.

Building materials such as
polyethylene/aluminium cladding
must be banned along with
polystyrene blocks covered in a
thin veneer to resemble concrete.
These building materials are
highly flammable. Other building
materials that have a short-life
span must be avoided. Nothing
beats bricks for beauty and
durability. Bricks also have fire
retardant qualities and they
provide good waterproofing.
Bricks and mortar must become
the new standard to improve the
external appearance of buildings
and extend the life of that
building. If we are to impose
height limits of no more than 2storeys in residential areas and 5storeys in shopping precincts and
commercial hubs. these buildings
must be constructed out of brick
to improve the appearance and
longevity of the building.
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Two storey buildings with a
footprint that is no more
than 55% relative to the
size of the land with front
and rear setbacks of 10
metres and side setbacks of
between 5 and 10 metres
depending on whether the
building is two storeys or 35 storeys must become the
industry standard to avoid
creating urban heat islands
and prevent overshadowing
and loss of privacy. Five
storey buildings should be
confined to retail hubs and
commercial precincts
following appropriate windtunnel analysis.

Any proposed new
development must be
sympathetic to
neighbourhood character
and for this reason, it is
vitally important that
height limits of twostoreys are imposed to
avoid overshadowing and
loss of privacy. Local
residents must be given
more of a say as to how
their suburb will be
allowed to develop and
councils in consultation
with the community must
be given the power to
veto or modify any
proposed development.
Parking is emerging as a
big problem in many
suburbs and the practice
of allowing apartments
with no car park on title
to be built must stop as it
will only result in more
spillover parking onto
neighbouring streets
because the

The changes to the
apartment design
guidelines for Victoria do
not go far enough. There
has been a boom in
building investment grade,
one-bedroom dog-box
apartments that are not
popular with home-owners,
renters and self-respecting
public housing tenants who
need adequate living space
and this needs to change.
We need to start meeting
community needs by
building larger, better
quality apartments that
have good ventilation,
access to northerly sun
light, good internal amenity
and sufficient living and
storage space. Making it
illegal to build bedrooms
without windows and
increasing the storage
space is a step in the right
direction however the
government must bite the
bullet and introduce height
and density limits coupled

overwhelming majority of
people own cars. In fact
the number of carparks
for new apartments must
be increased along with
the provision of
tradesman and visitor's
car parking spaces in
order to keep cars
belonging to apartment
dwellers and their visitors
off residential streets.
Stacker car parks should
be avoided as they are
inconvenient to use and
will only encourage more
people to park in the
street. Exit and entry
points must be
strategically placed to
enable the free-flow of
local traffic and prevent
the development of
choke points.
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Individual

I think roof top gardens is
fantastic. I believe that there
should also have to be garden
on the ground floor and all
maintainance should be
covered by body corporate
with it punishable by law for
them to not maintain it; thus
insuring Melbourne stays
green!
I am very much in favour of
the proposed changes as
green spaces make
apartments so much more
liveable. They create a place
where people are drawn to
enjoy. This has an impact on
social cohesion and a sense of
community, which is vital to
mental health. Most inner city
Victorians don't spend enough

I think in suburban
neighborhoods buildings
should be no more than
four stories otherwise
lower neighbours lose their
sunlight, gain wind that
wraps around the building,
etc.
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with minimum apartment
sizes.
I would recommend 60-70
square metres for a onebedroom apartments and
80-90 square metres for a
two bedroom apartment
along with ten metre
square balconies. Dogbox
apartments that are less
than 50 square metres
must be re-classified as a
studio apartments or bedsitting rooms and priced
accordingly.
Quality must take
precedence over quantity
when it comes to building
the dwellings of the future.
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Individual
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Individual

time outside which has an
impact on Vitamin D levels. It
will also improve air quality,
and provide temperature
regulation and shade on hot
days. Green spaces have been
shown to support engagement
with physical activity. There
are many evidence based
studies that illustrate the
importance of green spaces.
Creating more green spaces is
vital to combating our current
climate emergency.
1. Type and quality of trees to
be specified. Preference for
native vegetation that
supports bird life.
2. Open space levy is collected
by some councils. This should
be mandated for open space
within the neighbourhood of
the apartment development,
rather than funnelled of for
maintenance of existing open
space.
3. Green space to be oriented
to the street, not closed in
courtyards
Communal gardens for
growing flowers or food.
Rooftop gardens with bbq area
if high rise. Compost area.

1. Designs to allow and include
balcony gardens.
2. roof of building to provide
more open space accessible to
residents
3. External design to allow for
plants/vertical gardens

1. Require that builders
have a clear, single point of
contact to manage impact
of construction on local
community.
2. Require that councils
have a clear, single point of
contact to manage impact
of construction on local
community.

Solar panels in all new
apartment blocks. Greener
cooling & heating. Eg;
Double glazed windows.

I’m very supportive of the
apartment design standards
however I’m still perplexed
that we accept two sheets
of plasterboard as a
suitable internal separating
wall. We will end up with
good looking, liveable
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spaces, however if you
have a pocket knife you can
cut through the wall into
the neighbours apartment,
or even worse, you can cut
through from the corridor
into an apartment.
Currently, if you neighbours
cut a hole in the separating
wall to run wires then the
fire wall has been
compromised - the only
issue is that the person on
the other side doesn’t
know. In Sydney they use
steel reinforced aerated
concrete (Hebel) as almost
the industry standard.
Surely with all the concerns
around fire safety, and
ensuring ongoing fire
compliance after people
move in, we should look to
impose a standard around
separating walls.
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Individual

Requiring more green
infrastructure and green space
in development is paramount
to how our urban spaces will
adapt and mitigate the effects
of urban heating and climate
change. I fully support th

As someone who saw first hand
the damaging effects of the
Grenfell Tower -I support the ban
of flammable cladding. External
walls and materials should be
utilising sustainable recycled
materials and such that will not
contribute greatly to urban heat
island effect.
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N/A

I support the creation of
engaging, collaborative
communal space with
amenities, bike parking,
recreational facilities and
spaces to engage in green
space.
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Rupert Baynes
Landscape
Design

I am a landscape designer who
has been engaged to prepare
landscape plans for many
planning applications for
multi-residental
developments.
I agree that the landscape is
generally an afterthought in
the development of building
design.
I believe the standard should
include minimum areas for
planted garden areas based on
site size. This should be
mandatory requirement rather
than a 'should' clause. Further,
the planted areas need to be
well defined as seperate to
other (non-planted) landscape
areas. Setting minimums for
planted areas would ensure
architects plan and for these
at the very earliest stage of
design. I see no reason why in
any new developments this
cannot be planned for.
I also agree there should be
better guidance regarding the
soil volume required for tree
plantings. I believe this will
ensure architects provide
adequate opportunities for soil
volume in the initial design
stages. The number of canopy
trees required should be
mandatory depending on the
site size. Architects should
then be required to provide
the necessary soil volume in
accordance with the required
canopy size.

OFFICIAL

Retaining the flexibility to have
vegetated planters, pergolas,
green roofs or walls instead of
canopy trees is acceptable
given the specifics of many
projects however should only
be considered where canopy
trees cannot be provided in
any circumstance. This needs
greater oversight or definition
to ensure this clause is not
used frequently where canopy
trees COULD be included if
only planned for at the early
stages of design. Regardless,
the use of those other forms
of canopy should be included
along side canopy trees.
I do not agree with the
requirement for "a variety of
trees, shrubs and grasses
including flowering native
species". The choice of
planting should be determined
by the project landscape
architect/designer based on
project requirements and site
specifics. Prescribing subtypes
of plants does not allow for
the environmental nuances of
sites or projects and may lead
to substandard outcomes in
the long-term. I do not believe
native or indigenous plants
should be prescribed in urban
developments when there
may be many other species
which provide better
sustainable and environmental
outcomes. As an example I am
conscious that many
indigenous species rely on a
fire cycle for rejuvenation,
something that is not possible

OFFICIAL

in urban developments. This is
often overlooked in the
specifications of plants in
landscape projects.
the result is indigenous species
'failing' after a number of
years resulting in increased
maintenance inputs and
requirements which is counter
productive to the objective.

OFFICIAL

030

141221

Individual

Specify quantity of canopy
trees required in a landscape
communal area based on no.
of dwellings/size of communal
area.

031

141277

Individual

Love it but also think it should
be mandatory to have some
level of green roof where it's
impractical to have a garden
area.

032

141376

Individual

Section 2.5 must specify that
this communal space is not to
be shared with hallways or
corridors, that space should be
separate. Some buildings have
wider than average corridors
with chairs in it, but that does
not form a functional space for
anyone needing to use the
space as a thoroughfare.
In addition, there should be
information provided on
planning application as to the
allergen threat for inhabitants,
based on the plants proposed.
flowering plants can often
trigger not only hayfever but
allergic reactions, and should
be considered in the planning
phases of the project.

New standards are generic,
subjective and open to
interpretation. This is not going to
deliver quality design outcomes.
This is evident with similar policy
objectives weaved throughout
Victorian LPPF. More thought and
consideration about how to
actually achieve a quality building
should be considered, rather than
another 'requirement' that lacks
credibility.

There should be a provision to
preference external fixtures,
materials and designs to reflect
local community availability.
There are many local providers
that create these materials, and
each new development should
have a minimum locally sourced
content requirement for the
facade of the building. This will
not only ensure local businesses
can continue, but ensure the
building is known as an Australian
built building with Australian
products, supporting Australia.

Not a relevant planning
consideration nor should be
treated as one. This would
just give more credibility to
invalid objections.

The wind impact
assessment should take
into account other
buildings for an extended
stretch along the major
roads. There are dangerous
wind tunnels already in the
Melbourne CBD where it is
unsafe to stand in some
areas when it is windy. This
needs to be avoided at all
costs.

In addition to the specified
conditions of the
Construction Management
plan, a suitable traffic
management plan should
be established including
peak and off peak times of
operation, temporary
closures of parking in
neighbouring streets for
detours, and early warning
signage to motorists
beyond what is currently
required (as it is inadequate
in most cases).
In addition to this, there
needs to be a minimum
requirement space for
bedrooms on all
developments, as well as a
new requirement for all
designated bedrooms to
have a closeable door or
partition to separate it from

OFFICIAL

the rest of the property, if it
is not a studio space.

OFFICIAL

033

141401

Individual

I strongly endorse the
suggested Green space
changes. We used to be the
Garden State now we’re the
Treeless Apartment Corridor
State. Developers greed is
driving street front and high
construction without regard
for the need to cool the
environment, soften the visual
impact and improve the well
being of the population.
I want to see:
• street set backs,
• verandas, (which could
collect water)
• landscaping including lawn
areas
• canopy trees
• open spaces
• softening garden beds
• communal vege, herb and
fruit plots
• flowers
• disability accessible
pathways through the
gardens.
• seat’s/benches
• children’s play areas on grass
and under trees

I don’t have any professional
knowledge but from my
observation this is an important
issue. Apart from fire risk, some
of the external surfaces appear to
be aging quickly and not
appropriate for our severe
climate conditions. One
apartment block in my area has a
ridiculous wall of plastic plants!!

OFFICIAL

Wind tunnels are a
distressing side effect of
apartment construction
and make surrounding
areas unusable. In some
cases the buildings create
their own climate of
relentless wind with limited
light. I think more than 2
floors should require wind
studies.

I endorse these
suggestions. Much can be
done to reduce the visual
impact of vehicle access
areas.

Traffic flow, parking and
neighbourhood enjoyment
are significantly impacted
for long periods by
apartment construction. I
endorse suggested
changes.

034

141574

Individual

035

141606

Individual

036

141622

Individual

037

141708

Individual

For a long time , it has been
observed by ordinary people
that old houses with their
gardens are being destroyed
and replaced with concrete
boxes with very little green
space .
That new building, even with
good energy rating , become
very hot in summer and relay
or air conditioning.( personal
observation) I can only speak
as a concerned citizen and as I
am not an expert , I cannot
offer any expert advice.
However I want to register the
concern I have felt over many
years at lack of interest in
building in a sustainable way ,
mindful of energy loss and
destruction of established
gardens.
Definitely setbacks with tree s
& a sculpture- something
welcoming.

Yes please! There is so often a
mismatch between the artists
impression plans and the end
result. Most apartment
builders leave landscaping to
last or don’t budget for it.
Often it gets forgotten about
or the project runs out of
money, leaving the complex
looking like a concrete jungle

No more boxes! Balconies
in keeping with the existing
streetscape.

Should match the character of the
neighbourhood, add interest and
be visually appealing. No one
wants to live in or next to an eyesore

OFFICIAL

5+ stories seems a
reasonable height to
consider wind prevention
measures/ analysis.

In keeping with the
neighbourhood.
Definitely retain
neighbourhood
character. No more
boxes.
Lower heights.
Add to the visual appeal
of the suburb. Wide
footpaths, surrounding
landscaping and bench
seating to make it
pleasant to walk past big
apartment buildings.
Large blank concrete
walls tend to attract
posters and graffiti and
can make walkers feel
unsafe.

Take into account the
impacts on neighboring
properties with noise, dust,
etc. minimise impact of
trucks and street blockages
that might affect other
neighbours.

038

141723

Individual

Emphasis should be placed on
the maintenance and
management of the green
space area. Clear advice and
direction should be provided
to the level of maintenance
and management expected to
maintain the space.
There's no point in having the
green space requirement if its
only going to die a year later.
Clear direction to the
developer and reassurance
must be received from them
on who is accountable for the
ongoing maintenance of any
green space installed. There
must be clear direction on the
level of maintenance service
to be provided to keep the
green space alive. Planners
should receive any proposed
service agreements with any
external services engaged to
mainain the green spaces.
Communal space - There
should be a request from put
to the developer to confirm
what the communal space will
have in terms of facilities to
create the said 'communal
space' i.e. benches, communal
bbqs, communal laundry,
communal gardening etc.
There should be a line that
conveys that the developer
must install certain facilities to
help facilitate the use of the
communal space. This can be
by installing known facilities
that have been effective in
encourging community
engagement.

1. What support and information
do
planners need about design
quality
and external materials to
implement the proposed
standard?
- i think you would need an
independent professional
assessment of the design quality
and external material quality
proposed for the development.
This allows for a clear report that
summarises whether it meets the
expected quality standard.
- Objective reliable science based
information/documents that
provide confirmation that the
proposed design quality and
external material quality are built
to a certain standard and will be
able to meet the intentions of the
section.
This section should also include a
requirement to consider and
factor in the proposed areas
culture and history to be
reflected/inspire the design of the
building.
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Theres no point in having a
communal space that doesn't
work for the residents and will
never be used.

OFFICIAL

039

141787

Individual

All developments, whether
new homes, townhouses or
apartments should include all
items listed above. Also, they
should be livable - light, airy,
good acoustics.

Start actually designing these
buildings. It is our city and it is
looking like a badly constructed
Lego block.

Add in solar, great insulation
(temperature as well as
acoustics).
Just look at the Nightingale
model and copy this.

OFFICIAL

040

141827

Individual

Many apartments begin with
the blitzing of all greenery that
currently exists on the block
and the nature strips,
especially the removal of large
trees. At the planning stage, it
would be better to see what
modifications can be made to
preserve the existing trees. It
is preferable to keep trees that
have survived in their micro
climate rather than starting
from scratch waiting years for
large trees to grow.
It is imperative that residents
have open space and greenery
for the recognised positive
impacts on well being but also
to provide habitats for other
species. This would include
open areas for ball games,
bike paths and enclosed
spaces for younger children eg
sandpits, swings. Large tree
canopy, arbours using trees or
wooden frames with creepers,
drainage and collection of
water for bogs, ponds etc
would provide areas of
coolness in a warming planet..
The use of ground cover such
as granitic sand rather than
concrete would allow for a
sensory experience and allows
water into the ground. Use of
swales and water gardens add
interest to the environment
and assists water pollution due
to run off.

Design safety and comfort for
residents i.e. non flammable
materials, safe access and
security.
Measures in design that suit our
weather conditions for comfort
and reduce reliance on energy eg
smaller windows, verandahs or
shutters, adjustable louvres on
opposing sides I summer and in
winter entrance areas the can be
protected from southerly winds,
wet rooms etc.
Using lighter colours in external
materials to reflect heat, green
walls and roofs for aesthetics,
oxygenating and cooling urban
environments.
Limiting height to 3 or 4 levels to
reduce impact on the view,
shade, sun and wind for current
residents.
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see last point above

New construction creates
lots of waste and issues and
needs laws and law
enforcement due to:
-incidences of asbestos
being removed from sites
-dumping demolition
rubbish in other areas and
the environment
-corrosive materials being
broken down without
containment impacting on
health and property of
residents eg airborne
concrete dust entering
residents homes causing
respiratory problems like
chronic cough and damage
to car duco (actually know
where this has happened)
-effects of noise time it
starts, loudness
-building operations taking
over road ways and
blocking access for locals
-sites being dug out for
huge developments
undermining footings of
nearby houses

041

141911

Individual

I think there should be a
vacant green space in every
block, like in European cities.
There doesn´t need to be play
equipment in every one, just a
few chairs, and trees and
grass. Some can have
playgrounds, some can have
bbqs, all need chairs and grass
and trees.

There should NOT be more than 5
buildings in one block. Around
Anstey Station in Brunswick,
apartment buildings are out of
control. No parking, no
greenspace.... who was in
charge???

042

141931

Individual

043

141972

Individual

I think adding trees is the bare
minimum. I would also suggest
each building to have a
composting system and collect
and use rainwater for the
trees and common areas.

I would also require for
developers to prove that design is
optimal when it comes to energy
efficiency and sustainability.

Agree with the suggested
amendments. Would also
suggest to use more
landscape around the
building to help break wind.

Would also suggest to
include rain/shade
coverage for the
pedestrian in Street
frontage design.

044

142051

Individual

I agree more trees is really
important . As the summers
get hotter due to climate
change trees will be crucial to
provide shading . They will also
allow greater carbon
absorption. The more trees
the better, concrete blocks are
terrible for mental health.

Agree this is a good idea!

This is also a great idea,
winds will become more
severe with climate change,
we need to start planning
to protect against severe
weather

Good idea !
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All apartment buildings
MUST be less than 5
stories.

The lowest level
shouldn´t push onto the
footpath. All buildings
need at least one car park
per apartment.

All construction should be
code abiding and safe.

Agree with all the proposals
And also better building
surveying list E construction
- so many faults with newer
constructions that "passed"
inspection
Agree with changes
suggested

Good idea!

045

142297

Individual

As much green space as
possible. Ground green space
and vertical green space.

Ensure developers (people
and organisations) are
accountable to the
construction standards. Apt
penalties are in enforced.
The two examples that
offended our collective
conscious:
1. When the Corkman
facade 'accidentally' fell
down. A more suitable
penalty would have been to
ensure the facade was
reconstructed, piece by
piece.
2. Use of illegal cladding to
build apartments.

OFFICIAL

046

142375

Ricardo
Energy,
Environment &
Planning

Q. A proposed change is to
encourage landscape in street
frontages. Does that also
include the provision of street
trees? Difficulty in providing
with podiums built to
boundary, particularly in a
MAC with strategic direction
to build to boundary.
Q. Also conflict of tree canopy
and canopy over footpath.

Q. Is Table W consistent
with Australian Standards?
Q. Can the Australian
Standards be referenced so
if they update overtime the
document maintains
relevancy?
Q. Figure 7 suggest
updating. D should always
be equal to or greater than
L/2 based on the formula
but Figure 7 appears to
show it less than L/2 at
parts.
Recommend guidance from
wind consultants to
determine the thresholds
for a desktop analysis and
wind tunnel assessment.

The standard at 5.5 on
page 32 has been in part
copied across from Clause
55 but contains standards
more suited to a town
house development e.g.
‘No more than one singlewidth crossover should
be provided for each
dwelling fronting a
street’. Suggest more
tailored standards for
apartment buildings
which generally have a
basement shared
entry/exit points rather
than individual
driveways.
Section 5.7 page 33
recommends early
consultation between
applicants and service
providers to understand
spatial requirements and
negotiate good design
outcomes. Has there
been lobbying of service
providers to review their
requirements and
provide more flexibility in
their location needs?
Individual projects are
often met with
resistance. More
headway could be made
if this was a wider
approach to encourage
service providers review
their requirements to
assist in achieving
consistently good design
outcomes across
developments.
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Section 6.4 details that an
application should describe
how the site will be
managed prior to and
during the construction
period. This detail is
something that would be
appropriate in a CMP that
forms part of a condition. It
seems premature and open
to change if lodged at the
initial planning application
stage. The way the
standard is written would
result in Council’s
requesting this detail up
front which is considered
unnecessary and should not
be a determining factor as
to whether an application is
approved.

047

142382

Individual

Plan for keeping native trees,
bushes or pre plan landscaping
to increase suburban canopy
around property, shield
property, or even wall, roof &
balcony garden to provide
insulation, pollution screen,
looks good too. Good for bees
and birds and entertaining
together.

048

142397

Individual

Green spaces are essential to
our well being, especially with
our time living in dense areas.
There should always be a
"breathing" space, whether it
is a public green space or a
private one. It can be as simple
as a green journey taking us
back to our apartment
doorstep or a balcony, no
matter how small, but a tiny
outdoor space makes a big
difference. Balconies should
be mandatory, we can grow
basic herbs there or any plants
to enjoy.

Cladding & insuation must be fire
retardent (not grenville uk
disaster) ! Limit heights
(skyscraper in suburbia dont wk
for traffic and aesthetics), have
clear space for escape routes un
event of building disaster (maybe
make green space?) Roof, balcony
and drive way drainage design is
problematic, needs builder
aechitect imput to improve.
Lighting be motion sensor driven
and combine passive solar design
rather than all nite/day? Can have
funnel chimney ventilation like
London appts near houses of
parliament. More passive solar in
design. Need communal space in
design eg shared laundry, shared
recreational area = more efficient
use space.
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Yes. Ask architectd
engineets builders!

Have designated car
share spaces, bike (motor
nont motor) spaces
mixed with car... maybe
only works near piblic
transport? Needs green
corridpr wedge nearby
for syorm water drain,
heat sink, community,
asthetics.

Rethink processes to
reduce building waste, toxic
waste.. recondition soil and
ground stability.

049

142452

Individual

Agree with changes but they
need to go further.
- pls REQUIRE, not encourage,
landscaping in street frontage.
- pls set a MINIMUM of
communal open space,
calculated as a percentage of
the overall building footprint.
- pls make a landscaped
GREEN ROOF COMPULSARY
for all NEW developments - as
it is in the city of Paris for
example. This will be essential
in regulating temperature rise
in summer in heavily built up
parts of the city. I live in
Brunswick where the
temperature is easily 3-4
degrees warmer in summer
than the advertised
Melbourne temperature, due
to the heat reverberation off
concrete.

050

142502

Individual

Communal open Space, could
be good for mental health of
high rise or medium rise
residents. If managed properly
it would foster a connection
between residents.

Agree with changes.

OFFICIAL

Agree.

Pls require SET-BACKS on
street frontage for
developments so there is
a better interface with
the street and an
opportunity for
landscaping.

New standard should
absolutely be rolled in, and
address noise pollution
considerations. Pls refer to
the UK Considerate
Construction Scheme
(https://www.ccscheme.or
g.uk) and roll out:
- strict construction times including construction work
to end by 1pm on Saturday.
- no radio allowed on
construction sites at all
times. Tradies Radios
create a significant
disturbance to neighbors,
which is additional - and
often worse - than the
noise of the construction
site. These should be
banned, like in the UK.

051

052

142510

142613

Level
Architecture

Individual

The proposed application,
context and location play a
major role in determining how
much green space is needed.
For example for a small
development of under 10
apartments close to parks,
communal green space may
not be necessary. However, in
a larger development with
many apartments, communal
green space is essential.

Specifying durable materials is
the aspiration of every Architects
and Building Designers. However,
the budget sometime dictates
lesser quality materials. For
example, specifying a wall to be
rendered is durable if it is
maintained properly.
Who will define attractive to
planners in Council?

It's really simple. Stop permitting
the use of extraordinarily cheap
materials (e.g. foam for fence
'fillings').
More important than improved
standards is actually enforcing
them. Force full financial
accountability for misuse of
materials (non-standard, or
dangerous - flammable, toxic etc.)
onto the builder or developer or
certifier (each with their own
responsibilities which should be
pretty clear anyway).
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Again if the development is
only one small compact
building, part of a whole
existing urban fabric, this
point should be rethought
and maybe not considered.
On a larger development,
the fragmentation of the
volumes of the buildings
could help in disrupting
wind turbulence. However,
only an expert consultant
will be able to calculate or
run a simulation to
determine the real impact.

The Street Interface is
subject to the council
zoning.

This should be a Building
permit condition not
planning.

On a narrow site where a
carpark is needed the
garage door material
could be part of the same
material of that front
facade, expressing a
monolithic look.
A blank wall with a
vertical garden could be
very attractive.
Charge much higher fees
for disruption, and enforce
charges for the ongoing
traffic worsening these
developments create. We'll
never recover the full cost,
not while the government
is hell-bent on doing big
business's bidding and
jamming as many people as
possible into our cities as
part of Australia's ponzi
immigration scheme, but
we could at least ensure
more of the cost is
recouped from developers
and home owners who
want to live close to the
city. Victoria Pde Richmond
at Victoria Gardens is a
good example: it's now logjammed. Who pays for this,
apart from the hapless
motorist/tram travellers
forced to wait ages to get
through this now totally
constricted thoroughfare?
Not the developers or dogbox flat owners, that's for
sure!

053

142651

Individual

054

142701

Individual

Sections 6.4 and 6.5 do not
sufficiently take into
account the impact of
contractor parking on
residents in construction
areas, nor of the
inconvenience to residents.
Contractors' parking make
streets difficult to navigate
in residential areas and
difficult for residents to
easily enter and exit their
properties. My suggestion
is that developers be
required to obtain and pay
for parking permits for each
vehicle used by contractors
and subcontractors AND for
this revenue to be used to
offset the rates charged to
nearby residents on a
sliding scale. This would at
least compensate (partly)
residents for the
inconvenience. This
approach could apply to all
construction where shops
and residents are impacted,
not just apartments.
Not strong enough. Should
require more green space than
25sqm. Should have more
specific requirements about
what must be provided in the
communal space and explicit
rights for tenants to set up a
garden/compost etc. With the
growing population and
corresponding shrinking land
availability, residents should
have the right to green space
on their dwellings without
needing to spend a million
dollars on standalone house.

"Visual interest" is hard to
measure. Could end up with some
really ugly stuff.
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055

142704

Individual

Increased communal open
space / green space to all new
apartment dwellings is
essential for the well being of
all residents. Inclusions for
rooftop gardens & ability for
community vegetable gardens,
harvesting and recycling of
rainwater and grey water for
watering. Inclusions for
compost and green waste
recycling at a macro level
should also be included.

The appearance of the building
needs to have a better visual
harmony with its surroundings
and not create visual clutter. It is
not enough to have 5 apartment
buildings in a row that have
visually attractive facades that
age well, they need to interact
with each other and the existing
neighbourhood and not create a
visual cacophony of colour and
shape.

Wind tunnels need to be
considered in conjunction
with weather events Melbourne is well known
for not only strong winds in
Winter but also constant
freezing rain, the
combination of the two
make wind tunnels
unpleasant places for even
the most hardened person.
Considerations on wind
should allow for the use of
awnings wherever possible
to shield pedestrians from
rain.

The biggest interaction
for pedestrians at ground
level comes from the
complete lack of awnings
at street level. Awnings
should be included in
most built up apartments
to give pedestrians
shelter from rain and sun
alike.
Services & Car Access
need to be moved to the
rear of premisses with
the main street facade
considered to be a mix of
either shops or terrace
apartments with access
at street level.

Maintain access to the
footpath at all times.
Consider also within the
standard for builders to
explain where the builders
and associated trades will
park vehicles during
construction. What controls
will be put in place to
ensure local onstreet
parking will not be abused.
What controls are in place
for the rectification of
damage to street verges
and areas from
construction labour parking
on verges and nature strips.
What controls are in place
for waste managment
outside the site, where will
the McDonalds wrappers,
redbull cans and cigarette
butts go? Who is
responsible for the for
keeping the immediate
area (within 50m) of the
site clean?

056

142784

Individual

Provision of green space needs
to be provided - particularly so
that children can have access
to places to play.
Maintenance of green space is
not considered - should this be
mentioned to ensure the
upkeep of landscaping in
apartment developments?
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057

142902

Individual

not allowed using any plastic
material to make a green
looking. no plastic grass, no
plastic trees

058

143106

Individual

All building developments,
large and small need to have
enough garden space to feed
the residents of the precinct =
FOOD SECURITY. Think, hens,
vertical and horizontal food
walls, think roofs, think trees,
think dense, think communal
and SMART.

on the ground, the facade must
use glass, with light inside and
outside, so pedestrian can feel
wider good if it occupied as retail.
if it's for office which is closed
after office hours, at least the
light must be switched on

I hate this wind tunnel
created by high rise
building. not just
apartment. the most
important, any
development of high rise
building must do a study
and mitigate the impact
created to the pedestrian
and activities on the
podium level

I suggest to build canopy
on the pedestrian path in
front of the building, with
minimum 40% using
glass. and canopy has
been designed to allow
the canopy tree grow up.

Less cars, more ped space
and communing spaces
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059

143171

Individual

Please plant more trees so
they can hide the ugliness of
the apartments that are going
up in Melbourne, they are
outrageously ugly and
unappealing.

Please include more bricks, try
and convert the building that is
already on the land into the new
development. Please make them
a little more period and heritage
style if going to develop in
suburbs like Malvern, Hawthorn
and Toorak. Some more wood
used in the external design. Make
them similar style to the
surrounding buildings. Please
consider if a 100 year old house
needs to be knocked down for
some unattractive apartment
block. When I drive down the
main roads in Melbourne I start
crying as I see that our history is
being taken away from us and
replaced with hideous building
that I cant stand looking at.
Please make the buildings all
brick and maybe include some
character in the apartments.
Please have a look at American
Apartments, they are very nice
and tasteful to look at, I would
like to see some American
Inspired apartments in
Melbourne. I am embarrassed for
my family from overseas to come
to Melbourne to see our streets
as they wont get to see historic
and lovely Melbourne they will
see construction fences and nasty
looking apartments which is not
Melbourne.
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Make them smaller and
have less apartments as
this is only encouraging
more cars on our already
congested roads.

060

143209

Individual

Please add that balconies
should have a loading capacity
for a large planter for the
tenant to grow its own tree.
Add also that the roof needs a
load capacity for the future
installation of a green roof and
a access for the residents.

061

143253

Individual

The minimum, of which is
lesser forgets about apartment
complexes of 100+ especially
considering the area of
Maribyrnong council (an area
with large constraints on open
public space) where there is a
high occurrence especially for
the inner west suburbs of its
jurisdiction to build medium
to high density. The there
should not be a lesser
requirement, as it purely
drives density as provides a
financial incentive to those
who are building to go larger.
Suggest an amendment that
reflects what happens in
developments that are 100+ to
especially where there is a lack
of public space in proximity to
the site. Perhaps there is
additional 1sqm per person in
developments 100+ instead of
a lesser 250sqm?

062

143481

Individual

OF COURSE THIS SHOULD BE
MANDATORY!!! i cannot
believe that it is not already....
Go to Singapore and observe.
Green spaces are the only way
to make high density work!

I wished you addressed the
problem of bedroom not having a
window and appartement not
suitable for families. Families are
forced to buy a house in far
suburbs because there is no
alternative. I needed a 3 bedroom
apartment with balcony without
swimming pool/gym, more
affordable than a house and
could not find any.

the current appearance standards
in Melbourne are abhorrent.
please lift the standard.

OFFICIAL

Add 2 street bike hooks
per 10 dwellings for
visitors and uber delivery.

When a bike path is
impacted, the temporary
path should be as safe as
the existing one and not
add time travel for the
cyclists.

0

Whilst not even
suggested here, there is a
lack of mentioned utility
regarding laundry, and
people having space that
is attractive to hang. By
assuming that internal
space for laundry is
available encourages
unsustainable practices
/behaviours that increase
energy consumption or
cause to hang in areas
that cause and eye sore
to public interfaces such
as balconies (despite
strata bylaws people will
do it). The standard
should really consider this
type of utility and adopt
suitable guidelines.

Whilst it is great to see this
as requirement, it ignores
sites where demolition
takes place prior to a
planning permit, under a
local demolition permit.
This management plan for
construction should be also
be considered prior to the
demolition phase,
especially when the site has
been identified with
possible contaminants.

NA

NZ

SHould be minimum .

063

143490

Individual

I think that they sound great. I
also think balconies should
have the running screens you
see on some complexes so
people don't have to put up
random netting etc to give
them privacy. Also, folding
washing lines should be
installed on each balcony.
Down at the old Harold Park
trotting site in Minogue
Crescent, Glebe, they have put
in really nice street scoping
right up to the curbing. The
plants look very robust and it
really softens the look of the
complex. Also, developers
should have to employ proper
landscape designers who don't
just put down wood chip
which gets blown away.

064

143551

Individual

Trees and greenery are
extremely important not only
as habitat for birds & insects
but to reduce the heat created
by increasingly built up
suburbs. When a single house
with a garden is demolished
and replaced with 3
townhouses there is little to
no green space left. On
extremely hot days this leads
to heat being held in the
buildings and increasing the
need for A/C for those who are
able to use it. Trees provide
shade and soak in heat and
carbon improving the overall
micro and macro climate.

Must be checked by independent
surveyors not paid directly by the
developers.
Warmer natural materials would
soften the look and improve the
amenity of the building

OFFICIAL

More plants and trees
would provide wind breaks

Set backs to ensure
streets arena completely
overwhelmed by
developments eg
Brunswick & Collingwood
where some streets have
lost the streetscape and
there is no space or sun
for any trees

065

143554

Individual

The minimum requirements
are tiny, increase them to
actually be ambitious.
Green spaces that have food
growing and native that are
edible.
Bee hives on buildings that can
support them.

066

143568

Individual

See attachment

067

143603

Individual

I currently live in an older
apartment, a block of units
with a backyard with trees,
clothesline, communal garden.
It's fantastic. I love having
trees on my windows as well
to help keep the heat out. I
wouldn't dream of buying or
renting a newer apartment;
there's no green so it heats up
and it's ugly to boot.

More emphasis on local,
renewable sourced and recycled
materials

The current fashion of plain
render is ugly, it peels after 10
years, gets rust stained easily. I'd
love a standard with visual
interest and more durability, as
long as it's fire safe.
I'd love requirements for more
green walls - plants improve the
look of everything, even plain
concrete walls look great with
plants around them.

Didn't think of this initially
but excellent. The wind in
the Melbourne CBD is
insane and I'd hate to see
suburbs feeling like that
someday.

I don't see why architects
design buildings with ugly
car entrances, without
windows, and without
any kind of meaningful
addition to the
neighborhood. I'd love
stricter standards on the
look of a building, not just
on the construction itself.
I'm in Kew and there's
some really...
unfortunate... looking
apartment blocks and
houses - render, no
setback, no green, tiny
windows. It's soulless and
ugly, especially in such an
older style area.

I'm actually in the
(commercial) construction
industry and could imagine
new standards making my
life somewhat harder;
however, standards to refer
to would make it easier to
avoid complaints by
residents. Our programs
are tight and having
concrete legislation to point
to to show the client "we
need more time because
this is the way we must
work, and it's slower but
minimises disturbances"
would be incredibly helpful.
It's nothing we can't get
used to and implement/use
to our advantage.
Residential builders and
sites I see in my area and in
the suburbs are incredibly
poorly managed and could
probably use some
standards to help them out.
Litter, dirt tracked over the
roads, working at all hours
and volumes.

OFFICIAL

068

144337

Individual

There should be a requirement
for greener gardens etc

Materials that look and are solid
should be used, rather than
cladding that covers so much of
Melbourne.
Masonry looks so much more
attractive, solid and natural. It
feels inviting and homely.
Materials like aluminium or a lot
of the cladding looks cheap. New
buildings with cladding look
temporary, flimsy and cheap.

069

144482

Individual

Making it more inviting, more
benches, shelter and picnic
areas.

Less glass exterior, too reflectivesometimes blinding. More variety
in exterior design, more
decorative ornaments.

OFFICIAL

6 stories and more is an
appropriate threshold to
consider wind impacts

There should be fewer
parking lots. Where
vehicle access is required
it should be off the main
road and seamless.

N/a

070

144575

Individual

I think there needs to be more
of an emphasis on green living
- push for living green walls,
compulsory planting that
requires minimal care (i.e.
native, durable and mostly
unkillable). Push for balconies
to have inbuilt garden spaces.
Communal areas should also
be able to be open to the
public if at all possible, and
have more communal food
garden options, rather than
just some grass and a couple
of trees. This will also help
(very minimally) in the food
security of people in the
homes.

More art on the walls - the
buildings are UGLY. They are
depressing and it's bad enough
they steal the sunshine from the
areas, they are also horrible to
look at. They do not make me feel
happy, and instead makes me
resent the construction, the
councils, the owners/renters of
the buildings.
They also should be capped at like
5 stories, not these stupid
multiple floors that rise ever
higher, stealing ever more
sunshine, making everyone more
colder. Especially in this miserable
Melbourne weather. A lot of
them also have bits falling off,
which is bad.

OFFICIAL

I think all buildings more
than two stories should
consider wind impacts. I
don't know enough about
wind tunnels to provide any
input here, but I can
definitely say I have
experienced it often
enough - I try to avoid areas
where there are
apartments as they are
cold, unwelcoming and
ugly.

More art on the walls the buildings are UGLY.
They are depressing and
it's bad enough they steal
the sunshine from the
areas, they are also
horrible to look at. They
do not make me feel
happy, and instead makes
me resent the
construction, the
councils, the
owners/renters of the
buildings.
More and more
apartments are also
building spaces for shops
on the bottom floor, most
of which don't turn into
shops at all, remaining
empty for years, and ugly.
This invites graffiti and
just makes the whole
area seem like a lower
socio-economic area. I
think there should be
some re-consideration
around bottom floor
buildings - would they be
better off as garden
areas? Public access areas
for bike parking, events?
Could they be council
owned and leased out for
a really cheap price to
community events, or
groups? Could they be
used for free by
DPOs/community
groups? As it is, they
remain there empty, they
really could be put to
better use.

The biggest construction
impacts for me personally is
the number of workers who
take over the parking spots
in the area, limiting my
ability to move around my
neighbourhood easily. I
have to hunt for parking at
my local supermarket, or be
constantly stopped by
trucks when going to work
or picking up my child from
school, etc. It's
inconvenient for the area to
be held up by outsiders
coming into the area to
build something that is
ugly, big, steals sunshine,
and does not contribute to
the neighbourhood in any
meaningful way.

They also should be
capped at like 5 stories,
not these stupid multiple
floors that rise ever
higher, stealing ever
more sunshine, making
everyone more colder.
Especially in this
miserable Melbourne
weather.

OFFICIAL

071

144696

RUUHM

Green open spaces must give
the occupants the feeling of
living in a house, not an
apartment...that's the key
here. Not an easy one to
master, but essential for well
being of the occupants. I have
two current 'Housepartment'
projects that can demonstrate
excellent use of setbacks and
landscaping. I am happy to
share these with you.

I believe that apartments, in
particular in NRZ areas, should
not look like apartments but
more like 'Housepartments'.
Standing in front of a
Housepartment the onlooker
should be thinking 'what a lovely
new home and what a great
facade' when in fact it would
typically be disguising 4 large
'Housepartments' of
approximately 180m2 each with
their own generous open spaces
and ample basement for car, bike
and household storage. A
Housepartment is an apartment
the size of a house but with the
convenience of an apartment
(lock and go, low maintenance,
secure)
My name is George Bakrnchev
and I graduated in Melbourne
with a double major in human
applied psychology in 1986 and
my life's passion as a developer
(RUUHM.COM.AU) has been
guided by our companies motto
'where and how you live matters',
I've taken what we stand for even
further by creating Australia's first
Certified Housepartment
program. This certification
program will be available in 90120 days from today. I am very
happy to see the Victorian
government undertaking this
feedback process...thank you!

OFFICIAL

A suburban home could be
3 storeys high. So based on
this I would consider 4 or
more storeys should be a
candidate for wind analysis.
but only if it is a sensitive
landscape.
Keeping in mind that every
extra condition you apply
to a developer to gain a
Development Approval will
either increase their costs
and as a consequence the
end sale price (which
reduces affordability) or it
will force the developer to
look elsewhere for easier
sites and builds.

Construction management
plans are valid for certain
street conditions and the
number of apartments
being built but, not for all
applications.
Every additional condition
you place on a developer
will only reduce housing
affordability if it is just a
blanket rule and is not
considered on a case by
case basis.

072

144798

Architects
Becerra

The landscaping standard,
communal open space
standard and the design
response of these spaces
should be the domain of a
Landscape Architect .
Prescribing area and % of
landscape may not be the best
outcome for the location and
environment in which the
apartment is located.

073

144806

Andrew Ferris
Drafting and
Design

See attachment

Appearance of the building
should be determined by an
Architect NOT a planner.
Long lasting eternal material
should be considered because
long after the building gets an
"award " the body corporate is
left with the maintenance and
repair of poor quality materials.

OFFICIAL

Different locations mean
that Wind Tunnel studies
may be required BUT
mandating for these studies
will result in a domino
affect in areas where a
minimal affect may occur
such as low rise (4 - 5
storey apartments) thus
having to assume the
development potential of
undeveloped adjoing sites.
So where does it stop.

If the precinct is zoned to
have apartment building
clear building separations
dimensions MUST be
applied , similarly to the
NSW SEPP 65 Apartment
Design Guidelines

The proposed
Environmental controls and
Public Safety Guidelines
should be adopted .
However the policing of
these must be carried out
by the approval authority
NOT Private Certification.

074

145039

Individual

The proposed changes make a
lot of sense; I could not see in
the report any consideration
for vandalism or graffiti. With
the vast majority of new
buildings experiencing
vandalism of some sort plants
and landscaping are often the
best option to prevent this,
but this does not seem to be
considered at planning stage
of development.

Again vandalism and graffiti of
the building do not often seem to
be considered when designing
the appearance of new buildings,
and incentive and guidance from
council/government could make a
real difference. And yet looking at
the vast majority of building
around Melbourne shows this is a
large problem, and becomes one
of the largest ongoing
maintenance issues in most new
developments. Consideration of
wall finishes, plants and building
layout could greatly reduce
vandalism and graffiti, and in turn
improve the local community.
Some clear examples of poor
design on current apartment
construction projects can be seen
along Smith Street in
Collingwood, Large flat white
walls on the sides of most of the
developments are already
vandalised before the buildings
are finished, and will continue to
be vandalised for the life of the
building, this problem could have
been designed out at planning
stage as it is a predictable thing in
Melbourne.

OFFICIAL

A common problem not
addressed in the report is
the difference in predicted
completion dates and
actual time taken, if you are
told their will only be 2
years of disturbance but it
actually takes 4 years this
can become the biggest
issue. Is it worth looking at
the estimated time and
actual build time of prior
years apartments to more
truthfully advice
surrounding neighbours of
a realistic timeline.

075

145528

Individual

076

145711

Urban Edge
Consultants

I feel that apartments and new
buildings in Melbourne should
have a strong focus on green
facades. There are multiple
benefits to green facades, but
especially during heatwaves in
summer they can be an
effective tool for maintaining a
cooler internal environment in
the buildings. Last summer
when Melbourne reached 45+
degrees the grid system
struggle to provide power all
day to the increased demand
and as a result suburb's power
was shut off. Having green
roofs and walls could help to
solve this energy demand as
they act to passively cool the
buildings. As well as this, if
they are designed with native
plants they can also help to
provide habitat for many
native species and reduce the
numbers of exotic pest
species.
I believe these changes are
positive step in the direction,
however I would like more
directions to respond to upper
floor landscaping for green
facade treatments. The Design
Standard could provide
additional criteria to address
this matter, which often arises
in our interactions with
Council.

I believe this new standard is
good and provides good guidance
for our clients.

OFFICIAL

I believe this new standard
is good and provides good
guidance for our clients.

I believe this new
standard is good and
provides good guidance
for our clients.

I believe this new standard
is good and provides good
guidance for our clients.

077

146002

Individual

078

146213

Individual

079

146831

Individual

Important changes not only
for the community but for the
environment also, more green
spaces and green walls the
better. Smarter design that fits
the community is great

Please employ landscape
architects and urban planners
on council to vet and provide
assistance on design.

I think exposed and external walls
should be used for greening and
blend with the environment
around it. The idea is great and
long overdue in our cities and
towns with many new
developments
I really dislike having too many
different materials used on the
exterior. Keep it simple and
embrace symmetry.
Please employ architects and
town planners on councils to vet
designs and provide guidance and
oversight.

I think wind impact should
be implemented for 3 or
more stories, any large
building is going to capture
and block wind in tunnels
formed by the building.

I agree with this section
fully.

Please employ architects
to assist with design and
planning and sign off on
designs.
Hotham street in East St
Kilda between Glen Eira
Rd and Inkerman st is
being decimated with
cheap and ugly office
bunker type facades.
Before they are
bulldozed, houses are
intentionally left derelict
so they can get around
council regulations on
demolition of heritage
style houses.
Please ensure there is
ample off street parking
for all new builds,
including in areas near
transport, particularly in
streets with existing
terraces that don't have
off street parking.
Ensure new builds don't
block out sun to rooftops
that could potentially or
already have solar panels.

OFFICIAL

Great policy

080

147197

Individual

This is great, we need more
green space. Well curated
natural plantations will not
improve health and wellbeing
it will not age poorly over
time.

This is great, it needs to be
clearer about what a high quality
appearance is, this seems like a
debate-able topic. Architecturally,
photos and designs of similar
buildings should be provided as a
submission to council and to local
communities. This is a heavily
visual task and should be
reflected as such.

OFFICIAL

-

Local communities should
have a way to
communicate desires
around the look, feel and
needs of their
communities, this way
the designers and
developers of apartments
can not only work with
the community to
integrate aesthetic
qualities, but also work
with more local small
business, hobbyists and
education practitioners to
try and create a win-win
design that may benefit
both parties and be
profitable for all. Many
apartment buildings
isolate the land from
locals, where there is an
opportunity to create
deeper community.

Permission for approval
should also have a deeper
consideration to immediate
neighbours, whether that is
sound pollution,
destruction of foliage,
bridging onto land or limits
until
compensation/alternate
accomodation must be
offered for affected
individuals. More
transparency and
neighbourhood support in
this space will be better for
everyone!

081

147507

Individual

Consider mandating wall
gardens and / or roof gardens
to soften some of the harsh
surfaces in buildings above a
certain size.
Please consider including
suggestions of suitable tree
species for typical contexts, to
encourage good selection
even when developers cut
corners on landscape
designers. Reference should
be given to the following
document.
https://watersensitivecities.or
g.au/wpcontent/uploads/2017/11/Tre
es-for-a-cool-city_Guidelinesfor-optimised-treeplacement.pdf

An important aspect that is
overlooked is the visual impact
both from the street and from
other apartments across the
street or laneway. The aesthetics
are often compromised by bad
design eg clear glass balcony
balustrades showing ugly aircon
units and clothes on washing
lines. These elements must be
properly managed with opaque
balustrades as a minimum, if not
other types of natural screenings.
Also building roofs should be
planned and designed so that
they look good from above avoid shining materials, avoid
unsightly and exposed plant and
equipment.
Consider wall gardens and roof
gardens to soften some of the
harsh surfaces.

OFFICIAL

Good idea to minimise the
wind tunnel effect caused
by high rise
Given the lack of space for
other comments, other
important points include:
minimum ceiling heights
must be lifted to above
2400. Every habitable room
must have an openable
window. Minimum floor
areas must be increased to
a liveable level - no more
shoe boxes.

Enhanced safety for
dwellers and passers-by
through active
supervision and good line
of sight.
Bike storages must be
secure and easily
accessible. Too many
exposed bike racks on the
ground floor of
apartment buildings lead
to unnecessary theft
increase rate. Also
exposed bike storages
can negatively impact the
aesthetics.
Retail, cafes or
commercial zoning should
be encouraged on the
ground floors in all cases.
Avoid graffiti or facilitate
quick removal of graffiti
through good choice of
material eg clear glass or
mesh fencing with thick
foliage at street level

Include the mandatory
provision of noise
cancelling headphones to
impacted neighbours
adjacent to construction
sites.
Ban smoking by
construction workers on
site - passive smoke by
construction workers
affects neighbours’ health
and amenity

082

147714

Individual

Maximum feasible green space
including canopy trees. Have
spent a few months living in
China. Much higher
apartment density than here.
Densities that will eventually
be needed here. Many
developments include
extensive green spaces. Those
spaces do a lot to "soften" the
impact of even dull apartment
block designs. Any standards
for green spaces must include
requirements to favour
indigenous plants. If they are
not practicable then native
plants are to be used. The
objectives being to reduce
water consumption and to
provide biota environments.
The standard should provide
sample examples of plants
suitable for various spaces and
surface treatment conditions.

I support key issues described in
the appearance of the building. I
particularly noted reference to
consideration needed about
maintenance requirements. I
suggest adding cleaning of
exterior and windows as an issue.
I teach building design students
on their OHS Act requirements,
with special emphasis on their
Section 29 duties. My students
are second year Advanced
Diploma students. My class is the
first time they become aware of
those duties. An amended
standard should include
reference to the Section 29
duties. (Essentially deals with
requirements for the design to
aim to reduce risks for any
building or structure that is going
to be used as a workplace.
Therefore maintenance and
external cleaning issues come
into play for apartments.) See
WorkSafe Victoria guide
"Designing safe buildings and
structures" - it is a pretty good
guide on key issues to take into
account.

No comment.

No comment.

No comment.

083

147982

Individual

I agree with the changes. set
backs are important, planter
boxes on each floor , so many
buildings are now on street
level and go up ten to 20 floors
with no thought for plantings.
essential are rooftop gardens
at about level 6 or 7 ( ours is at
level 7) .

I would like to see less glass use
on lower floors as is happening in
Collingwood. less shops and
more townhouse style on the first
two levels, more planter boxes
and even less parking,

wind is an issue in
Swanston st as many of the
high rise buildings are on
street boundary same has
happend on Elizabeth. It
also affects the upper levels
in our 10 level building in
Pelham with wind whistling
around the area, Back in
the day, they had street
awnings for a reason to

less glass use on lower
floors more brick and
garden or plant boxes as
is happening in
Collingwood. less shops
and more townhouse
style on the first two
levels, and even less
parking,

less blocking of road and
especially the bike paths as
happens daily in Carlton

OFFICIAL

protect from rain and wind.
maybe???

084

147983

Individual

085

148036

Individual

Yes, this is so good I nearly
cried. Please please don’t let
anyone alter these
requirements.
2.4 - Specify that, where
possible, at least some of the
deep soil area should be
within habital zones of the
building i.e. It is not beneficial
to occupants to have all deep
soil area (and therefore all
canopy trees) on the roadside.
2.5 - Thought must be given to
the 'reasonable recreation
needs' of the the residents
based off the capacity of their
dwellings.
2.5 - The amenity provided
should be accesible and
comfortable for all during
varying weather events.
2.5 - Noise reduction
strategies both towards and
away from the space should
be considered and
implemented.

3.4 - Strong support should be
given to ensure the variability of
the external structure; this
structural aspect having the
greatest impact on the
community as a whole.
3.4 - Not only should the
materials remain durable for the
life of the bubilding, but should
also retain the qualities that
ensure their interest.

OFFICIAL

4.4 - This section is
inconsistent with sections
2.4 & 2.5. Limiting the
applicability of this
proposed standard to
buildings of only five
storeys or higher would
limit the use of green
spaces in smaller buildings
during these weather
events. Victoria's windy
conditions and the impact
they have on building
occupants should be
considered by all planners.
This is a reasonable
request.
4.4 - It would be sufficient
to include all buildings in
this proposed standard, but
only require desktop
wind/wind tunnel analysis
in buildings of five or more
stories (as outlined in
section 4.5). This would
assist all planners and
applicants to uphold
conditions outlined in

5.4-5.7 - These proposed
changes are strongly
supported.

6.4 - The public should be
clearly notified of how to
report breaches of this
standard.

section 2, and ensure that
further study is required for
buildings that have the
postential to directly
impact wind conditions.

OFFICIAL

086

148147

Individual

I'm very worried about the
cost of upkeep of green space
in apartments. Many people
choose apartments because
they want low-maintenance,
low-cost living (including my
partner and I). Requiring
garden upkeep means higher
common fees for owners and
renters. Housing affordability
is a huge issue and this will
only make things worse. The
emphasis on canopy trees is
arbitrary - there are plenty of
other types of landscapes that
are lower maintenance and
still wonderful - including
succulent gardens. Many
apartments have thousands of
dollars per year in common
fees because they have so
many communal garden
spaces - whereas very lovely
buildings without common
spaces are closer to a few
hundred dollars per year. It
makes a huge difference for
affordability, and common
fees like this will only rise over
time, even if the mortgage is
paid off.

These standards look acceptable,
but they are vague - how will it be
determined what 'visual interest'
design looks like? There is a risk
that many buildings will not be
built for arbitrary reasons if this is
not clarified.

OFFICIAL

No comment

Agree very much with
'active street front'
requirement, but this
might mean we need
zoning changes to allow
cafes and shops to be set
up easily on the ground
floor of new apartments.

No comment

087

148156

Individual

088

148231

Individual

At the moment developers pay
lip service to green spaces.
They’re often tucked away in
awkward locations or
tokenistic - all in an effort to
maximize the density of the
development. There should be
a requirement for meaningful
green spaces that are
accessible to residents and
that reflect, improve and do
not detract from
neighbourhood character.
Equally, there should be
specific allowance for and
mandated deep planting so
that trees or more substantial
plantings can take root and
thrive. This aspect is equally
important when considering
the fact that we want increase
the greening of our cities to
assist in our fight against
climate change.
I support these changes and
would support even further
requirements to have larger
communal green spaces with
substantial and health tree
and plant coverage. This is
essential for the wellbeing of
the community as well as the
comfort and energy efficiency
of the property. I like the
minimum size specifications
for trees and soil and would
support further detailed
requirements to ensure clarity.

The quality of materials is
paramount but equally they
should be sympathetic to an
reflect or enhance the
predominant materials used in
surrounding structures. This is
particularly important in heritage
areas. The materials should
complement those used in
adjoining and surrounding
structures. Also, consideration
should be given to the impact of
materials proposed to
neighboring structures eg glare,
reflections etc.

I support the changes but there
do need to be sufficient details in
the requirements on how to
achieve the required outcomes.

OFFICIAL

Both street interface and
interface with adjoining
properties are important
considerations.

I support the changes but
there do need to be
sufficient details in the
requirements on how to
achieve the required
outcomes.

I support the changes but
there do need to be
sufficient details in the
requirements on how to
achieve the required
outcomes.

I support the changes but
there do need to be
sufficient details in the
requirements on how to
achieve the required
outcomes.

089

148259

Individual

More European trees that
provide only shade in summer
and don’t fall al people so
easily as gums
Dwarf gums and lots of native
shrubs dense so that the urban
native Australia wildlife have
home

Not so blocky and solid concrete
looking colours. More texture like
nature and wood
Not mor than 3 storeys high if In a
houses street

Not more than 3 storeys
high can lessen wind tunnel
effects.... look at Paris rules
for how to control tall
buildings in a city

090

148390

Individual

I believe that new apartments
should be carbon neutral:
Water tanks and grey water
Solar
Most importantly green walls
to reduce the need to run
cooling

All new buildings should provide a
green backdrop and habitat for
bees, birds and other insects.

New buildings should
protect the current space,
providing shelter for trees
and birds.

OFFICIAL

Appearance Not so boxy
with block colours, have
more natural materials
and with that comes
texture. Street trees
(European trees or dwarf
natives) should be
planned. Access should
be an ordinary drive from
street but go
UNDERGROUND for
parking.... see
Switzerland appartments
design for apartment
underground parking
designs they are excellent
at maximising parking
space
Reduced vehicle reliance,
new buildings near public
transport and with
improved bike access

Make buildings SAFE none
of this fire unsafe cladding
Brick and appropriate
timber cladding are good.

New buildings should be
carbon neutral in all
materials, with builders
recycling all materials
including soft plastic from
material wrapping.

091

148476

Individual

092

148561

DADA (Darebin
Appropriate
Development
Association)

A greater area around
buildings / apartments needs
to occur to increase green
infrastructure and reduce
thermal loading on walls and
roofs. Further, greater garden
areas are likely to aid in
diminishing the urban heat
island effect. Add to this an
area where recreational
facilities particularly for
apartment is possible will
make them more liveable. The
quite engagement with the
natural world is so often
denied to people living in
apartments. See R & S Kaplans
work on the engagement with
nature. Typically I find that
architects are naïve as to the
space required for growing
substantial trees, trees that
should be taller than the
apartments. there are
examples of this in Melbourne
typically in South Melbourne
on Kings Way I believe where
the apartments do not sit as a
dull brood on the landscape.
Green Space
2.2
- to endeavour to clarify that
existing mature trees should
be retained, the mentality of
developers(in general) needs
to be changed by increasing
the fine for breaches of the
law.$2500 is inadequate and
developers needs to feel that
taking the risk of unlawful tree
removal is not worth the risk!
2.3
- It’s our ongoing view, that it
is important that provision of
canopy trees should specify or

Apartments need to have a
passive appearance within the
landscape. It seems that so many
architects want to make a
statement that sees their creation
confronting the urban landscape
rather than being passive to it.
Dinner Plain could be such an
example.

Trees are the element that
will reduce the effects of
wind on buildings especially
the hot northerly and
westerly winds together
with the shading element.

Set backs from the street
should be sufficient with
vegetation to draw
people into what is
beyond giving added
interest to that which the
apartment complex
offers.

Construction should not
impact on any existing trees
that are worthy of
retention and an analysis by
competent people should
be undertaken prior to any
design contemplated.
Following the Australian
Standard AS 4970-2009
would be a welcome start.

Appearance of buildings
3.2
- “visually interesting”! Our
Council already uses this phrase
and consequently we are seeing
more and more bland/ugly
buildings. Council has recently
employed an architect, and in
addition Planners might up their
game by having PD in aesthetics.
To include the words- material,
colour and texture is a start, but
they can easily be applied in a
way that end up looking like a
dogs breakfast!
Outcomes

All good!

Street Interference
5.3
-“integration of building
services” so they do not
dominate the facade.
We think this is an
important issue that is
not consistent when
referring to active street
frontage. Too often we
see louvre doors that feel
intimidating and
unwelcoming. On
solution is to have a
designated area set back
at street level.

Good!
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at least include eucalypts. Not
just for variety but for well
being and to soften edges at
street level.
Increased provision of
eucalypts is essential for our
fauna.
- we think it would be
beneficial to make a clear
definition of what constitutes
a canopy tree, so that the
definition is applied universally
across all shires. Eg, my
Council Darebin, allows Crepe
Myrtles as a canopy tree, but
takes some 70-80 years to
provide a decent amount of
shade.
Outcomes
2.3
- To provide landscaping that
supports well being in
communal OS, we say, tubs
and containers for plants
should apply most to above
ground areas.
- the minimum number of
trees in Column 1 should be
trebled to make some gain on
the tree cover already lost and
to make some attempt to
address the Climate Change
Emergency! Inevitably there
will be some loss of new
planting too.
2.6
- The Design Response must
include a preferred orientation
to either N, E or W for well
being purposes.
- The Design Response must
include a diversity of
indigenous/native planting of
trees, shrubs and grasses.

3.3 Separate like this:
- Apartment buildings are
(aesthetically) attractive (and not
too busy)
- Apartment buildings that are
built from durable materials so
they age well.
No use of combustible cladding,
including polystyrene foam slabs
on exteriors.
3.4
- The external materials should:
- provide visual interest through
variation in material ( including
use of timber), colour( with light
shades being more prominent
than dark) and texture.
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148634

94

148703

095

148724

096

148840

Individual
Individual

Grimshaw
Architects

Individual

See attachment

See attachment

See attachment

See attachment

See attachment

I like the recommendations for
canopy trees in 2.4.
I would like to see
recommendations for other
vegetation, like lawns and
bushes incorporated into
section 2.
I don’t like the hard
discontinuity between 10 and
11 dwellings in 2.5. The
sudden jump for communal
requirements of open space
from 25m2 to 250m2 is jarring
and may encourage
developments to gravitate to
10 dwellings if they are
considering 11 or 12. I would
recommend this is a sliding
scale, or that the gap is less
jarring by increasing the
amount to be a linear 25m2
per dwelling

I like the direction of design
considerations, but the standard
does not sufficiently mandate
what attractiveness means.
It might be appropriate that
design responses must describe
the expected appearance of
external materials after 40 years,
mandating that discolouration or
wear be described so that
materials like block concrete are
identified or discouraged.
It may be appropriate to create
guidelines relating to the use of
particularly unattractive
materials, such as concrete, and
limiting the percentage of an
external face that cna be clad or
built with that material.

This section may be more
complex than I understand.
I like that this standard
allows for impact to be
assessed with buildings less
than 5 stories high when
the space between
buildings is narrow.
It might be good to have a
mandatory requirement for
wind modelling also bound
to the shape of the
building, as this can be a
factor.

5.4 should include a
standard that street
frontages should be
designed so that entry to
the building does not
encourage blocking
footpaths.
5.5 should be updated
from “The location of
crossovers should
maximise the retention of
on-street car parking
spaces.“ to “The location
of crossovers should
minimise the impact to
car parking, footpaths
and other road users.” to
de-emphasise the role of
cars around apartment
buildings and give
councils the ability to
balance multiple road
users.

It would be good if
construction impacts are
assessed in the context of
other construction work
occurring in an area and
that a council has the
discretion to manage this.
Compounding impacts in
high-density construction
zones can wreak havoc on
traffic.

- more residential protected
garden courtyards for
residents (safe for children to
play not only designed for
- food production in rooftop
gardens
-allow dogs in these spaces
people want to have pets in
units too
-balconies should have plants

- materials that are not eye sore
(no pink, green, orange, purple
facades with crazy parametric
designs) we want simplicity and
elegance- true efficient materias
that complement the streets such
as brick, stone, concrete, timber,
double glazed thermal insulated
windows.
- no more glass towers please!

- Less carparking more
storage provision
- every development
should be trying to collect
and reuse water and
collect solar energy as a
minimum

much more green space
required

high, huge, horrible bulky
buildings which destroy any
streetscape, engagement at
street level etc !!

- wind analysis should be a
requirement for every
apartment
- designers need to take
into account the whole
block/ neighbourhood to
analyse wind tunnel effect
on the adjacent streets
-demonstrating different
mass studies of wind and
solar efficiency should be
mandatory for every
project
currrently huge wind
tunnels its horrible !!!
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none at present; need
huge change !!

lots of construction vehicles
causing noise traffic isssues
etc etc etc!!

097

148993

MAB
Corporation

The draft proposal that all
developments must include
landscaped communal open
space is the most concerning
recommendation in the
Discussion Paper and should
be removed.
The assertion that every
apartment should have
mandatory shared space
outside the apartment,
imposes a lifestyle that many
Victorians don’t want or can’t
afford. As a blanket approach,
this limits housing diversity
and burdens owners with
significant up front and
recurring costs.
The requirement for
mandatory shared gardens
would have a particularly
negative effect on small scale
apartment developments
because;
• Lack of Choice: In MAB’s
experience, many people
choose small developments
because they like to keep to
themselves and don’t wish to
be embroiled in the ownership
of shared facilities.
Conversely, it is more common
for larger developments to
have gardens and facilities
(which incur higher owners’
corporation levies but are
more attractive to renters).
The market currently caters to
a broad range of preferences
and budgets and MAB’s
experience suggests that there
is ample choice.
• Capital cost: MAB estimates
the cost to the consumer for a
small roof garden with lift

It is notable that the reference
photos included in the draft are
inner suburban luxury projects
(eg Elwood Housing, Oxford and
Peel and 35 Spring Street). These
apartments are only affordable to
a tiny minority of Victorians. It
would be more useful if the
reference projects used in the
literature were benchmarked to
mid-market apartment projects,
particularly those in the middle
ring suburbs.
A good quality facade is easier to
achieve in high value inner
suburban locations where face
brickwork and other high-cost
finishes are viable and prestigious
architects are engaged in the
design. In the middle ring
suburbs, where larger buildings
are predominantly precast
concrete and smaller buildings
are timber framed with lightweight claddings, the desired
appearance becomes less
obvious. The Discussion Paper
does not convey an appropriate
standard for middle ring
apartments.
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The widespread
requirement for wind
advice and testing cannot
be met by the Melbourne
industry. Currently there is
a significant backlog to
access the wind tunnel and
typically this process takes
several months and costs
approximately $20,000.
To reduce the demand for
expert input, it is
recommended that a plan
of metropolitan Melbourne
is published that sets the
requirement for further
expert advice subject to
both location and height.
That is to say that lower
buildings, in lower wind
areas should not require
any professional input.
MAB also recommend that
the requirement to proceed
to a wind tunnel test be
determined by the wind
engineer’s desktop analysis
rather than each Council
simply deciding. Otherwise
it is likely that conservative
Councils will simply default
to this measure because it
provides them with greater
certainty (without regard
for costs or delays).
Under Table W, different
criteria are applied for
sitting, standing and
walking areas and we
believed that the wind
speeds and criteria set out
in the table are reasonable.
In urban renewal areas that
do not benefit from the
shelter provided by other

MAB supports the
general approach
outlined in the Discussion
Paper for delivering
better streetscape
quality.
We question whether this
standard needs metric
rules such as “car spaces
will not exceed 33% of
the street frontage”. The
intention to minimise
vehicle entries is clear
and further metrics are
likely to clash with other
requirements of Councils
and other Authorities.
MAB and other
developers constantly
struggle with the strict
requirements of
Authorities.
Progressively, these
Authorities have
ratcheted up their
demands for ramps, substations, cupboards,
standard doors, fire
services and rigid sizes
onto the prominent faces
of new buildings which
presents further
challenges for the design
of the street interface.
Developers often have
little or no power to
negotiate with these
Authorities. As such, MAB
recommends that
Government engages
with Authorities to help
them understand the
need for Better
Apartments and
formulate approaches

It is MAB’s experience
(from larger projects) that
Councils usually require a
Construction Management
Plan (CMP) to be provided
as a planning permit
condition. The CMP is
approved before
construction commences
but early works are typically
exempt (where applicable).
MAB believes that this is an
appropriate and effective
control.
It is recommend that small
apartment projects with
typical construction
methods and conditions
could rely on a template
CMP, only needing to
submit an alternate CMP if
there are methodologies or
additional requirements (eg
tower cranes, gantries) that
differ or exceed the
template requirements.
This is recommended
because CMP’s are one of
the major source of delays
to the commencement of
works. In some Councils,
processing a CMP is taking
9 months or more to pass
through the various
stakeholders.
If this requirement is
widened to all projects,
then Councils will need to
resource this area and
should apply a consistent
approach. Many Councils
do not have any resources
specialised in processing
these applications.
As a further consideration,

access is approximately
$200,000 (refer appendix A for
costings). For a small
apartment building with 10
apartments, this would result
in the apartment prices
increasing by $20,000 per
dwelling. If these gardens
displace apartments (reducing
the yield that can be
achieved), then these costs
would be higher. This cost
increase is untenable.
• Operating and maintenance
costs associated with roof
gardens are particularly high
and for a small apartment
building, they would likely
exceed $1000 per year for
each dwelling. These costs
would include gardening,
cleaning (BBQ areas etc),
servicing and basic
maintenance.
• Leaks: Roof gardens with
planter beds and tanked
paving are particularly
susceptible to water leaks with
high costs to rectify. They
represent a maintenance risk
that needs high standards of
construction. If roof gardens
were ubiquitous amongst
cheaply constructed buildings,
we anticipate that there would
be widespread defects.
Standard Table D2 requires a
mandatory number of trees
based on site area. The
prescription for 1 or 2 trees for
every development appears
quite clumsy (or even token).
The number of trees and
amount of landscaping should
be more contextual than

taller existing buildings (eg
Docklands and Fishermans
Bend), it can be difficult to
achieve appropriate wind
conditions particularly in
the early stages before
other surrounding buildings
are constructed. Where
the application is part of a
wider precinct (eg under an
approved Development
Plan), the stage under
consideration should
receive the benefit of the
shelter provided by future
stages that may not have
been constructed.
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that achieve an
appropriate balance of
the various priorities to
which developers are
subjected.

we have noticed that where
currently required, CMP’s
carry widely different
expectations between
Councils, (eg some councils
require builders to provide
off-site car parking for
workers). A more
consistent approach to
CMP’s would be helpful so
developers can anticipate
Councils’ expectations.
Some guidelines that help
achieved consistency
between Councils may be
appropriate.

contemplated in table D2
depending on the site
coverage, existence of street
trees and neighbourhood
character. A requirement for 1
tree seems token
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Individual
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149622

Individual

The proposed changes
are great. However, I'd
like to see more done for
disability accessibility.
At present, there is a
profound absence of
direct access from the
street to ground level
apartments, which
impacts people like
myself who have a high
level disability and who
are dependant on care
for the activities of daily
living.
All new developments I
have seen centralise
entry through one
(narrow) doorway, where
thereafter you gain
access via an internal
corridor to the
apartment. The external
space outside the ground
floor apartments are
locked away from the
street, as private open
space under the guise of
security and/or privacy.
I have a team of carers,
which usually numbers
between 4 and 8. I also
live by myself, which
means the carer arriving
in the morning must be
able to independently
reach my front door.
Were I to be a resident of
a new apartment
building, I cannot imagine
it being easy to receive
from the body corporate
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a series of passes up to 8
or more to allow for each
of my carers to enter the
building through the
centralised entry point.
As a resident of Fairfield, I
lived in an apartment
building, which was built
I'd suggest in the 1950s
or 1960s. There is no
centralised access point,
with each apartment
having its own
independent access to
the street, through the
front door. This allowed
me to easily provide a
means of entry for each
of my carers, and a
security box with a key
for any emergencies
where I needed
immediate help, from
paramedics etc.
Whilst it is great that an
increasing amount of
apartments are
technically much more
accessible for people with
a disability, with stepless
showers etc, I feel
strongly that it is
pointless to have a
technically accessible
apartment if the
practicalities of accessing
care prevents a person
with a disability from
living there.
Decision makers and
developers should be
much more interested in
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the practicalities of
apartment accessibility
for people with a
disability rather than
technical compliance.
Technical compliance on
its own is nothing short of
window dressing.
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149674

Individual

To make better apartments in our
Neighbourhoods, a proper
insulation is required. Australia or
Victoria does not have proper
regulations to insulate buildings
like in any European country.
Insulation is the most important
way to reduce heat loss in winter
and heat gain in summer, this will
improve the energy efficiency and
comfort at Victorian apartments.
https://www.sustainability.vic.go
v.au/You-and-yourhome/Building-andrenovating/Insulation
3.4 Materials should not only be
durable for the life of the
building, should also provide a
proper insulation like in any
European home. Victoria has cold
winters (1°C) and hot summers
(40°C).
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150248

Individual

Individual

City of
Boroondara

To many vague words and get
out of jail clauses. If there is
not prescriptive formulas
these conditions will be
ignored and as long as the
acrchitec /developer shows
that they considered
something and decided
against it for commercial /
pratical reason VCAT will
waive it through

This is too subjective. Does
brutalist archeticutre set the
standatrd hear. What is visually
pleasing in design is a cultural
context. In terms of durability
does that relate to safety,
weathering ,structure or beauty.
It creates to much uncertainty,.
Who gets to decide wether it
complements or clashes with
neighboring structures. The
people living nearby or a beaucrat
that beyond there job has no
vested interest in the area.

The idea that you limit to
those above 5 storeys and
that the designers only
have to consider the wind
impact will allow bad
design to get through. At
VCAT all they will need to
say is we considered the
wind impact , but the
economics would not allow
us to change. As long as
they consider it nothing will
change.
It should be the mass
design and location of the
building that means wind
impacts should be
considered. Two 4 storey
long buildings aligned with
prevailing wind conditions
can create a wind tunnel

This is the most crucial
area from a
neighborhood
prospective. This
determines wether the
project enhances or
destroys the local
amenity. Street setback
sare the most crucial
thing. Walking along a
canyon of 5+ storey
towers cannot be
mitigated by a couple of
trees. Rows of empty
shops does not deliver
community value. Sun
reflection can create heat
traps for neighboring
buildings.

Pay for the recladding of
buildings that were clad with
highly dangerous, potentially
FATAL, flammable material.

Pay for the recladding of buildings
that were clad with highly
dangerous, potentially FATAL,
flammable material.

Pay for the recladding of
buildings that were clad
with highly dangerous,
potentially FATAL,
flammable material.

Pay for the recladding of
buildings that were clad
with highly dangerous,
potentially FATAL,
flammable material.

Commonsense should
prevail. This is treally about
enforcement of existing
rules. No point in creting
new standards ,when on
the weekend there is no
one to enforce , or the
complainant is forced into
being an
investigtor/prosecutor by
having to keep diaries etc.
A number of independent
witnesses should be
enough, then the onus to
prove the breach did not
occur should be on the
developer. ( not the
construction company ).
The fines need to be to the
developer , as they are the
ones who are ultimately
responsible. The Directors
of any development firm
should be liable for any
fines the development
company does not pay
Pay for the recladding of
buildings that were clad
with highly dangerous,
potentially FATAL,
flammable material.

Don't wait.

Don't wait.
Don't wait.

Don't wait.

Don't wait.

See attachment
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Individual

I agree with the proposal, but
in addition feel the amount of
green spaces in each suburb
should be regulated - for
example if a suburb like
Elsternwick only has 3% green
space it should be mandated
that the council create more
public green space before
further high-rise
developments are allowed to
be built in the suburb.

Agree with the proposal, but in
addition would like to see
building materials be required to
reflect the surrounding area of
the suburb they are in and
complement the landscape that
surrounds them. Would also
expect the height of the proposed
building to respect the
surrounding suburbs landscape for example a 14 story building
should not appear in a suburb
that has previously only had a
maximum of 4 stories in it.

Agree, but feel wind impact
should begin to be
considered at four stories.
It also shouldn't just be
encouraged but should be
mandated.

Agree with proposed
changes. Think in addition
to this that car parking
entries should restrict
commercial truck access
if they are in a residential
street. This will help
further eliminate noise
pollution and help restrict
big corporations like
supermarkets from
bringing semi-trailers into
quiet residential streets.

Agree with this section.
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150591

See attached submission

See attached submission

See attached submission

See attached submission

See attached submission
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150623

Mornington
Peninsula Shire
Council
EVIDENCE
BASED
PLANNING

REMOVE CAR PARKING
REQUIREMENTS
BETTER INTERNAL AMENITY
NO AIR CONDITIONING
MAX 6 STORIES
ROOFTOP GARDEN

REMOVE CAR PARKING
REQUIREMENTS
BETTER INTERNAL AMENITY
NO AIR CONDITIONING
MAX 6 STORIES
ROOFTOP GARDEN

REMOVE CAR PARKING
REQUIREMENTS
BETTER INTERNAL AMENITY
NO AIR CONDITIONING
MAX 6 STORIES
ROOFTOP GARDEN

REMOVE CAR PARKING
REQUIREMENTS
BETTER INTERNAL
AMENITY
NO AIR CONDITIONING
MAX 6 STORIES
ROOFTOP GARDEN

REMOVE CAR PARKING
REQUIREMENTS
BETTER INTERNAL AMENITY
NO AIR CONDITIONING
MAX 6 STORIES
ROOFTOP GARDEN
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151026

Individual

Whilst the topics covered in
the scope of this review are
important, it really does not
go far enough to address
the more complex and
urgent issues associated
with the push for highdensity, apartment living.
Given the pressures facing
society as a result of
population growth and
environmental degradation,
high-density living is
essential. However, this
must be done in a such a
way that liveability and
sustainability are the
priority and not the profit
margins of the developers developers make huge
profits at the expense of
the community and they
will still make their profits
by ensuring liveability and
sustainability are the
priority of their
developments.
Something really needs to
be done to ensure that
apartments and units are
being designed in way that
creates a pleasant space to
live in, where the occupants
can retain some privacy and
feel like they have some
individual space despite the
density. Currently,
apartments and units are
being plagued by issues
caused by poor design and
construction such as: poor
sound proofing,
entertaining spaces of
neighbouring apartments
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being adjacent to
bedrooms of the
neighbouring apartment;
excessive noise e.g.
slamming heavy doors of
other apartments and
those leading to common
areas that are often placed
directly next to an
apartment; 'tragedy of the
commons' issues associated
with waste disposal and
common areas; poor
ventilation and exhaust
from the kitchen range
hoods from other
apartments entering
directly into other
apartments through the
ventilation system, etc.,
etc,. the list goes on.
Cramming people into highdensity living that is
unpleasant to reside in is
going to create a lot of
social issues in the future,
as well as perpetuate urban
sprawl, as many people
look to avoid high-density
living.
Not to mention the
appalling defective
construction situation that
is growing in the building of
apartments. A person's
dwelling is generally their
greatest financial asset and
they are being exposed to
financial problems, as they
are essentially being forced
to buy dwellings that lack
liveability and have poor
construction - they have
very limited to no choice
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the issues are systemic.
Whilst the external amenity
of apartments is also
important, it should not be
considered in isolation to
the internal environment
for those who occupy these
buildings. Apartments don't
just need to look good, they
must be liveable and
structurally sound. As a
long term high-density
resident who has lived in
several different apartment
buildings and is looking to
buy their first property (an
apartment due to
affordability - if I did not
have financial constraints I
would not buy an
apartment) I urge the
planning department and
who ever else can effect
positive change in this area
to improve the liveability of
high-density dwellings for
the well-being of the
community and the
protection of our
environment.
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Individual

For far too long developers
have been killing mature trees
that provide valuable shade,
slow down runoff from rainfall
events, and support healthier
communities.
Over the last 10-15 years too
many apartments/townhouses
have been built with minimal
"landscaping" that is often
abandoned immediately after
certificates of occupancy are
issued.
The proposed changes to
these requirements will go
part of the way to rectifying
this challenge as our
communities try to cope with
the impacts of a changing
climate and higher density
living.
One more step needs to be
incorporated however.
Developers must pay a bond
to ensure the stewardship of
plants and gardens. To avert
new green spaces being
overtaken by weeds to the
detriment of plant growth, a
substantial bond ($10k) should
be lodged by the developer
which is held by councils for a
minimum of two years, subject
to inspection before the bond
is returned.
This would assist in ensuring
that green space is not
abandoned and overcome
with weeds to the detriment
of the occupants and the
surrounding neighbours.

Strongly support.

Support.
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I strongly support the
proposed measures
outlined in the discussion
paper. With so much
development occurring at
such a rapid rate in
metropolitan Melbourne,
our city is already littered
with buildings which have
been built to a low
budget, with little to no
street appeal, and with
materials that are rapidly
becoming a blight on
local neighbourhoods.
Improved design
standards will however
only be successful with
the application of
enforcement.

Support.
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151150

151581

Individual

Brimbank City
Council

I think there should be more
intent around a building using
as many elements of existing
facades as possible. I live in
Brunswick East and so many
buildings with character have
been destroyed and replaced
with really cookie cutter
apartment blocks, that many
of my friends live in, and do
not enjoy! I really feel when it
comes to how buildings
interact with the existing
street there isn't close to
enough protections on existing
building facades.
Additionally, heights! In my
area there are so many
imposing new apartment
buildings, above 6 stories tall.
These extra floors truly add
nothing to the community, but
subtract substantially from the
communities access to
sunlight. The current rules
around set backs are nice, but
truly should be enforced at
lower levels.
See attachment
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151829

Individual

Green roofs and walls need
ongoing maintenance and
irrigation beyond that
normally required for garden
areas, and may require special
equipment for access. These
should be adequately met by
the applicant. 12 Sydenham St
moonee Ponds is an example
of a green wall that has died
due to heat or lack of water,
been removed and not
replaced, resulting in a poor
design outcome. Canopy trees
and landscaping should
include a consideration of
suitability for encouraging
urban wildlife such as insects,
and connecting canopies to
enable inter-site migration of
insects and animals.
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151851

City of
Stonnington

See attachment

This should also include
explicit consideration of
wind effects on road users,
such as cyclists and
motorcyclists, which may
be dangerously affected by
buffeting
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fire services should not
take up an entirety of a
facade from floor to
ceiling. incorporating
windows across a
frontage with fire services
below, or incorporating
fire services into a 1
metre wall separating
public or private open
space shoould be
encouraged. Most often
fire services integration
results in a blank wall
with no passive
surveillance and a
tokenistic attempt at
surface detailing, which
when included with the
car park entrance results
in a large percentage of a
frontage being unactivated, killing street
appeal, and reducing
ground floor retail to a
secondary consideration
sandwiched between
these services and roller
doors of parking

should include a
requirement for a clearly
explained and accessible
conflict resolution process
between surrounding
residents and business
owners, and builders. Also
music/radio from site is an
un-needed noise pollution
which should not be
allowed, though I'm a little
unsure how this could be
controlled within the
planning scheme
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151856

Individual

I agree with the proposed
changes, street appeal would
be better with landscaping,
cooling down the street and
the apartments, helping
transition new buildings into
existing suburbs, softening the
blow! Roof top gardens added
in at the last minute are do
nothing for the
neighbourhood.
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152292

TLL Valuations

See attachment

I would like to see over looking
issues addressed, floor to ceiling
windows may be great for views
and light however I work in a
public hospital in the city we can
see into every apartment in the
buildings across the road, why
does no one think of privacy? I
don't want to see into others
bedrooms as I walk past new
apartments either. Floor to ceiling
windows with no screens or
shade heat up apartments too,
this is hardly sustainable.
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I agree with proposal, I
walk part the
ArdenGarden complex on
Arden st Nt Melbourne
daily, the street front is
awful, the giant truck
access bays dominate
what was a lovely historic
street front. The Glass
reflects light in the
afternoon that shines in
your eyes as you drive
past. So disappointing.

I agree with the proposal
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152895

City of
Kingston

Generally supportive of the
intent behind the amendment
to the standard to encourage
greater canopy cover to
frontages and communal
private open space.
O: ‘To provide landscaping
that supports the existing, or
preferred future, landscape
character of the area.’
DG: ‘Whether landscaping is
part of the existing or
preferred future landscape
character.’

Supportive of the new standard
requiring high quality external
building design.
Will colours, materials and
finishes need to be provided
more at the assessment stage
rather than as a permit
condition?
How does an RA determine that
safe and convenient access to
external walls should be provided
for maintenance?

The addition of references to
‘preferred future’ landscape
character in the objectives and
the guidelines appear to put
an emphasis on Council having
a policy for landscaping in
apartment developments.
Local policy would be the best
place to guide development
towards including green
infrastructure (green walls,
facades, roofs etc.) where
large, landscaped front
setbacks are not the preferred
character.
O: ‘To provide landscaping
that is varied and supports
biodiversity’
Does this relate to general
biodiversity? Or is it specific
biodiversity values
surrounding the site? Given
the decision guidelines only
consider plan/policy relating
to landscape character and
environmental sustainability,
Council must ensure that our
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Not clear whether a wind
report will need to be
provided at lodgement
stage to respond to the
new Standard? Would
recommend that this
should be the case as it will
be hard for a planner to
assess the new draft
standard relating to wind
gusts. Could be a cost to
Council’s to peer review the
wind reports. Otherwise
supportive of the new
standard to protect
unacceptable wind impacts
within the site and on
surrounding land.

Supportive of the
changes to the standard
to limit the width of
accessways to not exceed
33 percent of the
frontage, maximise onstreet car parking,
discouraging high front
fencing, and strongly
encouraging greater
ground floor activation to
the street.

Supportive of the
suggestion of permit
conditions to ensure
construction effects are
considered. The City of
Kingston has been including
construction management
plan conditions on
apartment developments
for in excess of 7 years now
and has a dedicated
Construction Management
Officer.

landscape character
assessments include
considerations of biodiversity.
S: ‘Where canopy trees have
not been provided, other
alternative responses such as
vegetated planters, climbers
over pergolas, green roofs or
green walls, should be used.’
This should be a must. Table
D2 should include an
equivalent vegetated cover
where deep soil cannot be
provided, e.g. deep soil should
be 5% of the site area, or
vegetated cover (a percentage
of the area of all building
surfaces—roofs/walls) 20%.
S: ‘Sun exposed trafficable
areas should use surface
materials that lower surface
temperatures and reduce heat
absorption.’
Assessment of materials is
best placed elsewhere in the
design standards.
O: ‘To provide landscaping
that reduces the urban heat
island effect.’
DELWP must provide guidance
on how to assess this
objective. Any level of
landscaping that provides
shading would reduce the UHI
as compared to none. What
level of reduction satisfies the
objective?
S: ‘Table D2. 1501 - 2500
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square metres, 10% of site
area (minimum plan
dimension of 3 metres)’
This has been reduced from
6m under the current
standard. This should remain
at 6m.
DG: ‘The health of any trees to
be removed.’
Why is just the health of a tree
relevant? Should this not also
include amenity? (i.e. large,
mature, healthy tree vs.
small/medium, mature,
healthy tree). As well as the
health/amenity of the tree to
be removed it would also be
good to include ‘the ability to
replace any lost canopy within
the development’
DG: ‘The ongoing management
of landscaping within the
development.’
How should this be
considered? Surely this is a
body corporate issue. Or is this
related to the general
suitability of the design to
survive in its environment
Current Standard:
Development should provide
for the replacement of any
significant trees that have
been removed in the 12
months prior to the
application being made.
This wording has been
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removed from the proposed
standard. It should remain.
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153054

Yarra Ranges
Council

See attachment
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153208

Individual

wow - Planning is under the
same management as
Environment. The provisions
for tree canopy coverage do
NOT in any way correlate with
the recent "Living Melbourne"
plan which all LGA's have
signed up for - and that is to
target 30% Urban Forest
coverage by 2050. Table D2
should align itself the to
measurements of the
Environment Mapping
measurements of 3 m - 10 m;
10 m to 15 m and over 15 m
trees - so the canopy sizes are
the measurable year on year.
Canopy requirements of a
percentage of land size should
be quoted to match Living
Melbourne's targets. Canopy
coverage should be converted
to square metres - to enable
the targets to be aligned to
Living Melbourne Targets.
This then becomes integrated
planning - and integrated
instructions to Local
Government Planning. It is a
joke if State Govt planning
dictates that one tree can be
planted with limited canopy
spread - which then means
other areas within the council
then have to overcompensate
canopy cover for the
deficiency on a net basis in
canopy given away to
development. Alternatives
and flexibility also need to be
given to the Councils - where
they can be compensated for
the lack of canopy (to the
Living Melbourne standard) to
enable them to plan the

Alternatives and flexibility
also need to be given to
the Councils - where they
can be compensated for
the lack of canopy (to the
Living Melbourne
standard) to enable them
to plan the deficiency of
canopy in other areas, or
where the developer
redefines the title so that
the front two metres is
given to the Council enabling the Council to
plant and maintain
compensating large
canopy trees - whilst
improving the street
interface and
management with supply
services.
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deficiency of canopy in other
areas, or where the developer
redefines the title so that the
front two metres is given to
the Council - enabling the
Council to plant and maintain
compensating large canopy
trees - whilst improving the
street interface and
management with supply
services. This is now a health
issue - as science in the US
notes that the further a
residents live away from
significant trees, then the
more concentrated the O3
levels (at ground and
breathing level) - which mixed
with other vapours can
increase various forms of
toxicity. Live closer to large
canopy trees, the not only the
amenity of the residents is
improved, but also it
decreases their risk of
breathing contaminated O3
concentrations with the large
canopy trees filtering out the
03 levels : example for the
science paper:
https://www.sciencedirect.co
m/science/article/pii/S135223
1017305253
O3 = the gas that affects the
Ozone layer and is (now) seen
as a poison in concentration to
the human body.
Highlights
•
Empirical evidence of urban
trees improving air quality at
the local level is scarce.
We studied the impact of
urban trees on NO2 and O3
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levels in Baltimore, MD, USA.
O3 levels were significantly
lower in tree-covered than in
adjacent open habitats.
NO2 levels did not differ
significantly between treecovered and open habitats.
Higher temperatures resulted
in higher NO2 and ozone
concentrations.
Abstract
Trees and other vegetation
absorb and capture air
pollutants, leading to the
common perception that they,
and trees in particular, can
improve air quality in cities
and provide an important
ecosystem service for urban
inhabitants. Yet, there has
been a lack of empirical
evidence showing this at the
local scale with different plant
configurations and climatic
regions. We studied the
impact of urban park and
forest vegetation on the levels
of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and
ground-level ozone (O3) while
controlling for temperature
during early summer (May)
using passive samplers in
Baltimore, USA.
Concentrations of O3 were
significantly lower in treecovered habitats than in
adjacent open habitats, but
concentrations of NO2 did not
differ significantly between
tree-covered and open
habitats. Higher temperatures
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resulted in higher pollutant
concentrations and NO2 and
O3 concentration were
negatively correlated with
each other. Our results
suggest that the role of trees
in reducing NO2
concentrations in urban parks
and forests in the Mid-Atlantic
USA is minor, but that the
presence of tree-cover can
result in lower O3 levels
compared to similar open
areas. Our results further
suggest that actions aiming at
local air pollution mitigation
should consider local
variability in vegetation,
climate, micro-climate, and
traffic conditions.
This is not a flippant
"planning" subject - but the
planning needs to align to the
Living Melbourne design and
enable those targets to be met
and the needs for Melbourne
to Urgently increase its tree
canopy - for the health and
wellbeing of its residents, and
also to decrease future health
servicing costs. Now that this
science is known, the question
continues whether there is a
future liability if planning does
not accommodate. Yes, I have
completed research work for
the local council - and this is
attached as to how difficult it
will be for the Council alone to
reach Living Melbourne
canopy targets, as over 90% of
tree plantable land is in private
allotments. The 202020Vision
and Treenet (with
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contributions from Melbourne
University) and Green Cities of
the World - all have voices in
the attached.
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153338

Individual

The proposed changes should
include a minimum
expectation for native plants
and trees, to emphasis support
for native bees and
invertebrates.
Also, there should be
requirements of more "soft
surfaces" instead of concrete
or rock surfaces.
In addition, planting of fruit
trees, food bearing plants and
communal veggie planter
boxes to encourage a sense of
community and inspire people
to grow their own food and
connect with nature.

Emphasis on SUSTAINABLE and
recycled material!
Also, investigation and
implementation into passive
apartments, through using design
and the facade that can passively
ensure shade, or encourage
sunlight into the apartments. And
ensuring design is in keeping with
the surrounding built
environment and natural
environment.
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N/A

Melbourne is known for
its quirky street scenes,
new apartments should
follow suit. Encouraging
street fronts with
personality to engage
with passersby, instead of
becoming unanimous and
boring.Funding shops to
plant and display native
plants and encourage
interactive shop fronts
eg. cafe seating out the
front

Limit work hours close to
residential property's to
day time only.
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153363

Individual

For high rise apartments
above single level, Rather than
having exterior balconies
overlooking neighbours
properties it would be more
appropriate to have internal
green spaces and courtyards.
Internal balconies could be
integrated into a courtyard
landscape design with trees
and shrubs of various heights
giving privacy and green space
between neighbours.
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153637

Individual

As a Victorian constituent
concerned about the future of
our state's planning strategy, I
am supportive of the listed
objectives for the green spaces
of apartments. In particular, I
would like to state my support
for the retention of mature
vegetation on the site, this
being an important factor in
reducing the heat island
effect. I believe planning for
new developments should
have to work with the existing
land and flora and fauna on
site. In addition, the provisions
for climate responsive
landscaping and landscaping
that is varied to support
biodiversity is important to me
- apartments should be part of
green corridors through our
cities.

N/A

N/A
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I agree that apartment
planning should
encourage active street
fronts. However, rather
than just reduce onstreet car parking, any car
parking provided should
be underground, to
minimise completely the
presence of cars on the
street. Where car parking
is placed underground, it
should be limited and
complemented with a
large amount of secure
bicycle parking facilities
for residents. The street
interface itself should
moreover discourage car
parking overall, with
measures such as
adequate bike parking
and common amenities
such as public bike pumps
and water fountains.
Some parking could be
made available for short
term car hiring/sharing
services. Footpaths
should also be wide, wellmaintained and
accessible for those who
are less mobile. Limiting
on-street parking will also
facilitate extra space for
green corridors by the
footpath.

Regarding the suggested
permit conditions
considering "litter, concrete
and other construction
wastes", I note the
existence of suggested
sustainable deconstruction
standards for the
construction industry. I
suggest the permit
conditions include a
commitment to reusing
materials such as concrete
and existing structures on
blocks of land prior to
wholesale destruction.
Foundations of buildings,
bricks, concrete and other
buildings should be
assessed for use in future
building projects prior to
their designing. Permits for
new buildings should not
be approved unless plans
demonstrate a detailed
consideration of how
existing materials already
on-site might be used.
Construction companies
should moreover regularly
audited by the relevant
state authorities during
construction to ensure the
terms of their original
sustainable deconstruction
plans are being followed.
Further, I state my support
for mitigation of air
pollution, chemical
contamination and erosion
being a non-negotiable
condition for approval of all
new building projects.
Sustainable building
practices should be

encouraged by all in the
industry, and under no
circumstances should a
project that does not
consider these factors be
approved.
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153835

Bayside City
Council

1. In many cases, a site is
moonscaped before a planning
permit application is lodged,
making the retention of
canopy trees through the
development process
challenging. Whilst there is
little that the Planning system
can do to combat this (in the
absence of a vegetation
protection/environmental
overlay in place), it would be
helpful if there was a
consideration in policy as to
the location of any trees
removed within the preceding
12 months prior to an
application being made,
consistent with the
requirements of Clause 55.038.
2. The objective seeking to
‘provide landscaping that
supports wellbeing and
amenity.’ Council has concerns
about the standards specified
and whether these provide a
measure in relation to
‘wellbeing’, and whether this
could be better clarified in the
standards.
3. In relation to the provision
of communal open space,
25m2 does not realistically
provide opportunity for
reasonable recreation needs.
Council has concerns that this
could lead to 'token' outcomes
that do not provide any
substantial benefit for
residents. More clear direction
as to the purpose of the space
could be provided within the
Scheme to ensure that the
outcomes are able to be

Additional guidance is sought as
to what constitutes ‘durable’
materials, as this is a reasonably
subjective term. Additional
guidance for planners may be
necessary to ensure the
outcomes are being delivered and
are being consistently applied
across Melbourne.
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1. The wording proposed
refers to ‘street fronts’
whereas elsewhere in the
Scheme this is referred to
as ‘street frontages’ – it
would be helpful to have
consistent language used
throughout.
2. In relation to site
services, it would be
beneficial to have a
standard that refers to
site services being sited
away from habitable
room windows where
possible.

Whilst Council supports
greater transparency in
relation to the
management of
construction impacts,
Council is concerned that
requiring a Construction
Management Plan as part
of an application, and
amending the Apartment
Design Guidelines for
Victoria to include this as a
condition, have the
potential to conflict.
Typically Council requires
this level of information as
a planning permit condition
and requiring this at the
start of the process unlikely
to be helpful. An alternative
could be to specify the
requirement for a condition
of permit within the
Scheme, as there is the
potential for information
provided with the
application to change once
submitted as a condition of
permit. This could
potentially lead to
confusion with the
community if the measures
to be implemented are
different. Further, Council
may refer construction
management plans to
external authorities for
consideration, for example,
VicRoads or the
Environment Protection
Authority. Clarity is
required that if a
Construction Management
Plan is provided with an
application, whether it is

delivered, rather than
common areas for the sake of
common areas.
4. In order to ensure a clear
alignment with Clause 52.03-8,
a reference to improving
stormwater quality through
landscaping design could be
incorporated into the
requirements for a
landscaping plan, as this
relates partly to the decision
guideline relating to soil type
and drainage patterns of the
site.
5. The communal open space
provisions don’t really make
reference to roof decks as
potential common areas. This
is a particularly useful method
for providing common areas in
apartment buildings,
particularly on narrow lots.
The reference to roof decks is
primarily located in the
Apartment Design Guidelines
for Victoria rather than within
the relevant clause.

122

153874
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153893

Central equity
Ltd
Nillumbik Shire
Council

expected that this will
generate a referral to the
relevant authority.

See attachment
See attachment
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153897

Individual

Please consider the impact
of new high rise
developments on smaller
older apartments in the
city. The overshadowing
and direct impinging on
existing properties is
dramatically reducing
amenities to older
properties. This is having
enormous impact on access
to daylight and privacy. I
live at 131 Latrobe Street a
low rise building, and back
on to/lookout towards
Bennetts Lane. The
development proposed for
22-24 Bennetts lane
appears to project across
my balcony blocking out
the last of the direct
daylight, already
disappearing with the
development at 25
Bennetts Lane.
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153905

See attachment

126

153908
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153955
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154027

Manningham
Council
Manningham
Council
Moonee Valley
City Council
City of Yarra
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154034

City of Darebin

See attachment
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154043

131

154044
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154046

Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute
(AHURI) Limited
Visionary
See attachment
Design
Development
Pty Ltd
The Real
See attachment
Estate Institute
of Victoria Ltd

See attachment
See attachment
See attachment
See attachment
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154134

Eltham
Community
Action Group

Apartment blocks are a
newcomer to Eltham. The first
large scale 4 storey
development and the gigantic
crane that hung aver the
Activity Centre for months
caused great concern. Such
was the concern that a
'cartoon' depicted creates as
the new Eltham treelike. We
hope not. Maintaining the tree
canopy of Eltham is of
paramount importance in
retaining our unique
Neighbourhood Character and
encouraging residents to
accept some apartment
blocks. The 4 storey
development is called Canopy,
not because it is nestled in a
canopy of trees but it amenity
mines the thick canopy of the
hillside opposite whose
residents now have to look at
a 4 storey building. Whatever
the government can introduce
a meaningful amount of
landscaping including canopy
into apartment design is
welcome and needed.
Different areas may require
different standards. Eltham,
where the EMAC is covered by
an SLO, should receive
significant vegetation and
canopy cover perhaps more so
than a suburb without, but
greening the whole of
Melbourne has been shown to
be extremely important in
theses times of changing
climate. The Standards
mentioned under 2.4 are all
valid however the use of
'should' is relatively weak and

Point 3 under 3.3 Outcomes is
very important.
Using materials and finishes that
comply with the local Urban
Design Guidelines and policies is
important in making the
development fit into the
neighbourhood and be accepted
by the residents. This is
particularly important in Eltham
where there is a strong
architectural history. Muted earth
colours and natural materials are
valued and specified in design
guidelines.
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This is an important area
and I agree with the
statements under 5.2 and
5.3. 5.4 statements have
validity but I query
whether developments
should be oriented
towards front streets if
because of a
westerly/northerly etc
aspect they should be
oriented differently.
Landscaping and
generous landscaped
front and side setbacks
are important in
achieving an acceptable
interface especially in
areas such as Eltham.

Construction impacts such
as noise, cranes overhead,
traffic problems, street
closures, lights on all night
etc etc are very concerning
to neighbours and should
be mitigated as much as
possible.

a stronger intent 'should' be
shown. For example you say
'Development SHOULD retain
existing canopy trees.' and too
many more examples to
include. Landscaping SHOULD
be provided within building
frontages. If you mean it then
say MUST be provided. No
developer will give up land on
which another dwelling can be
squeezed in if he only 'should
'do something. " Where
canopy trees have not been
provided...planters, ..pergolas
..SHOULD be used'. That is so
wishy washy..you should
retain or provide trees but if
you don't you should provide a
..' There is no imperative to do
anything it seems. It seems
intentions are good, and I
applaud them, but there is no
strength in the Standards
statements. The Landscape
Plan, particularly in areas
where there is a SLO should be
the starting point for the
design , not tacked on as an
afterthought as is often the
case. Having the endorsed
landscape plan open for public
scrutiny is important. Often at
VCAT the Landscape Plan will
be similar to as shown and eg
'approved by the responsible
authority.' This means
residents have no way of
telling whether a plan has
been adhered to or indeed
what the final plan was.
Councils do not have the
resources to check every
development so it is up to
concerned residents to
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mention if anything seems out
of order.
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154306

135

154351

Niche Planning
Studio
National Heart
Foundation of
Australia

See attachment
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154374

Individual

Much empirical research has
demonstrated the critical
importance of open green
space for human wellbeing,
impacting on both mental and
physical health. Biodiversity
also depends on it. Vegetation,
particularly canopy trees, are
very important as components
of open green space for their
aesthetic value, contribution
to improved air quality,
mitigation of the urban heat
island effect, provision of
shade, management of
stormwater and as habitat.
The importance of urban trees
cannot be overstated. I
support the proposed changes
described in sections 2.2-2.5 of
the Better Apartments in
Neighbourhoods Discussion
Paper. Landscapes of
apartment developments must
be designed in parallel with
the design of the building, and
the design of the apartment
landscape must be integrated
with the streetscape. All
apartment developments must
include the maximum area
possible of communal open
green space shaded by canopy
trees. Inclusion of canopy
trees should be required, not
simply prioritised. Ideally
street frontages should be
landscaped, including canopy
trees, complementing the
existing streetscape. If the
existing streetscape is
unattractive and treeless, a
well-designed landscaped
frontage to an apartment
development, with canopy

I support these changes, which
will enhance the appearance of
streetscapes with apartment
developments. All involved in the
design and approval of apartment
developments must vist the site
of the proposed development to
fully understand its physical and
social context. This understanding
is critical to good decisions about
design quality, choice of external
materials, and appropriateness
for location.
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I fully support the
proposed changes to
improve street interfaces
of apartment
developments. I would
suggest, however, that
the standard for high
fencing in section 5.4 be
amended to read "High
front fencing should be
avoided".

trees, is even more important.
The minimum area of
communal open green space
should be as large as possible
(and as green as possible - I
note that the discussion paper
interchanges 'open space' and
'green space'; these cannot be
considered equivalent); the
proposed changes specify 25
square metres, to ensure
room to accommodate a
canopy tree. I would hope for
a larger minimum, derived
from empirical evidence. In
developments with more than
10 apartments, it is proposed
that minimum communal
open space is 2.5 square
metres/dwelling or 250 square
metres, whichever is the
lesser. I would suggest that
this be changed to 'whichever
is the greater'. I support the
two proposed changes to the
design response (section 2.6).
In regard to the proposed
changes to the Apartment
Design Guidelines for Victoria
(section 2.7), I suggest that
information about how the
landscaping will be maintained
be a required permit
condition, not just a suggested
condition.
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154383

KLM Spatial

See attachment
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154412

See attachment
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154435

Moreland City
Council
Hansen
Partnership
Pty Ltd

Please refer to letter prepared
by Hansen Partnership and
dated 26 September 2019.

Please refer to letter prepared by
Hansen Partnership and dated 26
September 2019.
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Please refer to letter
prepared by Hansen
Partnership and dated 26
September 2019.

Please refer to letter
prepared by Hansen
Partnership and dated 26
September 2019.

Please refer to letter
prepared by Hansen
Partnership and dated 26
September 2019.
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154446
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154457
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154476

143

154477

Arnold Bloch
Leibler
Monash City
Council
Fieldwork

See attachment

Beulah
International

We see great benefits of
incorporating biophilia and
landscaping throughout the
site and believe in engaging
great landscape architects in
the curation and design for
each project regardless of
scale and typology.
In our boutique developments,
we endeavour to incorporate
greenery through planters,
climbers and a variety of
species within building
frontages and residence’s
private open spaces.

See attachment
See attachment

For example, The Grounds of
Kew is a 20 Unit development
on a 2400 m2 site due for
completion in 2020 to which
we have engaged Paul Bangay
in the landscape design and
have dedicated over 40% of
the ground floor area to
outdoor and landscaping. We
have retained 12 beautiful
large existing mature trees and
included 28 more canopy trees
with a total of over 15 varying
plant species amounting to
over 2,000 planting pots.
Southbank by Beulah which is
a mixed-use project in
planning will be a new
benchmark for high-rise
vegetation where apart from
the generous amounts of
public parks and green

We believe that the facade of a
building adds value to the overall
street character of its
neighbourhood.Through
thoughtful design and the use of
robust material, the street
frontage will make a positive
contribution to the public realm.
For example, Hallmark in Ivanhoe
is a recently completed 35 unit
residential development where
our architects Fender Katsalidis
have designed the building with
timelessness in mind. A textural
porcelain tile clads the strong
rhythmic language of the façade
creating both depth and
articulation. Precast form liner
concrete planter boxes line the
street front, creating layers of
materiality which are also
durable, easy for maintenance
and long wearing.
However, the standard should not
be overly specific in which
materials to avoid or utilise This
may discourage innovation and
creativity in façade design. It
should refer more to the
performance standard of these
materials (e.g. low carbon
footprint, non-combustible,
robust).
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Five or more stories is an
appropriate threshold.
However, developments
less than five stories with
an active street frontage or
retail should consider wind
impact as well.
The distance between kerb
and building (ie. Setback
plus width of footpath)
should be taken into
account, a strong wind is
more likely to be a safety
hazard where there is
traffic and a narrow
footpath, developments
may be able to compensate
by increasing the width of
footpaths or providing
throughways for
pedestrians.

We support the request
to provide the following
information within (5.5 &
5.6)

We believe in being good
neighbours and are
committed to provide the
following information
within (6.5) before the
development commences
as part of the construction
management plan .

terraces on every floor plate,
private pocket parks will
become communal spaces for
residences.
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154482

Banyule City
Council

Refer to Banyule City Council
Attachment
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154495

Victorian Young Planners (Planning Institute of
Australia)

Refer to Banyule City Council
Attachment
See attachment
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Refer to Banyule City
Council Attachment

Refer to Banyule City
Council Attachment

Refer to Banyule City
Council Attachment
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154499

City of Port
Phillip

Organisation:
City of Port Phillip
Introduction
The City of Port Phillip
welcomes the opportunity to
make a submission on the
proposed external amenity
standards for Building Better
Apartments in
Neighbourhoods.
This submission has been
prepared by Council officers
and is not a formal position of
Port Phillip Council.
We note that the City of Port
Phillip has previously provided
extensive, detailed
submissions to DELWP on
previous iterations of the
Building Better Apartments
reforms in the following
documents:
• City of Port Phillip
Submission to the Better
Apartments Draft Design
Standards (19 September
2016)
• City of Port Phillip
Submission to the Better
Apartment Guidelines (April
2017).
• City of Port Phillip Officer
Submission to the Better
Apartment Guidelines (August
2018)
• Policy Proposals for
Confidential Discussion – CoPP
Officer feedback (April 2019)
In principle, Council officers
strongly support the inclusion
of building standards to
improve the quality of
apartment design and provide
greater certainty to the

Appearance of the building
We generally support the issues
and outcomes under this topic.
• 3.2 Proposed Changes, p20 –
Add text: Once approval is given,
alternative materials proposed
through secondary consent are
required to perform equally or
better to the same context and
climate.
• 3.4 Proposed Standard, p21 Amend text: ‘The external walls
of buildings should provide
articulation through variation in
design elements’. This is
important because prescribed
solutions in standards may
constrain creative interpretations
of visual interest that should be
explored and encouraged without
limits.
• 3.4 Proposed Standard, p21 –
Include new standard: Require
openable windows and balcony
doors along street frontages
(within the podium level). This is
important to enhance the sense
of connection, surveillance and
safety at ground level, and
improve ESD performance with
natural ventilation where
possible.
• 3.4 Proposed Standard, p21 –
Include a new standard for the
siting of building services:
Standards should specify the size
and preferred location of services
to avoid visual clutter and loss of
active frontage. Standards should
have input from various service
authorities, urban designers and
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Wind Impacts
We generally support the
issues and outcomes under
this topic.

Street Interface
We generally support the
issues and outcomes
under this topic.

4.2 Proposed Changes on
p24 are generally
supported.

• 5.4 Standard, p31, Point
4: We suggest the word
‘complement’ needs to
be further explained (i.e
to provide passive
surveillance, responsive
design: through
appropriate material
selection and articulation
etc)

4.4 Wind impact standard,
p25 - Add new Standard:
‘Consider the cumulative
impact of a proposal at a
precinct wide scale, street
level, outdoor communal
spaces and outdoor spaces
on neighbouring sites’.
4.4 Decision guidelines, p26
– Amend Point 4 to: ‘a wind
report prepared by a
suitably qualified specialist’
Reflective questions on p27
• The threshold should not
be limited to consider only
building height but to other
additional factors such as
context and location. We
recommend further
collaboration with industry
and experts to identify an
appropriate methodology.
• For larger developments,
wind impact assessments
should be undertaken early
in the design process to
inform the proposal’s
massing and orientation.
Such an assessment should
be a mandatory application
requirement.
• Further research is

• 5.7 Proposed changes
to the Apartment Design
Guidelines for Victoria,
p33 - Reiterate technical
standard for Siting of
building services. See
response in 3.4
‘Appearance of the
building’.

f

community and development
sector. Further, we consider
that siting and setback
standards are also required to
ensure some objectives can be
met and look forward to
engaging with DELWP in future
as the external amenity
impacts and standards are
reviewed.
Green space
We generally support the
issues and outcomes under
this topic.
• 2.2 Proposed Changes, p12,
Point 4 - Amend text to:
require a variety of trees,
shrubs and grasses including
flowering native, drought
tolerant and shade producing
species that enhance the
native vegetation character.
• 2.3 Outcomes, p12 - Add
new Point: ‘Landscaping that
avoids potential conflict with
utilities above and below the
ground’.
• 2.3 Outcomes, p12 - Add
new Point: ‘Basement parking
designed to allow for deep soil
planting’.
• 2.3 Outcomes, p12 - Draft
permit condition: ‘Landscaping
plans to illustrate potential
growth, environmental
amenity and strategies to
improve the appearance of
buildings, communal open
spaces and interfaces to the

architects so that planners
understand the feasibility of
proposed solutions as they relate
to context. Standards would
guide designs early in the process
and strengthen Council’s ability to
deliver high quality streetscapes,
legibility and consistency.
• 3.4 Proposed Standard, p21 –
Include a new standard for the
Siting and configuration of car
parking: Ensure access and egress
is located to the side and rear
where possible and be located
underground where possible or
sleeved when located above
ground. Car parking should be
configured for adaptation to
alternative uses by discourage
half basement parking (as per
UDGV 5.4.2a), specifying flat floor
plates and provide floor-to-floor
heights that future proof for
adaptive reuse. Garages doors
should be perforated and enable
natural ventilation to reduce
reliance on mechanical exhaust
systems.
• 3.5 Proposed Changes to the
Design Response, p21 – Add new
Point:
o ‘Ensure the initial façade and
external amenity concept is
carried through to detailed
design’ This is important to avoid
valued design elements being
engineered out at a later stage.
• 3.6 Proposed Changes,
Suggested draft permit
conditions, p21:
o Change Text to ‘Information
about how external walls and
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required to understand
opportunities to mitigate
wind impacts in high
density areas. The design
response should be
informed by expert advice
that investigates scenarios
based on context and
climate as well as existing
and future urban
structures.
• Comprehending the
analysis of some reports is
beyond the skills and
training of most council
officers and will require
further training for
consistent reporting and
assessment.

street.
• 2.4 Proposed Changes,
Objectives, p14 are supported.
• 2.4 Table D2, p15 - Include
diagrams to illustrate planting
and soil ratios outlined in
Table D2.
• 2.4 Table D2, p15 – Maintain
policy encouraging the
retention of existing trees
noted under Table 1, p32,
BADS, Deep Soil Areas: ‘Where
and existing tree over 8m can
be retained on a lot greater
than 1000m2 without damage
during construction period,
the minimum deep soil
requirement is 7% of the site
area’.
• 2.4 Decision guidelines p15 –
Replace point 2 with: ‘The
design response to context
and climate’. This is to ensure
an urban context report
considers planting schedule,
species, siting, potential
canopy height and width,
drought tolerance,
compatibility, risk and
clearance, orientation, internal
amenity, streetscape
character, irrigation, screening
and seasonal variations in
performance.

landscaping will be maintained’
o Requesting further information
on material performance such as
flash point, composition, material
systems, longevity, end of life
potential, maintenance
programme as well as the
material’s reflectivity, colour and
texture.
o Requesting further information
on detailed façade treatments in
response to the urban context
report, design statement and/or a
materials board as a requirement
prior to building permit issue.
Reflective Question p20. What
support/information is required:
o Additional technical training
and ongoing support may be
necessary for planners and
designers that are required to
assess high quality external
façade design.
o Provide updates of changes to
standards, building codes or
approved/endorsed materials.
This needs to be communicated
publicly so that appropriate
responses are supported in
principle and there are grounds
for refusal when poor quality
responses are proposed.

• 2.5 Proposed changes to
communal open space
Standard, p16, Point 4: Clarify
the term ‘efficient
management’ in a planning
sense.
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• 2.5 Standard, p16,
Communal Open Space, Point
1.4 – Replace text to:
‘Minimise noise impacts to
new and existing dwellings and
designed for high level
environmental amenity
including wind, rain and sun’.
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Council Alliance for a Sustainable Built
Environment (CASBE)
Housing
See attachment
Industry
Association
Urbis Pty Ltd
See attachment

See attachment
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154517

City of Greater
Dandenong

1. Proposed changes to the
landscaping standard (Section
2.4 in the discussion paper)

5. Proposed new external walls
and materials standard (Section
3.4 in the discussion paper)

8. Proposed new standard
for wind impacts (Section
4.4 in the discussion paper)

GGD Support– Deep soil areas
and canopy trees
CGD supports the proposed
deep soil areas and canopy
trees applicable to apartment
developments. This will
provide a more consistent
interpretation of landscape
design requirements across
areas of varying character and
vegetation.
• The provision of tree
canopies and landscaping will
improve external amenity and
neighbourhood character,
soften the visual impact of the
building, and increase shade
and its cooling effect onsite
and to the building
surroundings.
• The standard encourages the
protection of existing mature
canopy trees, to preserve the
existing character of an area.
• It provides specifications
regarding the minimum
planter size and soil volume
requirements suitable for each
of the respective small,
medium or large size of the
canopy tree(s).
• Appropriate landscaping has
a range of benefits that relate
to temperature moderation,
biodiversity enhancement,
improved health and wellbeing and increased market
value.
The proposed landscaping
standard supports CGD’s
Neighbourhood Character

CGD Support– Building Materials
and Appearance
CGD supports the proposed
changes to the apartment façade
appearance standard which is
applicable to all apartment
developments. This will provide a
more consistent expectation and
interpretation of high quality
façade design and requirements
across all apartment
developments.

CGD Support– Wind Impact
Standard
CGD generally supports the
proposed wind impacts
standard, which is
applicable to all apartments
of five or more storeys on
the basis that it will
introduce some of the
following desirable
outcomes:
• To ensure a comfortable
level of pedestrian amenity
in the public realm;
• To carefully consider the
wind impacts on both
private and communal
open space so they are not
adversely affected, limiting
use of these open spaces;
• To establish a standard of
comfortable or an
otherwise uncomfortable/
unsafe wind condition
which allows a more
consistent benchmark on
how to assess wind impacts
and pedestrian amenity
across Victoria;
• Justifying the
requirement to prepare a
wind analysis report will be
made easier once it is set as
a state wide requirement.
CGD agrees that the
threshold of five or more
storeys is considered
appropriate based on the
rationales that:
• A five storey threshold
would cover most scenarios

CGD supports the proposed
change because they are in line
with our Neighbourhood
Character Policy Clause 22.09 that
has been currently implemented
on a day to day basis. This
proposed building appearance
standard will further strengthen
CGD’s local planning policy in
achieving;
• The use of high quality, durable
materials and finishes that
require minimal maintenance or
replacement over the life of the
development;
• The use of high quality
materials, colours, finishes and
architectural detailing;
• The use of materials that are
energy efficient to improve the
affordability and sustainability
performance of all apartment
developments;
• The use of materials that take
into consideration their whole of
life impact including source,
durability, recyclability and
supplementary content.

OFFICIAL

10. Proposed changes to
integration with the
street standard (Section
5.4 in the discussion
paper)
CGD Support– Street
Interface
CGD supports the
proposed active street
interface to all apartment
developments as this is in
line with the local design
principles of our
Neighbourhood Character
Policy Clause 22.09 that
has been currently
implemented on day to
day basis. This proposed
street interface standard
will further strengthen
CGD’s local planning
policy in delivering the
following design
objectives:
• Incorporate active
street level frontages that
enable passive
surveillance to occur;
• Ensure that the building
articulation responds
sensitively to existing
residential interfaces, site
circumstances, setbacks
and streetscape;
• Ensure that all domestic
and building services are
visually integrated into
the design of the building
and appropriately
positioned or screened to
not be seen from the
street or adjoining
properties;
• On-site car-parking

14. Proposed new
standards for construction
impacts (Section 6.4 in the
discussion paper)
CGD agrees subject to
below improvement.
CGD Challenge –
Construction Impacts
Some of the CGD’s
challenges in implementing
the construction impact
standard include the
following:
• A key environmental issue
faced by Greater
Dandenong is poor water
quality in our waterways.
This is largely attributed to
pollution from operations
for existing businesses
(mainly industrial).
However, another
contributing source is
pollution from construction
operations. Council
currently implements a
monitoring program called
Connecting Planning and
Land Use Controls with
Source Pollution
Monitoring, which aims to
monitor stormwater
pollutants in industrial
areas in collaboration with
other agencies. This
program reaffirms the need
for additional regulatory
measures to be
implemented to mitigate
pollution issues in our
waterways;
• Another challenge faced
by the development

Policy in Clause 22.09 that has
been currently implemented
on a day to day basis including:
• Provide substantial, high
quality on-site landscaping,
including a range of screen
plants and canopy trees;
• Encourage canopy tree
planting, including at least one
substantial canopy tree to
each setback and each
secluded ground open space
area;
• Using landscaping to soften
the appearance of built form
when viewed from the street
and to respect the amenity of
adjoining properties;
• Protect existing mature
canopy trees, by incorporating
their retention into their site
design;
• Encourage the use of a
variety of native species
including to create landscaping
outcomes that include
indigenous species;
• Provide the minimum
percentage of land to be used
as deep soil areas for canopy
trees to provide wellproportioned private open
space areas to sufficiently
accommodate the growth of
trees until they reach
maturity.
In addition, the intent of the
proposed landscaping
standard aligns with the
objectives of CGD’s
environmentally sustainable
development policy in Clause
22.06 including:
• To protect and enhance
biodiversity within the

CGD Challenge – Building
Materials and Appearance
Some of the CGD’s challenges in
implementing the building
appearance standard include the
following:
• Council has been pursuing the
objective of the ‘durability’ and
‘high quality’ building material
policy through design
negotiations with the developer/
planning applicant during preapplication discussions and/ or a
further information request, etc.
And this has generally delivered
some successful outcomes.
However, in the event where the
developer/ planning applicant
challenges the request, Council
rarely battles it out at VCAT
because more often than not this
will be easily dismissed by VCAT
in favour of a developer’s
viewpoint;
• CGD also acknowledges that not
all levels of developers have the
skills and experience to deliver a
high-end ‘high-rise’ residential
construction involving concrete
prefab or other innovative
materials. In CGD there are a
significant proportion of
apartment developments that are
built in conventional ‘lightweight’ construction materials;
• The recent issue raised
regarding the specification of
non-compliant external building
materials (i.e. combustible
cladding) remains a concern for
the safety of our residents.
Recommended Improvements –
Building Materials and
Appearance
Based on the above challenges,
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of above the podium height
in all Greater Dandenong
Activity Centres;
• This is also consistent
with the 15 metres (5
storeys) threshold of the
wind impact analysis
requirement proposed for
the Springvale Activity
Centre DDO.
CGD Challenge – Wind
Impact Standard
Some of the CGD’s
challenges in implementing
the wind impacts standard
include the following:
• Currently, the proposed
Better Apartments
Discussion Paper makes a
reference to the desktop
wind study but it does not
adequately explain what it
means. Does this involve
researching the best
practice examples that are
appropriate for the site
condition? And does this
need to be done/ verified
by the ‘qualified’ wind
expert?
• Currently, the proposed
Better Apartments Design
Standards make a reference
to the wind mitigation
elements such as canopies
and screens, but it neither
adequately explains on how
they can work effectively
nor the generic/ specific
instances in which they
should be used.
Recommended
Improvements – Wind

situated to the side or
rear of the site so that
they do not dominate the
streetscape.
CGD Challenge – Street
Interface
Some of the CGD’s
challenges in
implementing the street
interface standard
include the following:
• For the apartment
building located in the
residential areas the
common challenge is that
often this active frontage
objective conflicts with
the tall solid fencing used
around the ground floor
secluded private open
space/ SPOS of the front
unit (i.e. used to conceal
the ground floor
carparks). This issue also
directly relates to the
typical design response to
maximise the ground
floor carparks due to the
cost prohibitive nature of
implementing the
basement carpark in the
‘cost-sensitive’ Greater
Dandenong suburbs such
as Dandenong, Noble
Park and Springvale;
• Discouraging the use of
high front fencing (if
practicable) may prohibit
the placement of the
ground floor SPOS along
the street interface, or if
not, takes away the
viability of including the
ground floor apartment
unit all together.

industry and local council’s
is adherence to any
associated construction
management plan. Despite
comprehensive
management plans being in
place, contractors may not
fully adhere to these due to
lack of awareness or
training, leading to issues
during the construction
phase. This outcome will
then have an adverse effect
on the ability of Council
compliance officers to
effectively monitor these
operations as they are
already thinly resourced
dealing with other
compliance matters.
Recommended
Improvements –
Construction Impacts
Based on the above
challenges, some of the
planning and urban design
recommendations include
the following:
• The requirement for a
construction management
plan should be extended to
consist of a site-wide
environmental
management plan in
compliance with best
practice guidelines and
must be implemented from
the beginning of
construction works,
including any excavation
and demolition. It is
recommended to align the
requirements of the EMP
with the NSW

municipality;
• To provide environmentally
sustainable landscapes and
natural habitats and minimise
the urban heat island effect;
• To encourage the retention
of significant trees.
Overall, this proposed
landscaping standard together
with CGD’s Clause 22.09 will
address the common issue of
the very limited tree canopy
cover and poor standard of
landscaping/ external amenity
of apartments, whilst
contributing to
environmentally sustainable
outcomes within the City of
Greater Dandenong.
CGD Challenges – Deep soil
areas and canopy trees
Based on CGD’s experience,
some of the planning and
urban design challenges in
implementing the proposed
landscaping standard include
the following:
• The common challenge to
implement the landscaping
standard within the building
frontage (i.e. to soften the
visual impact of an apartment
building and to conceal the
ground floor carpark) is that
this often conflicts with the
typical design response of
utilising and fencing the front
setback area for the SPOS of
the front unit (also relevant for
section 5.4- p.10);
• For apartment buildings
located near Activity Centres it
is also not uncommon that
developers negotiate for a less

some of the planning and urban
design recommendations include
the following:
• CGD strongly advocates before
the adoption of this new design
standard/ policy VCAT must to be
engaged so that they will share
the same appreciation about the
importance of this low
maintenance and durable
building materials;
• Example of the good building
materials achieving the
‘durability’ and ‘visually
interesting’ façade objectives
would be helpful to illustrate of
the types of building materials
that are considered favourable or
less favourable. And these could
be included in the Apartment
Design Guidelines or a Practice
Note;
• Raising the building appearance
standard should be sensitively
scoped in a broad enough
reference that does not preclude
the ‘small’ developers from the
property markets or, at least,
provide options/ leverage for
them to upgrade their skills/
experience in response to the
raised standard;
• Support for more robust
screening of materials selection
at the planning stage to prevent
inferior or sub-standard materials
being substituted during
construction. This includes
support for verification processes
to ensure acceptable materials
are selected as part of the
building material procurement
process;
• It is acknowledged that
compliance and certification of
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Impact Standard
Based on the above
challenges, some of the
planning and urban design
recommendations include
the following:
• This is relatively new
territory for CGD and the
building industry, so some
basic training on how to
read a wind analysis report
would be beneficial and
should be provided through
DELWP. This could also
include a clearer
explanation on what the
wind tunnel analysis vs.
desktop study entails.
• If the 5-storey threshold
is accepted as the
threshold, then this policy
should be broadened to
apply to all other 5-storey
uses (i.e. mixed use, office,
hospital, hotel, etc.)
specifically those located
within activity centres. This
is to ensure the equitable
development standard
across 5+ storey buildings
and the effectiveness of
this policy (i.e. in delivering
the sought objective).
• Examples of good design
and how to mitigate the
impacts of wind would be
helpful and these could be
included in the Apartment
Design Guidelines or a
Practice Note. This will
enable planners and
developers to be more
aware about the typology
and/or options of wind
mitigation technologies

However, this will
certainly create a more
challenging condition in
concealing the ground
floor car parks in the
residential areas as well
as in activating the street
interface along the
residential streets;
• For the apartment
building located in the
commercial or mixed use
areas, statutory planning
has little or no control in
terms of how the future
tenants will fit out their
shop/ shop window. This
often manifests in the
‘generic’ glazing windows
that will later be covered
with ‘opaque decal’ for a
privacy/ functional
reason (i.e. bank/ office/
back of the house);
• This common issue can
be seen as a reflection
and undesirable outcome
of not designing a ‘fit for
purpose’ building
interface in the first place
or an ‘overly optimistic
expectation’ on the
frontage activation
objective. This measure
also impacts passive
design benefits of that
space should future
modifications take place.
Recommended
Improvements – Street
Interface
Based on the above
challenges, some of the
planning and urban
design recommendations

environmental
management best practice
guidelines. This includes
mandatory progress
reporting requirements to
the relevant authority to
ensure adherence to any
Management Plan;
• Supporting guidance for
developers, builders and
contractors be developed
to support understanding
and guidance for the
construction sector to
ensure plans are developed
effectively and
implemented correctly.
• Measures to support
resourcing of Council
planning compliance and
enforcement officers to
ensure they have the
capacity to effectively
monitor and provide
guidance to builders during
construction;
• A requirement for the
builder/s to sign and
acknowledge the
construction management
plan/s;
• Supporting guidance for
developers and builders to
the minimum standards for
the proposed construction
management plans.
15. Proposed changes to
the Apartment Design
Guidelines for Victoria for
construction impacts
(Section 6.5 in the
discussion paper)
CGD agrees subject to

than 3m front setback, which
restricts the deep soil areas
and space for accommodating
the spread of canopy trees.
• In the CGD context, the
typical ‘suburban’ residential
lot has a 17m wide frontage
with an average of 700800sqm lot size. The viability
of providing a deep soil
planting area and its
associated tree canopy more
often than not relates to how
the ground floor or the
basement plan accommodates
the most efficient carpark
layout;
• The nominated spatial
provisions for the 4m-16m
canopy spread as per
identified in table D2 may
pose a challenge for future
redevelopment of the single
suburban lot with a 17m
narrow frontage (i.e. without
land consolidation);
• Without a land consolidation
scenario, this often means that
the use of a series of tall
‘columnar’ trees along the side
and rear perimeter boundaries
becomes the most realistic
landscaping solution for
providing the balanced
internal and external amenity
objectives (i.e. to create
outlook and to moderate the
use of undesirable external
screening/ obscured glazed
windows along the side and/
or the rear elevations);
• Deep soil planting and tree
canopy planting become not
viable due to the existing
underground infrastructure

the compliant building materials
is a building legislation matter,
the specification of noncombustible and safe materials
should be a mandatory
requirement that is echoed at
both the planning and building
stages.
6. Proposed changes to the
design response (Section 3.5 in
the discussion paper)
CGD agrees subject to below
improvement.
CGD Challenge –Rationale for
External Materials and
Appearance
Some of the CGD’s challenges in
implementing the design
rationale for external walls and
the selection of the external
materials include the following:
• The design rationale for the
external walls can be a subjective
matter that often involves an
‘aesthetically-driven’ judgement
or cannot be separated from the
architect’s cultural value and
intent. Thus, it is again perceived
as a weak ground for planning
refusal at VCAT.
Recommended Improvements –
Rationale for External Materials
and Appearance
Based on the above challenges,
some of the planning and urban
design recommendations include
the following:
• CGD strongly advocates that
before the adoption of this new
requirement VCAT must be
engaged so that they will share
the same appreciation about the
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considered appropriate and
how they work in different
contexts.
• Those good design
examples can inform the
‘generic’ wind mitigation
treatments that can be
used for the low risk
environment such as
development below the 5
storeys threshold, or in the
areas where it does not
have any sensitive interface
to the public or communal
areas.

9. Proposed changes to the
Apartment Design
Guidelines for Victoria for
wind impacts (Section 4.5
in the discussion paper)
CGD Support– A Desktop
Wind Study vs. Wind
Tunnel Analysis
CGD acknowledges the
importance of considering
the wind impact early in the
building design process,
although this can be a
costly exercise for
developers. The wind
analysis report needs to be
prepared by a suitably
qualified wind expert and
submitted with a planning
application. Ideally, a wind
expert is the best person to
advise on the type of report
required (i.e. desktop wind
analysis or a wind tunnel
analysis, which is
significantly more
expensive).

include the following:
• Good examples of
street interface design
particularly in sleeving
the ground floor carparking at both
residential and
commercial street
contexts could be
included in the
Apartment Design
Guidelines or a Practice
Note;
• Good examples of
street fencing and
treatments that would
also be helpful in terms of
illustrating the good
internal privacy of the
ground floor resident
whilst still achieving
street activation
objectives. And this can
be included in the
Apartment Design
Guidelines and a Practice
Note;
• The standard should
highlight the importance
of the ‘fit-for-purpose’
retail façade response
when it comes to the
commercial street
interface;
• In addition to this,
enhancement of passive
design principles (such as
solar access, provision of
natural ventilation and
daylight and suitable
shading) is another
important consideration
that need to be balanced
amongst the street
activation objectives;

below improvement.
CGD Challenge –
Construction Impacts
Permit Conditions
The challenge in
implementing the
construction impact
standard includes the
following:
• Currently the Section 24
(c) of the Building Act 1993,
states the relevant building
surveyor (RBS) must not
issue a building permit
unless he or she is satisfied
that any relevant planning
permit or other prescribed
approval has been
obtained. However, if a
planning permit is issued
with the condition that a
construction management
plan to be submitted to
Council at later date, there
is no current mechanism to
prevent a relevant building
surveyor (RBS) to issue a
building permit.
Recommended
Improvements –
Construction Impacts
Permit Conditions
Based on the above
challenge, the planning and
urban design
recommendation includes
the following:
• Legislative change would
be required to the Building
Act and/or Building
Regulations to ensure that
a building permit is not
issued until such time
construction management

along the side or the rear
boundary or overhead
infrastructure along the street
interface.
Recommended Improvements
– Deep soil areas and canopy
trees
Based on the above
challenges, the planning and
urban design
recommendations include the
following:
• Examples of good design for
front landscaped setbacks
preferably with a few
‘suburban’ scenarios where
landscaping treatments are
effectively used to manage a
successful transition between
the private and public
interface would be helpful.
And these could be included in
the Apartment Design
Guidelines or a Practice Note.
• As an alternative to the
canopy tree spread (as per
specified in the Table D2/
second column), CGD suggests
that the provision of typical
tall slim columnar trees with
their suitable deep root soil
planting dimension can be
added as an alternative
approach for suburban sites
where providing the 4m+
spread of canopy trees
becomes challenging (i.e.
along the side boundaries of
the narrow suburban lot).
• CGD has developed a draft
set of landscaping guidelines
for development. The
standards should include a
reference to the specification
of preferred plant species

importance of this design
rationale;
• CGD strongly advocates that the
new building appearance and
design rationale should instead
focus on a set of sustainable
building material objectives and
criteria, in particular façade
materials embodied energy and
water, virgin material content,
source and ability to be recycled
or re-used at their end of life;
• The decision guidelines should
emphasize on methods for
balancing the sustainability
performance of the façade design
amongst other aesthetic-driven
building appearance design
criteria.
7. Proposed changes to the
Apartment Design Guidelines for
Victoria for external walls and
materials (Section 3.6 in the
discussion paper)
CGD agrees subject to below
improvement.
CGD Challenge –Permit
Conditions for Materials and
Maintenance
Some of the CGD’s challenges in
implementing the permit
conditions relating to the building
materials and construction details
include the following:
• CGD agrees that the permit
conditions can include
information about how the
external façade will be
maintained. However CGD does
not find the necessity for the 1:20
scale of Section details as part of
the permit condition. Providing
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CGD Challenge – A Desktop
Wind Study vs. Wind
Tunnel Analysis
Some of the CGD’s
challenges in implementing
the wind impacts standard
include the following:
• From CGD’s limited
experience, developers
often are hesitant to
undertake any ‘wind tunnel
analysis/ simulation’ during
the pre-application process
due to the expensive/ costprohibitive nature of this
design exercise;
• To impose this new
requirement (i.e. additional
upfront cost) upon the
Central Dandenong Activity
Centre (i.e. RCD Declared
Area) will significantly
discourage developers from
developing a 5-storey or
higher apartment building
due to them currently
being disadvantaged by the
5% Infrastructure Levy;
• This will have a negative
impact on the already
marginal investment in the
city. (Note: The current
market reality in Central
Dandenong is that, a
townhouse unit (with land)
at the fringe of the
Dandenong Activity Centre
is not much more
expensive than a small
apartment in Central
Dandenong.)
Recommended
Improvements – A Desktop

• It is often balancing the
intricate detailed design
of purposeful ‘glazing’
size vs. the ‘solid’ walls
can provide a more
visually interesting/
successful façade
composition, better
passive design
performance, as well as a
functional design
response than just the
‘generic/ soulless ’ all
exposed glazing design
response.
11. Proposed changes to
vehicle access standard
(Section 5.5 in the
discussion paper)
CGD agrees subject to
below improvement.
CGD Challenge –
Vehicular Access
Some of the CGD’s
challenges in
implementing the
vehicular standard
include the following:
• For the apartment
building located in the
commercial or mixed
used area or in the
Activity Centre (i.e. above
the shops), apart from
the private vehicular
access to the residential
basement there may be a
need to have a public
vehicular access to the
commercial carparks or
to the loading/ services
areas that sometimes

plan has been approved by
Council.

outlined in each local
government where applicable.
This will ensure species are
appropriate to each region.
• Where fewer existing trees
or reduced soil areas are
present, the standard should
encourage consolidation or
bundling of infrastructure
including underground
services to achieve greater
canopy outcomes.
CGD Support – Alternative
Landscaping
CGD generally supports the
‘alternative’ landscaping
standard to retain the
flexibility to meet the
minimum tree canopies/
landscaped requirement for
private open space including:
• For example, if developers
are unable to provide for open
space on ground level, they
can consider options for
vegetated planters, pergolas,
green roofs or walls instead of
canopy trees.
• However, this should not
become an easy or default
solution for not providing the
preferred ground level
landscaping in the first
instance. Instead, CGD view is
that this ‘alternative’
landscaping must be used as
the last resort.
CGD Challenges – Alternative
Landscaping
Some of the CGD’s challenges
in implementing this
‘alternative’ landscaping
standard include the following:
• To apply such an alternative

section details would not
guarantee that the building
material and façade will be
durable or visually attractive or
well maintained;
• From a planning permit
compliance point of view,
considering the building defects
including the ‘cracking’ and the
‘staining’ won’t be appearing until
typically a few years later, Council
may not have the on-going
resources to keep up with the
monitoring and enforcing of such
a future non-compliance even
when specified as part of a permit
condition.
Recommended Improvements –
Permit Conditions for Materials
and Maintenance
Based on the above challenges,
some of the planning and urban
design recommendations include
the following:
• The inclusion of section details
at a scale of 1:20 as parts of the
permit condition should be a
matter for a statutory planner’s
discretion rather than a
mandatory requirement/
standard condition;
• It is best that the use of
compliant and safe building
materials is dealt with through
the Building Code as a building
legislation matter, and not
through planning permit
conditions and/ or planning
compliance/ enforcement. This
includes avoiding the use of low
quality or sub-standard building
materials in the first instance;
• Ensure that how the permit
conditions about how the
external wall will be maintained
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Wind Study vs. Wind
Tunnel Analysis
Based on the above
challenges, some of the
planning and urban design
recommendations include
the following:
• Victorian Government
must consider the negative
economic impact of this
new requirement on the
developments in already
marginalised suburbs like
Central Dandenong and
find ways of minimising this
developer’s up-front cost
unless it is absolutely
necessary.
• Although a blanket 5storey threshold may be
ideal, there may be room to
waive this requirement for
the less sensitive public
space/ areas with no
prevailing wind issue or for
infill developments/ minor
building works that do not
significantly alter the wind
condition (see the table
under the below
recommended
improvements). This will
save developers from an
unnecessary up-front cost/
risk that potentially break
the viability of their project.
Based on CGD’s experience
on Springvale Activity
Centre DDO, the wind
expert advised that the
type of assessment was
very much a factor of the
height and design of the
development being

would work better by
segregating those access
points (as opposed to
being consolidated);
• If commercial ground
floor involves any ‘bulky
goods’ retail or large
format retail including a
supermarket, then this
can also create another
design challenge for
frontage activation.
These types of uses often
come with a large
expanse of blank wall
and/ or a loading bay
requirement that must be
easily accessible from the
street. In such a situation,
relocating the loading
area to the laneway or
the side street could only
work for some cases
where such an
opportunity exists. This
opportunity may not
always be available for
middle lots or in cases
where the block is not
served by rear laneway
provision;
• The Greater Dandenong
Sustainable Stormwater
Strategy has identified
flood risk as a key
strategic challenge across
its northern catchment. It
is this catchment where
all in-fill development
including high density
development will occur.
This poses a risk to high
density development, in
particular development
with a basement car park

landscaping on the private
balconies would mean the
success of such a landscape
features is reliant upon the
‘good will and commitment’ of
the future apartment dwellers,
which in our opinion is too
unpredictable in achieving the
desired long term outcomes.
• CGD acknowledges that not
all levels of developers will be
skilled enough to construct
this type of ‘alternative’ or
non-conventional landscape
construction including above
the basement or roof top
garden, green wall, planter
pits, etc. This landscape work
may involve a more complex
building/ maintenance works
and infrastructure including
irrigation.
• And for the ‘average’
developers in CGD
unfortunately the lack of skills/
experience in doing this type
of landscape works often
results in the discrepancy
between the design intent and
the design outcome (i.e. noncompliance issue or
maintenance failure), which
ends sometimes with the
deletion of these landscape
features from the plan and/or
later stripped down to more
basic landscape elements.
Recommended Improvements
– Alternative Landscaping
Based on the above
challenges, the planning and
urban design recommendation
includes the following:
• CGD is more supportive for
this alternative standard to be

will not put an unrealistic
expectation the future use of
Council’s resources (i.e.
monitoring and enforcement).

OFFICIAL

proposed and the location.
In the efforts to minimise
the unnecessary up-front
cost for the developers,
alternatively, it may be
logical to provide a clearer
design decision criteria to
determine whether a
desktop wind study or a
wind tunnel analysis is
likely to be required for a
development of 5-storey or
higher apartment building.
For example, the design
decision guidelines could
consider a series of
questions like below:
• Would the building likely
to have any impact on
‘sensitive’ site/ interface
(including existing and
future)? The sensitive site/
interface can be defined as
the key pedestrian street/
public space or communal
open space where
pedestrian/ people are
encouraged/ expected to
linger for an extended
period of time.
• Does the site or the
precinct currently have any
prevailing (uncomfortable)
wind issue from the
surrounding existing
buildings?
• Will the proposed
building height and shape
likely significantly alter the
current wind condition on
site and the surroundings?
For example, an increased
building height of 3 storeys
or more can be defined as a
significant change.

or habitable spaces at
ground level. As a result,
flood mitigation
measures will need to
form a key consideration
for this type of
development and should
be reflected in the
standard.
Recommended
Improvements –
Vehicular Access
Based on the above
challenges, some of the
planning and urban
design recommendations
include the following:
• Good examples of
street interface design
particularly in
accommodating the
mixed residential and
commercial accesses in a
mixed development site
could be included in the
Apartment Design
Guidelines or a Practice
Note;
• Good examples of
street interface design
particularly in
accommodating large
format retail and bulky
goods in a mixed
development site could
be included in the
Apartment Design
Guidelines or a Practice
Note;
• The standard should
also include guidelines for
on-site flood mitigation
measures that do not
require significant
alterations to the

applied on the communal
areas subject to the adequate
provision of a body corporate
tool (i.e. and landscape
management plan) that is put
in place to ensure the long
term maintenance and good
appearance of these
alternative landscape features.
• Examples of good alternative
landscaping are used on the
roof top planters/ creepers
and how they are used for
greening and shading the
communal open space would
be helpful. And they can be
included as parts of the
Apartment Guidelines and or
Practice Note.

And if the answers to those
above questions can be
used to determine whether
a desktop wind analysis (for
low risk) or a wind tunnel
analysis (for a high risk) is
required.

development at the
street interface (such as
raised floor levels or
basement ramps);
• Guidelines should focus
on alternative
technologies and
techniques such as flood
proof doors, flood proof
gates, design standards
for services location and
materials resistant to
water.
12. Proposed changes to
site services standard
(Section 5.6 in the
discussion paper)
CGD agrees subject to
below improvement.

2. Proposed changes to the
communal open space
standard (Section 2.5 in the
discussion paper)

CGD Challenge – Site
Services
Some of the CGD’s
challenges in
implementing the site
services standard include
the following:
• It is all too often that
‘screening’ site services
along the street interface
becomes an easy or a
default design response.
The quality of the screens
could be vary from the
‘ugly’ to at best
‘inconspicuous’;
• The accumulated site
services along street
interface over the time
have compromised the
green space and the
street interface
objectives. This also often

CGD Support– Communal
Open Space
CGD generally supports the
proposed 250 sqm communal
open space for developments
of 11 or more apartments, on
the basis that:
• It will maximise landscaping
opportunities within
apartment developments
which further supports the
adoption of the landscaping
standard;
• If it is done well, it will
enhance space activation and
safety of the apartment
building complex through
passive surveillance;
• The standard will enhance
the liveability and amenity of
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the development and will
encourage other uses in the
space such as space for food
productive gardens and the
like.
CGD Challenges – Communal
Open Space
CGD acknowledges the
potential benefits of a 250
sqm of communal open space
for residents in developments
of 11 or more apartments.
However, CGD questions if
applying the proposed
standard of 25 sqm communal
open space to developments
with 10 or less apartments will
add value due to the following
reasons:
• The functionality of a 25 sqm
(i.e. 5x5m) of shared open
space for the 10 dwellings or
less is questionable. What
would be the potential use of
this small space? If not
frequently used, this may
become a ‘wasted’ space or
worse a liability;
• In CGD, the small to medium
scale of apartment
developments are not typically
provided with communal open
space due to the pricesensitive nature of the
property market. This and in
combination with the lower
socio-economic demographic
profile would not respond well
to absorbing the ‘extra’
construction cost as well as
the potential ongoing
maintenance costs of such a
common facility (i.e. the
higher rates of body corporate
fees);

relates to their
‘dilapidated’ or
‘vandalised’ and/ or
unmaintained
appearance (i.e.
becoming the areas
where collecting litters).
Recommended
Improvements – Site
Services
Based on the above
challenges, some of the
planning and urban
design recommendations
include the following:
• Good examples of
street interface design
particularly in integrating
and/ or concealing the
site services along the
street frontage could be
included in the
Apartment Design
Guidelines or a Practice
Note;
• If placement of site
services along the street
interface will have a
potential noise/ odour/
littering impacts, then
they should be also
managed/ treated so that
it does not conflict with
the adjoining existing/
future uses as well as the
general amenity of the
street.
13. Proposed changes to
Apartment Design
Guidelines for Victoria for
site services (Section 5.7
in the discussion paper)
CGD agrees subject to
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• In summary, the
maintenance/ ongoing body
corporate costs for residents
may be considered to
outweigh the benefit of
environmental/ recreational/
social value out of this small
25 sqm space.
Recommended Improvements
– Communal Open Space
Based on the above
challenges, some of the
planning and urban design
recommendations include the
following:
• CGD suggests a threshold of
11 dwellings or more for
requiring a communal open
space, which is consistent with
the NSW’s Medium Density
Design Guide. It is also equally
important to provide a set of
qualitative criteria and
guidance in terms of what
typical design features are
expected in the well-designed
communal spaces;
• Some examples/ illustration
of a good design of communal
open space would also be
useful particularly in
demonstrating the successful
transition between the private
to the public realm. And these
could be included in the
Apartment Design Guidelines
or a Practice Note;
• CGD suggests that the
communal open space
standard should include more
qualitative criteria such as, but
not limited to the provision of
direct access/ view lines into
communal open spaces from
entries and passageways, etc.

below improvement.
CGD Challenge – Site
Services Integration
The CGD’s challenge in
implementing the site
services integration
includes the following:
• There is no clear
standardised approach
about how the
integration and
placement of the site
services should be done
in an apartment
development.
Recommended
Improvements – Site
Services Integration
Based on the above
challenges, some of the
planning and urban
design recommendations
include the following:
• The standard and
guidelines can better
explain the circumstances
when a site service
‘cupboard’ can be located
perpendicular to the
street (i.e. to minimise its
street exposure) and
when it cannot (i.e. due
to the access
requirement). This
guidelines or Practice
Note should be
developed in consultation
with the relevant service
authority;
• If possible, the
guidelines and the
principle around the
‘standard’ site service
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This includes taking into
account relationships between
indoor and outdoor communal
space and the need for
provision of suitable daylight
access to the communal open
spaces;
• Furthermore the provision of
direct access and passageways
to communal open spaces
should consider other
environmental features such
as lighting, visibility, access for
disabled residents and
legibility, etc;
• For a large key
redevelopment site requiring a
site context analysis and
masterplan, the provision of
communal open space should
also consider the connectivity
and relationship between
communal open spaces and
adjacent streets and open
spaces, provided that open
spaces are situated on ground
level;
• Reference to stormwater
management would be
appropriate for the irrigation
of communal open space
areas.

access and placement
could be made as a
standardised approach
than leaving them out as
a negotiated outcome
that varies from site to
site/ suburb to suburb.

3. Proposed changes to the
design response for
landscaping (Section 2.6 in the
discussion paper)
CGD agrees. No more
comment on this section.

4. Proposed changes to the
landscaping section in the
Apartment Design Guidelines
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for Victoria (Section 2.7 in the
discussion paper)
CGD agrees subject to below
improvement.
CGD Challenge –Landscaping
Maintenance
Based on CGD’s experience,
the planning and urban design
challenges in implementing
the proposed landscaping
maintenance standard include
the following:
• Including information about
how the landscaping will be
maintained as part of the
permit condition does not
always necessarily guarantee
successful landscaping
maintenance unless this can
be effectively monitored and
enforced;
• Apart from the one site
inspection before the
subdivision permit being
issued, Council has no
resources to conduct ongoing
monitoring and enforcement
of (if any) non-compliance or
on-going maintenance issue
on the landscaping works;
• If after the subdivision
permit has been issued, the
resident removes/ relocates
some landscaping elements or
alters the tree species for any
reason, Council has limited
resources to monitor and to
enforce this non-compliance
issue even if they are part of
the planning permit
conditions.
Recommended Improvements
–Landscaping Maintenance
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Based on the above
challenges, some of the
planning and urban design
recommendations include the
following:
• Ensure that how the
landscaping maintenance is
planned will not put an
unrealistic expectation on the
future use of Council’s
resources including monitoring
and enforcement.
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154525

Planning Institute of Australia - Victoria Division

See attachment
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154533

City of Melton

1. Proposed changes to the
landscaping standard (Section
2.4 in the discussion paper).

1. Proposed new external walls
and materials standard (Section
3.4 in the discussion paper).

The ail for the Green Space
section is to provide for
canopy trees that improve
people's wellbeing and to
assist in reducing urban heat.
There are also opportunities in
the greenspaces to give
further consideration to
permeability. This standard
should be extended to include
and assist in addressing
permeability and storm water
issues that gets drastically
reduced with intensity of
development. This would
initiate climate responsive
landscaping. Therefore, it is
suggested that a percentage of
permeable area and nonpermeable area be included
(eg: 40% hardscape and 60%
softscape).

Critical to this section is a control
that initiates a strictness in
alteration of materials, thus a
requirement for a building
material report within a design
response, or separately as a
facade strategy should be
encouraged.
2. No comments regarding
changes to Section s 3.5 and 3.6
of the discussion paper.

Standards highlighting wind
integration and mitigation
treatments, similar to that
of Clause 22.01 of the
Melbourne Planning
Scheme should be
considered.

Section 5.4 should
include another
objective, rather than a
standard, which is:
"To avoid expansive blank
walls at street level"
Section 5.5 should also
include as an objective,
the need:
"To avoid the removal of
existing street trees to
accommodate site
access"
Section 5.7 - Integration
of services and meters
with the facade is highly
desirable. However,
standards supporting the
integration with
accessible side facades
should be encouraged.
Where there is no
possibility for services to
be located away from the
street frontage, service
cupboards should be
designed as an integrated
component of the facade.

This standard should also
stress the importance of
retaining existing canopy trees
on a site, and on land
adjoining that may be
impacted by development so
that landscaping objectives
can be satisfied instantly
rather than waiting for new
canopy trees to be planted
and grow, which could take
many years.
2. Proposed changes to the
communal open space
standard (Section 2.5 of the
discussion paper).
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Construction Management
Plan conditions require
more specific details with
regards to site layout and
mitigation of environmental
impacts. The proposed
objective and standard is a
good starting point, but
could go further to inlcude
such things as weed
control, stockpiling and the
like. As an example, the City
of Melton has the following
requirements regarding
construction management
plans:
"Prior to the
commencement of onsite
works, a Construction
Management Plan must be
prepared and approved by
the Responsible Authority.
When approved, the plan
will be endorsed and will
form part of this permit.
The Construction
Management Plan must
include, but is not limited
to the following:
a) Proposed working hours;
b) Haulage routes to the
site;
c) Methods of dust
suppression;
d) Sediment control and
gross pollutant
management;
e) Procedures to ensure
that no significant adverse
environmental impacts
occur as a result of the
development;
f) Earthworks (Consistent

Minimum communal open
space dimensions for
development should be
stipulated. A proposal for 1m x
25m communal area would
not satisfy the objective for
communal open space, but
will satisfy the standard, and
may make it difficult for
Planners to argue and
negotiate for more usable
open space. perhaps a
minimum dimension of 3-4
metres should be stipulated to
increase usability.

with Construction
Techniques for Sediment
Pollution Control (EPA,
1991);
g) Showing where
stockpiling, machinery
wash down, lay down,
storage and personnel rest
areas occur;
h) Vehicle exclusion areas;
and
i) Weed management
measures to be undertaken
during and post
construction.

The wording of the standard
should also be strengthened
by substituting the words
"should" to "must", and the
standard should mandate that
the requirement for a
Communal Open Space
Management Plan to be
submitted and endorsed along
with the permit for the
development.

In addition, the
construction management
plan must ensure:
• All machinery brought on
site to be weed and
pathogen free
• All machinery wash down,
lay down and personnel
rest areas to be clearly
fenced and located in
disturbed areas
• Contractors working on
the site to be inducted into
an environmental
management program for
construction work
• Best practice erosion and
sediment control
techniques are to be used
to protect any native flora
and fauna"

3. Proposed changes to the
design response for
landscaping (Section 2.6 in the
discussion paper).
The design response should
clearly indicate the percentage
of permeable vs nonpermeable area, which should
be at least 40% hardscape and
60% softscape.
4. Proposed changes to the
landscaping section (Section
2.7 in the discussion paper).
A Communal Open Space
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Management Plan should be
submitted and endorsed along
with the permit for the
development.
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154540
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154543

City of Casey

See attachment

OFFICIAL

155

154544

Individual

Whilst I agree with the need
for communal areas and an
increase of landscape areas
throughout apartment
developments I do not believe
the proposed standards go far
enough in protecting new and
existing dwellings.
• Direct and reflected lighting
is an issue for apartment
dwellers particularly late at
night. I recommend the
inclusion of an additional
requirement to minimise
lighting impacts from
communal areas to new and
existing dwellings.
• Outdoor cooking often
results in odours and smoke
which can be carried by
prevailing winds to nearby
dwellings affecting the
amenity of these. I therefore
recommend the addition of a
standard requiring barbeques
/ pits and other cooking
facilities be screened to
minimise odours and smoke
affecting new and existing
dwellings.
• Whilst I support the
maximising of landscaping
opportunities and provision of
canopy trees I am concerned
that these at full maturity may
have a direct impact on
shadowing and sky views of
new and existing dwellings at
lower floor levels, particularly
when trees are located in
common areas at the top of a
podium where building

• The requirement to provide
articulation through variation in
depth, form and fixtures as
outlined in the proposed standard
will not necessarily result in good
design or ease of maintenance.
Adornments and other gimmicks
in design date quickly, are usually
more expensive and are required
to be replaced more readily than
simple, clean cut, beautifully
detailed buildings with a good
choice of materials. Each design
should be considered on its
merits particularly when
considering ease of maintenance
and running costs of a building
during its life cycle.
• The proposal for a standard
requiring visual interest thru
variation in material, colour and
texture should not be the default
requirement. Highly patterned
walls, bright coloured walls as
well as extremely dark facades
have the potential to negatively
impact on the welfare of persons
in existing dwellings facing these
facades. Further, the trend to
make facades visually interesting
by incorporating race, gender,
fashion, political and cultural
statements often using digitised
technology should be minimised.
• The maintenance of buildings
without encroachment on
existing adjacent buildings e.g
window cleaning or requiring the
use of cranes for access,
installation or replacement of
antennas and plant equipment
should be required to be
minimised.
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NO COMMENT

Whilst I support the
proposal to improve
street interfaces I am
concerned the the issues
of building setbacks are
not being re addressed in
these guidelines.
• Whilst supporting the
need to minimise
crossovers on street
frontages I am concerned
that the proposal for
prioritising the location of
car parking entries to the
side and rear of buildings
has the potential to
negatively impact on the
amenity of existing
dwellings in adjacent
buildings unless the
standards are expanded
to include requirements
for how these should be
designed. Pushing
vehicles from direct
street entry into narrow
laneways whereby noise,
headlight bounce off
facades and conflicts in
access can exist is not
always the best or
preferred solution for the
local community.

The proposal for the
inclusion of construction
management impacts is
supported however there
needs two be additional
inclusions to address:
• Lighting of sites during
construction and in
particular the detrimental
impacts arising from the
lighting of cranes which
serve no other benefit
except providing
advertising for developers
and builders to the
detriment of apartment
dwellers living nearby.
Often the cranes can be
seen for several hundred
metres away and have an
intensity of light that no
amount of window
coverings is able to
adequately block out.
When located within direct
line to existing apartment
window areas including
living and bedrooms these
can result in substantial
amenity impacts for
occupiers. The existing
system of address through
the current legislation is
not adequate. A
requirement to minimise
the impacts of lighting
including advertising from
cranes should be included
as a standard.
• New Highrise
developments often have
stages of works requiring
road closures when heavy

separations may not be as
great as towers. To this end I
believe that there needs to be
a requirement for identifying
mature tree height and future
shadowing of new and existing
dwellings.

equipment is transferred to
site and cranes are
constructed. Often these
can be several times in the
course of a project
construction and can have
negative impacts for other
building apartment
dwellers including
restriction of access /
driveway blockages and the
swinging of cranes over
occupied communal areas
of adjacent buildings. A
requirement to minimise
the impact of this should be
included in the guidelines.

• Many apartment buildings
require the use of mobile
scissor lifts to access and
maintain gardens. From my
own personal experience
these often cause obstructions
to footpaths, roadways and
rear laneways. The noise
impacts from the use of
chainsaws and leaf blowers
required in maintaining these
gardens can also be
substantial. How the
maintenance of communal
gardens throughout
apartment buildings is
managed needs to be taken
into account and form part of
the proposed Guidelines.

• The parking of
construction vehicles within
the vicinity of construction
sites is an issue for local
residents. A requirement
for how this is to be
managed including the
provision off -site parking
and loading facilities should
be identified.

• Having made a number of
objections to developments at
VCAT it concerns me that
applicants are not considering
the requirement of the
Premises Standards 2010 in
relation to disability access
and usage of common areas.
For example, spa and pool
areas are often included on
podium and roof tops in
planning submissions but in
most instances do not indicate
any means for the disabled to
access them. This results in
unnecessary and major
revisiting of design in some
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instances with substantial
compromises resulting in
resubmission of
documentation to not only
councils but VCAT in many
instances to comply with the
requirements of the Disability
Discrimination Act as part of
the next phase of a project. A
separate standard pertaining
to disability access
incorporated in the Better
Apartment Design Standards
requiring applicants to
illustrate how they intend
complying with the Premises
Standards requirements for
Apartment developments
should be included.
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154616

Individual

I strongly support the
retention of existing canopy
trees in open space areas, or
the planting of suitable trees
where there are no such
existing trees. However I
cannot see why planter boxes,
pergolas or green walls should
be accepted as satisfactory
alternatives.

Three or more stories
would be a better
threshold.
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154659

See attachment

See attached document for
comments.
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154709

159

154726

MEL
Consultants
Pty Ltd
Australian
Institute of
Landscape
Architects
(VICTORIA)
Individual
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154727

Friends of
Nillumbik Inc.

Please see attached
submission

Please see attached discussion
paper

The standards should
require that designs
respect the existing
character and scale of the
neighbourhood.
Apartment buildings
should not be taller than
the width of the frontage
street, or the width of the
subject site, whichever is
lesser.

Please see attached discussion
paper

Please see attached
discussion paper

Please see attached
discussion paper

Please see attached
discussion paper

Support proposals in DP

Support proposals in DP

Support proposals in DP

Support proposals in DP

See attachment
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161

154731

Bludiamonds
Real Estate Pty
Ltd

I'm of the opinion that the
Green Space planning
requirements for Apartment
Development in Victoria
should be modified.
This modifications include that
all apartment developments
should require the following:
* all apartment developments
to include landscaped
communal open space as a
planning requirement
* planning requirement for
landscaping of street frontages
* planning permit condition
requiring information about
how the landscaping will be
maintained.
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154740

David Lock
Associates &
Rothelowman
Architects

My opinion is of the view that all
built apartment developments
match the standard of the initial
approval.
So, the relevant building certifiers
either private or government
approved should follow a strict
compliance policy to ensure high
quality and standard from the
planning to execution stages of all
apartment developments in
Victoria based on the following
planning requirements, namely:
* require all apartment
developments to have a highquality external building design
through the use of form and
fittings
* require external materials on
the building to have visual
interest and be durable for the
life of the building
* ensure that the external walls
of the building are accessible for
maintenance

See attachment
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The following are my
feedback on the proposed
new wind impact changes
to the Apartment Design
Guidelines for Victoria.
I am of the opinion that
four stories and above
should be the threshold for
assessing wind impacts on
apartment design and
development in Victoria.
Other factors i consider to
be pressure points in
determining wind impact
analysis include the
following:
* the scope of wind effects
on streets and open spaces
* categorisation of
comfortable and unsafe
wind conditions
* areas prone to high wind
impacts on apartment
developments should have
a register for statutory
planning purposes, so wind
effects are considered
earlier in the design process

I am of the suggestion
that changes should be
adopted in the
integration of apartment
developments with the
street, vehicle access and
site services standards
through early
consultation between
permit applicants and
service providers to
achieve good design
outcomes during the
planning requirement
and permit approval
stage.
These include:
* all apartment
developments should
integrate with the street
through creative and
sustainable design
modules with active
street fronts
* vehicle entries should
be modified to be off
facing of the streetscape
to minimise impact rather
than be confronting
* site services and
facilities should be
modified to complement
the apartment designscape to be ideally
accessible, adequate and
attractive

I am of the opinion that the
planning authorities should
enhance compliance
standards and quality of
adherence prior to and
during the construction
period and i strongly
believe it will impact
positively on all new
apartment developments in
Victoria.
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XEN
Architecture

2.4
- Neighbouring trees on
boundary should count
towards existing canopy trees
provided on site
- The Dept should provide a
list of species that can be
established in small soil
volume areas as a guide
- Shade structures used in
landscaping to shade exposed
areas should be waived in
garden area calculations
- Landscape irrigation should
be plumbed to rainwater, or
redirected off the roof
drainage to garden beds
- Consideration to be given to
areas that receive no sun i.e.
south facing open space, and
the adequacy of proposing
natural turf in such areas.
There's no point in asking for
more turf if it cannot be
established
2.5
- What reference documents /
studies have been relied upon
to suggest that communal
open space would be used?
Particularly for apartment
developments less than 10
dwellings?
- Waive the requirement for
communal open space for
developments less than 10
dwellings
- For developments greater
than 10 dwellings the open
space could be considered an
extension of any entry / foyer
space, or lift lobby area.
- Roof and/or front setback
communal open space would

3.4
Visual interest is a subjective
matter. Variation in colour,
material and texture is not the
only means of providing visual
interest. It can be totally unjust
and unfair if the language of
some of our most prominent and
landmark civic buildings, often
simple, pure, minimalist and
composed of clean lines - cannot
be carried through to apartment
design and leaving the design be
to dictated by a statutory planner
resulting in something that would
appear like a traditional busylooking patch-work quilt of a
building
3.5
As part of the application
submission, or further
information stage - the architect
must subject an external colours
and materials schedule. Suppose
this is provided in table format,
columns to include warranty on
the life of the selected material,
and separate column for
comments describing how the
selected product is to be
maintained. This can then form
part of the endorsement material
3.6
Wall detailing provided at a 1:20
scale is all good - but will require
training from the Department's
end to educate assessing planners
to interpret and understand the
wall assembly.
So not sure this is such a good
idea.

OFFICIAL

5.5
I've not had one
experience where
someone has attributed a
garage door to creating
an unsafe environment.
Perhaps a continuous row
of garage doors in a ROW
or alley, yes, but a single
garage door for a single
building will not impact
the streetscape amenity
(depending on the
context) - and the design
of garage doors have now
come such a long way
that they can be easily
integrated into the
building's design

Agree - however apply only
to developments of 21
dwellings or greater.
It would be
incomprehensible and
onerous for many lower tier
builders to comply with an
endorsed CMP, let alone
draft such a document for
planning approval.
For the smaller apartment
developments - suggest
planning enforcement or
neighbours would direct
issues as they occur to the
planning department and
can be handled on an as
need basis.
Understand that larger
project require more
interrogation and detailing
on the logistics / particulars
of site management
(craneage, hoarding,
gantries, traffic
management, demolition,
dust and sediment etc)

not work simply because
buyers would lose the appeal
of being located next to
perceived noise generated.
The penthouse apartments
generally located at the
uppermost floors of
developments would not
appreciate noise from roof
communal space above
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Blackburn
Village
Residents
Group
Global Wind
Technology
Services

See attachment

See attachment
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Please refer to attached
submission
See attachment
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Whitehorse
City Council
Master
Builders
Victoria
Australian
Institute of
Architects
Individual
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UDIA VICTORIA

See attachment
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Please see attached document
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Clement-Stone
Town Planners
Glen Eira City
Council
Southbank
Residents
Association
Maribyrnong
City Council
Building
Designers
Association
My parcel
locker
Ratio
Consultants
Croydon
Conservation
Society
Individual
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Property
Council of
Australia
Yarra River
Keepers
Association
Tract
Consultants

Please refer to attached
submission

Please refer to attached
submission

Please refer to attached
submission

Please refer to attached
submission

See submission attached
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Please see attached
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Please see attached
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Dear Sir/Madam,
I am a resident of an apartment located in
. The purpose of this letter is to convey my
experience of living in this apartment and how detrimental has been to the quality of my life which is a reflection of a
wider community. In addition, I would also like to know what steps has been undertaken by the state government +
council to ensure the quality of these developments in the inner northern suburbs and surrounding areas.
I have been living in an apartment in the inner north for the last 3 years. There are advantages to living in inner
suburbs such as proximity to public transport and closeness to the city. However, these developments adhere to
minimum design standards if there is one and the size, quality and design of apartments have been problematic in
that many are not designed for living, but rather as a speculative financial asset. The current status quo development
model primarily aims to deliver buildings with maximum financial yields, rather than focusing on the people who will
live there or their impact on the environment and local communities.
I have been living in one such apartment that has very little access to natural light because there is another
apartment building located within 2 metres. In addition, I have very little privacy because my windows are directly
overlooking into another apartment. This apartment building has 6 levels with at least 10 apartments in each floor,
however there is no common space for the residents to entertain. This leads to no sense of community in the building
and residents are living isolated lives in their small apartments.
I have also noticed an increasing no. of young family with children and dogs are moving into these apartments. There
are more than 10+ apartment buildings in this street yet, there are no public parks or access to green space in this
area. These buildings are monolithic and have no character to their facades, no nature strip with trees and definitely
does not enhance the streetscape.
Due to ongoing construction of more apartment buildings in this area, there is constant road closures and gridlocks
due to construction vehicles. In addition, traffic congestion exacerbates since more apartment residents use their cars
during the weekend. The roads are narrow and poorly maintained and the increase in population in these suburbs
leads to more cars leading to congestion.
I am sure these kinds of poorly planned developments are not just isolated to the inner north, but across other inner
suburbs in Melbourne. These suburbs are becoming places where no one aspires to live, only people that are
desperate for accommodation choose to live in these apartment building. I am aware of projects such a ’Nightingale
Housing’ by Breathe Architecture that are developing apartments with the right approach but they are small fraction
of other commercial developments. Regulatory bodies and councils should adopt these models in their planning
approval to ensure better quality of developments in the future.
I am aware that the Victorian Government has taken initiative recently to consult on improving the relationship
between new apartment buildings and the amenity of existing neighbourhoods, and the government has announced
further changes to the planning rules for apartment buildings. I hope government and council bodies will take the
required steps to ensure that once the planning rules are changed, they are implemented to ensure developers are
abiding by the design standards.
Melbourne is known globally as one of the most liveable city in the world, however increasing number of such
developments in our suburbs will decrease the liveability in our cities. Governments and regulatory bodies need to
recognise that we need meaningful change for urban societies and their future. I would highly appreciate a response
to my concern.
Kind Regards,

Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods

Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all Victorians to provide feedback about the
policy proposals in the discussion paper by making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:
•
•
•

state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the proposed changes
explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
explain any other change you would like

Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)
One particular solution is to plant native flora that is natural to the area. This would be a combination of
native grasses, native flowering plants and gums/eucalypts. This would satisfy diversity, beautification,
environmental habitat and canopy requirements.

2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the discussion paper)
I agree with all the proposed changes. Most important is that the community is continually and directly
involved in the maintenance of the communal space. This responsibility should ensure both viability and buy
in of the changes.

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the discussion paper)
In every case, new development must include environmentally sustainable landscaping that does not just
preference human habitation but provides eloquent solutions to ecological webs.

4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (Section 2.7 in the discussion
paper)
Maintenance should be a joint responsibility between developers, council and residents. Ongoing discussion
and working groups needs to be involved at a grass roots level.

[Type here]
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Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.
When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners and applicants need about design
quality and external materials to implement the proposed standards.
5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion paper)
Predominant material should be stone or double brick where possible. Not only are these materials good for
weathering but also provide the required level of insulation from both heat and cold. Where glass is used it
should be tinted and double glazed, and where possible, from recycled sources. If plastics are to be used at
all they should be from recycled sources and to a thickness standard that ensures longevity.

6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
As above (5.)

7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and materials (Section 3.6 in the
discussion paper)
Where possible vertical gardens on the outside of all buildings with drought resistant plants to provide
further insulation. Should be sustainable with minimal watering i.e. rain.

Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
• Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
• What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop wind analysis or a wind tunnel
analysis?
8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
Yes, five stories or more is appropriate and in each of these cases developers should be required to provide
detailed analyses and solutions to possible wind impact. In all cases a thorough and integrated approach
should be used; surveying, desktop and wind tunnel analysis.

9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts (Section 4.5 in the discussion paper)
See above.
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Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the discussion paper)
Factors to consider in any proposal; wider footpaths and depth of space between any road to
façade/entrance. Landscaping that obscures service machinery/infrastructure without precluding access.

11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)
Yes, in total agreement regarding resident parking at rear of property with the potential for inclusion of a rear
or side lane to minimise traffic on main street.

12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
As per 10., design must both conceal or beautify services while providing ease of access. This is possible
by either providing cupboard access or landscaping with discrete pathways.

13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services (Section 5.7 in the discussion paper)
All decisions regarding service locations and access must be addressed holistically with the building plans.

Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion paper)
Operating hours need to be set with realistic time frames for completion to deter developers from attempting
to work outside of daylight/weekday hours.

15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts (Section 6.5 in the discussion
paper)
All possible noise and other impacts to be project planned and provided in summary to all residents prior to
building commencement to allow for residents to make decisions on their day to day activities. Wherever
possible, materials are used that are non-toxic to reduce possible emissions and contamination.
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I am making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name

Organisation (if relevant)

Email

If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.
I agree to the privacy statement Required

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance with the principles of the Victorian
privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning rules for apartment developments in
the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to clarify your submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To protect individual privacy, DELWP will
remove your name and address from your submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in your submission that could identify you or
other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published, including the name of your
organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers under confidentiality agreements, in
preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email at
planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for access should be sent to the Manager
Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.
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Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all Victorians to provide
feedback about the policy proposals in the discussion paper by making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:
•
•
•

state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the proposed changes
explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
explain any other change you would like

Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)
The provision of landscaping is currently underwhelming and not incorporated into developments –
completely agree. However, the issue with then providing landscaping, is this is blanket response to a huge
range of site contexts (CAA, urban, opposite a parkland, 5 stories, 50 stories etc). In many instances it is not
appropriate or even possible to have landscaped green frontages. In other, more urban settings, an
apartment project may be more sympathetic to its siting by having a buffer zone of multiple trees as a
planting screen to reduce visual dominance – in this case, do we reduce proposed trees to this standard?
Basement carparks will often dictate the availability of planting. This proposal appears to be idealistic rather
than realistic.

2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the discussion paper)
Communal open space areas comes with large implications to owners corporations with ongoing associated
costs and risk. As such, this proposal should be site responsive and appropriate for its use. A 25m2 space is
too small for any useful purpose for 10 dwellings. Again, if the site was opposite a parkland, it would not be
used. It will essentially become a 5x5m parcel with a canopy tree planted within in to tick the box – but does
not serve its objective.

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the discussion paper)
A reasonable proposal – not withstanding the comments above.

[Type here]
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4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (Section
2.7 in the discussion paper)
A reasonable proposal, not withstanding the comments above.

Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.
When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners and applicants
need about design quality and external materials to implement the proposed standards.

5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion paper)
Materials, colours, articulation are all subjective, pure personal taste and preferences. Planners are not
trained or qualified to make an opinion with more weight above any other party involved and are not
qualified to make comment on the maintenance and durability of a product. Often the aesthetics are debated
and dictated by Councillor involvement. The reality is this proposed standard will not change the status quo
and will be a tick box on an application.

6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
Possible merit, but again is subjective and personal.

7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and materials
(Section 3.6 in the discussion paper)
This is not a planning issue, and completely oversteps the jurisdiction of planning into building surveyors
domain. This has further implications too with planners approving or otherwise specifying non-compliant
cladding. A planner does not possess the skillset and training to assess 1:20 details

Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
• Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
• What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop wind analysis or
a wind tunnel analysis?
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8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
No, 5 stories would usually be okay, and in many cases a canopy at street level is provided for pedestrians.
This should be on a case by case scenario. A planner does not possess the skills to make any
recommendations or can add value to the design.

9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts (Section 4.5 in the
discussion paper)
Costly reports and modelling should only be required where there is reasonable and considerable concerns,
not a tick the box.

Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the discussion paper)
There appears to be no obvious value to the statements provided.

11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)
These standards are just duplicated from existing standards.

12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
These standards are just duplicated from existing standards.

13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services (Section 5.7 in the
discussion paper)
Agree in principal, however this is an issue we regularly face. At planning stage, most developers do not
want to engage fire, mechanical and services engineers for many thousands of dollars for preliminary
design on a building that may not even be approved. I understand both sides of this argument, and would
suggest in most circumstances nominal allowances for services are close. Fire and hose reel cupboards are
usually the problem in façade alterations. The biggest issue with site services is usually electrical, in
particular where kiosk sub-stations are required - and this needs to be dealt with at planning stage.
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Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion paper)
Already dealt with at Council level and alluded to. Regardless this is not a planning issue,

15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts (Section
6.5 in the discussion paper)
Not a planning issue.
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I am making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name

Organisation (if relevant)
L
Email

If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.
I agree to the privacy statement Required

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance with the
principles of the Victorian privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning rules for
apartment developments in the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to clarify your
submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To protect individual
privacy, DELWP will remove your name and address from your submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in your submission that
could identify you or other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published, including the
name of your organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers under
confidentiality agreements, in preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email at
planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for access should be sent
to the Manager Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.
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Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all Victorians to provide feedback about the
policy proposals in the discussion paper by making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:




state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the proposed changes
explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
explain any other change you would like

Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)
Agree with the addition: Need to prioritise the use of natives that are drought hardy and are not liable to
releasing large amounts of pollen.

2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the discussion paper)
Agreed.

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the discussion paper)
Agreed.

4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (Section 2.7 in the discussion
paper)
Agreed.

Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.
[Type here]
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When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners and applicants need about design
quality and external materials to implement the proposed standards.
5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion paper)
Agree with the additions: (1) where timber cladding is used need to demonstrate that it derives from a
environmentally sustainable credible source; and (2) external walls must meet strict energy
efficiency/thermal mass/insulation standards higher than what is otherwise required – and all exterior glass
must be a minimum double-glazed.

6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
Agree with the additions: The design response must have strong regard to existing and future aesthetics of
the surrounding architecture and demonstrate consistency with these factors. Designs with limited or nil
objective aesthetic merit should be rejected outright noting these structures are invariably much taller than
existing buildings and are likely to be around for 100+ years and limited space is available!

7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and materials (Section 3.6 in the
discussion paper)
Agreed.

Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
 Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
 What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop wind analysis or a wind tunnel
analysis?
8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
Agreed.

9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts (Section 4.5 in the discussion paper)
Agreed.
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Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the discussion paper)
Agreed with the amendment: Standard Developments should provide adequate vehicle and pedestrian links
that maintain or enhance local accessibility, and cycling links that increase local accessibility.

11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)
Agreed.

12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
Agreed

13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services (Section 5.7 in the discussion paper)
Agreed

Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion paper)
Agreed

15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts (Section 6.5 in the discussion
paper)
Agreed.
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I am making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name

Organisation (if relevant)

Email

If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.
I agree to the privacy statement Required

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance with the principles of the Victorian
privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning rules for apartment developments in
the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to clarify your submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To protect individual privacy, DELWP will
remove your name and address from your submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in your submission that could identify you or
other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published, including the name of your
organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers under confidentiality agreements, in
preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email at
planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for access should be sent to the Manager
Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.
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MAB CORPORATION 12 September 2019
FEEDBACK TO BETTER APARTMENTS IN NEIGHBOURHOODS DISCUSSION PAPER
2019
MAB is one of Victoria’s largest apartment developers, having completed over 3500
apartments with a pipeline of approximately 3000 more to be delivered over the next 10
years.
We agree with the Victorian Government’s objective to raise the quality of apartments.
MAB’s current projects (Banksia, Elm & Stone, Escala, Tempo, and our recently submitted
planning permit application for Lot West H NewQuay), all achieve the Better Apartment
Design Standards including the additional measures outlined in the Discussion Paper.
Large inner city developments incorporate most (if not all) the proposed standards, however
we are concerned that these standards will place a particularly heavier burden on low-cost
and small scale developments which play a critical role in the wider market. We are also
concerned that the Better Apartment Standards (current and proposed) impose heavier
burdens on professionals – both private consultants and Council officers and this is
translating into longer delays to obtain development approvals.
Most importantly, we highlight the continuous and profound increase in the cost of supplying
new apartments due to new taxes, increasing bureaucracy, overheating in parts of the
construction industry and ratcheting standards. Consumers cannot afford further cost
increases and the situation for many developers is precarious. In recent years, most
apartment developments have become too expensive to attract buyers (compared to existing
apartments or greenfield housing) and the delivery of new supply continues to plummet as a
result. We caution Government in taking any further steps that would exacerbate this crisis,
which is undermining housing affordability and threatens the Victorian economy.
It is MABs view that the most important factor to improving the quality of apartment design
are well-educated and discerning consumers. We believe that all levels of Government
could have a greater role to drive improvement by holding up positive examples, rather than
prescribing pattern-book solutions or condemning the failures of industry – a situation which
now dominates the media and mars efforts across the whole industry.

General comments to the Discussion Paper
It is notable that the reference photos included in the draft are inner suburban luxury projects
(eg Elwood Housing, Oxford and Peel and 35 Spring Street). These apartments are only
affordable to a tiny minority of Victorians. It would be more useful if the reference projects
used in the literature were benchmarked to mid-market apartment projects, particularly those
in the middle ring suburbs.
Green Space
The draft proposal that all developments must include landscaped communal open space is
the most concerning recommendation in the Discussion Paper and should be removed.
The assertion that every apartment should have mandatory shared space outside the
apartment, imposes a lifestyle that many Victorians don’t want or can’t afford. As a blanket
approach, this limits housing diversity and burdens owners with significant up front and
recurring costs.

The requirement for mandatory shared gardens would have a particularly negative effect on
small scale apartment developments because;
•

•

•

•

Lack of Choice: In MAB’s experience, many people choose small developments
because they like to keep to themselves and don’t wish to be embroiled in the
ownership of shared facilities. Conversely, it is more common for larger
developments to have gardens and facilities (which incur higher owners’ corporation
levies but are more attractive to renters). The market currently caters to a broad
range of preferences and budgets and MAB’s experience suggests that there is
ample choice.
Capital cost: MAB estimates the cost to the consumer for a small roof garden with lift
access is approximately $200,000 (refer appendix A for costings). For a small
apartment building with 10 apartments, this would result in the apartment prices
increasing by $20,000 per dwelling. If these gardens displace apartments (reducing
the yield that can be achieved), then these costs would be higher. This cost increase
is untenable.
Operating and maintenance costs associated with roof gardens are particularly high
and for a small apartment building, they would likely exceed $1000 per year for each
dwelling. These costs would include gardening, cleaning (BBQ areas etc), servicing
and basic maintenance.
Leaks: Roof gardens with planter beds and tanked paving are particularly susceptible
to water leaks with high costs to rectify. They represent a maintenance risk that
needs high standards of construction. If roof gardens were ubiquitous amongst
cheaply constructed buildings, we anticipate that there would be widespread defects.

Standard Table D2 requires a mandatory number of trees based on site area. The
prescription for 1 or 2 trees for every development appears quite clumsy (or even token).
The number of trees and amount of landscaping should be more contextual than
contemplated in table D2 depending on the site coverage, existence of street trees and
neighbourhood character. A requirement for 1 tree seems token

Appearance of the Building
A good quality facade is easier to achieve in high value inner suburban locations where face
brickwork and other high-cost finishes are viable and prestigious architects are engaged in
the design. In the middle ring suburbs, where larger buildings are predominantly precast
concrete and smaller buildings are timber framed with light-weight claddings, the desired
appearance becomes less obvious. The Discussion Paper does not convey an appropriate
standard for middle ring apartments.
It is also unclear what is meant by “visual interest”. It is our opinion that some of the worst
design outcomes have resulted from attempts at creating visual interest including bizarre
and unnecessary screening, super-graphic patterns and decorative elements (many of which
come at the expense of internal amenity). The standard suggests that visual interest is
achieved through variation in material, colour and texture however it could be interpreted
that the reference image of the Oxford and Peel apartments, which depicts a wholly red brick
building, does not achieve this variation in material or colour. Clarity is needed.

Wind Impacts

The widespread requirement for wind advice and testing cannot be met by the Melbourne
industry. Currently there is a significant backlog to access the wind tunnel and typically this
process takes several months and costs approximately $20,000.
To reduce the demand for expert input, it is recommended that a plan of metropolitan
Melbourne is published that sets the requirement for further expert advice subject to both
location and height. That is to say that lower buildings, in lower wind areas should not
require any professional input.
MAB also recommend that the requirement to proceed to a wind tunnel test be determined
by the wind engineer’s desktop analysis rather than each Council simply deciding.
Otherwise it is likely that conservative Councils will simply default to this measure because it
provides them with greater certainty (without regard for costs or delays).
Under Table W, different criteria are applied for sitting, standing and walking areas and we
believed that the wind speeds and criteria set out in the table are reasonable.
In urban renewal areas that do not benefit from the shelter provided by other taller existing
buildings (eg Docklands and Fishermans Bend), it can be difficult to achieve appropriate
wind conditions particularly in the early stages before other surrounding buildings are
constructed. Where the application is part of a wider precinct (eg under an approved
Development Plan), the stage under consideration should receive the benefit of the shelter
provided by future stages that may not have been constructed.

Street Interface
MAB supports the general approach outlined in the Discussion Paper for delivering better
streetscape quality.
We question whether this standard needs metric rules such as “car spaces will not exceed
33% of the street frontage”. The intention to minimise vehicle entries is clear and further
metrics are likely to clash with other requirements of Councils and other Authorities.
MAB and other developers constantly struggle with the strict requirements of Authorities.
Progressively, these Authorities have ratcheted up their demands for ramps, sub-stations,
cupboards, standard doors, fire services and rigid sizes onto the prominent faces of new
buildings which presents further challenges for the design of the street interface. Developers
often have little or no power to negotiate with these Authorities. As such, MAB recommends
that Government engages with Authorities to help them understand the need for Better
Apartments and formulate approaches that achieve an appropriate balance of the various
priorities to which developers are subjected.

Construction Impact
It is MAB’s experience (from larger projects) that Councils usually requires a Construction
Management Plan (CMP) to be provided under a planning permit condition. The CMP is
approved before construction commences but early works is exempt (where applicable).
MAB believes that this is an appropriate and effective control.
It is recommend that small apartment projects with typical construction methods and
conditions could rely on a template CMP, only needing to submit an alternate CMP if there
are methodologies or additional requirements (eg tower cranes, gantries) that differ or

exceed the template requirements. This is recommended because CMP’s are one of the
major source of delays to the commencement of works. In some Councils, processing a
CMP is taking 9 months or more to pass through the various stakeholders.
If this requirement is widened to all projects, then Councils will need to resource this area
and should apply a consistent approach. Many Councils do not have any resources
specialised in processing these applications.
As a further consideration, we have noticed that where currently required, CMP’s carry
widely different expectations between Councils, (eg some councils require builders to
provide off-site car parking for workers). A more consistent approach to CMP’s would be
helpful so developers can anticipate Councils’ expectations. Some guidelines that help
achieved consistency between Councils may be appropriate.

We trust that this advice is useful. We have not sought input from a town planner, however it
is apparent that some of the topics addressed in the Discussion Papers will overlap with
other parts of the Planning Scheme. This raises questions about duplication and what
mechanisms are most appropriate to deliver these outcomes. We have not attempted to
offer any advice in this regard.
We would be happy to discuss any of the points above, so please contact me if you would
like to discuss further.

David Allt-Graham (General Manager of Residential)
MAB corporation

APPENDIX A
Roof Garden costing
Assuming that a 10 apartment development must deliver the minimum 25sqm open space as a roof
garden with tree, pergola and DDA access. Costing as follows:
$35,000 to extend lift (DDA access) to roof level with small lobby
$20,000 for converting metal deck roof to concrete and tanking for trafficable use
$30,000 for hard paving and built up garden beds with landscaping and tree
$15,000 for balustrades and wind protection
$10,000 for pergola, seating, BBQ
$110,000 trade cost
$180,000 Grossed up cost with design, finance, margins, taxes
= $18,000 per dwelling (plus approx. $1000 maintenance per dwelling per year)
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INTRODUCTION
The City of Boroondara welcomes the Department of Environment, Land, Water and
Planning’s (DELWP) proposed changes to the planning rules for apartment
developments, through a focus on design quality and the amenity of existing
neighbourhoods.
It has been Council’s observation that, together with evolved market expectations,
the introduction of the Better Apartments Design Standards (“the BADS”) in 2017
has resulted in an overall improvement of apartment internal amenity. However,
Council agrees the existing Standards are an inadequate tool for the assessment of
the external appearance of an apartment development or its impact on its
surroundings.
We note the Discussion Paper flags a future amendment to the BADS, later in 2019,
to incorporate recommended building setbacks. This was a critical omission from the
launched version of the BADS and we implore DELWP to not delay consultation on
this issue beyond 2019, with implementation to follow expeditiously.
We appreciate the inclusion of the text of the proposed objectives, standards and
decision guidelines being included within the Discussion Paper. Where appropriate,
Council’s submission suggests alternate wording.
APARTMENT DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR VICTORIA
We are disappointed suggested amendments to the Apartment Design Guidelines
for Victoria (“the Guidelines”) have not been published as part of the Discussion
Paper. This embodies the ‘lesser’ status of the Guidelines, as it is our experience
they are not well known and need to be better integrated with the BADS and the
planning scheme itself.
Rather than simply being an explanation of the standards, or providing examples,
there are instances where the Guidelines contain requirements that should form part
of the Standard. Requiring permit applicants to digest a multitude of information
sources to understand the BADS is not currently working. We think this is because
there is a very clear obligation to address the Standards (by virtue of their location in
the planning scheme), yet the status of the Guidelines is not clear. Not all
practitioners are aware of its existence or understand its role. The Guidelines are not
even listed as a background document.
It is essential the Guidelines are updated and released in tandem with any new or
amended Standards to provide support and clarity for local government and industry
alike. The Discussion Paper hints at proposed amendments, suggesting standard
permit condition wording be provided, but fails to provide any detail. Given the role
the Guidelines will play in defining and determining outcomes, it is essential key
stakeholders such as councils are consulted on these changes, which in many ways
will be more integral to achieving high-quality design outcomes than the vague
wording of some of the Standards. This is particularly the case in relation to
guidance for the design and siting of service authority infrastructure, such as
substations. The Discussion Paper poses the question, “What are the principles for
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well located, designed and integrated building services?” but is conspicuously silent
on suggested content.
Putting aside our frustration that many of the mooted changes to the Guidelines have
not been drafted or published as part of this review, we fundamentally disagree with
the manner in which the Guidelines currently operate. Much of the content of the
Guidelines should actually be built into the drafting of the updated BADS. A
background document should not contain information that is critical to the operation
of the provision, or their consideration in the planning permit application process. Yet
as we note, the Guidelines are not even elevated to the status of a background
document.
The Discussion Paper proposes updating the Guidelines with suggested permit
conditions in relation to landscaping maintenance, details of external materials,
maintenance of external walls and the preparation of Construction Management
Plans. It is unclear whether the text printed in the Discussion Paper is the actual text
proposed for the Guidelines, or whether it would be replaced with an actual permit
condition. In our view it would be beneficial for the Guidelines to provide the text for
an actual permit condition, rather than only suggesting a condition be applied to
address a particular issue. This is an example of where the failure to produce a draft
amendment of the Guidelines hinders our ability to provide you with meaningful
feedback.
Where appropriate, we have included suggested wording for recommended permit
conditions in our submission.
Recommendation:
Relocate relevant content from the Guidelines to the planning scheme (at the
relevant BADS clause) so that users do not have to search for critical information,
and so that it is given adequate weight by decision makers.
Elevate the status of the Guidelines to that of a background or incorporated
document.
APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS FOR CLAUSE 55.07 and CLAUSE 58
APPLICATIONS
We welcome the provision of additional guidance in relation to the information
necessary to demonstrate a standard has been met, such as a Landscape Plan.
However, we do not believe it is appropriate to list the necessary items in the
Guidelines. Instead, a new “information requirements” or “application requirements”
clause should be created, applicable to both Clause 55.07 and Clause 58
applications. Alternatively, Clause 58.01-1 (Application requirements) should be
updated; however we note this Clause does not currently apply to Clause 55.07
applications.
In order to demonstrate the proposed new or amended Standards/Objectives have
been met, it will clearly be necessary to submit a Landscape Plan, Construction
Management Plan, Building/Landscape Maintenance and Management Strategies
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and Wind Effects Report (5-storey buildings, only) etc. Having these listed in the
Guidelines, but not in the Scheme, is inconsistent with the format and content of
other ‘application requirements’ clauses, such as those in the Zones (e.g. Clause
34.01-6 - C1Z Application requirements) and is the antithesis of the creation of a
‘one-stop-shop’ approach for planning practitioners.
Information such as the plans, reports and strategies listed above, is the foundation
for achieving quality design outcomes. We believe information requirements should
be easier to find, rather than ‘hidden’ in a document few know about or refer to. The
entire content of the Guidelines should be reviewed in this regard, and updated as
appropriate. For example, Section 8.1 of the Guidelines currently recommends the
preparation of a Waste Management Plan to demonstrate compliance with Standard
D23 or Standard B45. This should be moved to a new ‘application requirements’
clause.
Although we agree a Construction Management Plan (CMP) should form part of a
conditional approval of an apartment development, we do not believe a CMP should
be made an application requirement. Most importantly, we believe it would be
inappropriate to elevate construction-related amenity impacts to an issue upon which
development approval may be withheld. To be clear, we are supportive of the
concept of giving weight to enable Council to require the preparation and
implementation of a CMP, however we believe the proposed creation of a new
objective and standard is a fraught means of achieving it and may lead to unintended
consequences.
Recommendations:
Remove information requirements from the Guidelines (for all Standards, not just
those under review) and create a new “Application requirements” clause as a
centralised source, applicable to both Clause 55.07 and Clause 58 applications.
Do not create a Construction Impacts Standard. To address the issue, create a
standard condition for inclusion in the Guidelines and provide other supporting
documents (such as Boroondara’s “Construction Management Guidelines” and
“Construction Management Plan Template”).
APARTMENT STANDARDS
Council’s greatest challenge in using Clause 58 is the application of generic
standards to apartment developments on both commercial and residentially zoned
land. In particular, the existing landscaping standard and provisions relating to deep
soil planting seek the same outcomes, regardless of whether the subject site is a
commercially-zoned property on a ‘high street’, or a residentially-zoned local street.
The proposed amendments to the Landscaping Standard go some way to
addressing this, however consideration should be given to tailoring this Standard, or
increasing the decision guidelines to include plans or policies relating to preferred
“built form character”, in addition to “landscape character and environmental
sustainability.” Furthermore, the Standard should include requirements for soft
landscaping within planter boxes, green walls and green roofs to be irrigated using
rainwater harvested on-site, as this is often linked with addressing the new
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requirements of Clause 52.18 (Stormwater management in urban development) and
should form part of any management and maintenance strategy for landscaping.
We are very pleased to see action to address the pernicious issue of ‘dumbing down’
designs following the grant of a permit. Some architects and designers are
unscrupulous, attempting to hide changes to external materials by retaining the
original ‘material code’ on the elevations, but changing the materials legend effectively hiding the amendment in the fine print. We are hopeful this Standard will
discourage requests for subsequent amendments. The Discussion Paper does not
set out any recommendations, or indeed invite submissions, in relation to the
proposed method for implementation of any amendments arising from this review. In
our view, it is vital for the implementation of this proposed Standard in particular that
no transitional benefits be given.
Although well intentioned, we believe the proposed Standard relating to site services
does not go far enough. Boroondara planners routinely ask apartment development
applicants, as part of a ‘further information request’, to show the size and location of
any necessary site services, and stipulate that any necessary infrastructure should
be integrated into the proposed development design. Too often, in response,
applicants supply a letter from the architect, town planner or a services engineer
stating no substation or booster cupboards, etc., are required, only for an
amendment request to be made soon after a permit is granted to include these
services. When questioned, most applicants blame the service authority, stating it is
extremely difficult to receive a committal answer from them early in the application
stage. It appears the inferior design outcomes regularly presented to Council as a
‘non-negotiable requirement’ of the service authority (such as free-standing gas and
water meter cupboards and substations, or large expanses of service cupboards on
the primary street façade in heritage ‘high streets’, or service cupboards displacing
landscaping and deep-soil planting opportunities), may actually be a trade-off
between what the service authority needs and what the applicant is willing to pay for.
Council is frustrated it is not included in the discussions between service authorities
and applicants. We firmly believe there should be greater transparency and
accountability and suggest the answer is the elevation of services authorities to
“recommending” or “determining” referral authorities. There should also be
transparent parameters for when service cupboards, or the like, will be necessary.
Any “principles for well-located, designed and integrated building services”, as
proposed in Section 5.2 of the Discussion Paper for the Guidelines (but not
transcribed), would be more appropriately incorporated into the actual Standard.
Again, this failure to publish the proposed amendments to the Guidelines is
problematic. Council requests a further opportunity to review and comment on any
design principles.
Recommendation:
Elevate service authorities to the status of “recommending” or “determining” referral
authorities, to enable transparent decision making regarding the appearance and
location of building services and associated infrastructure.
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IMPLEMENTATION
The Discussion Paper does not foreshadow how any amendments arising from this
review will be implemented. We note the development industry was given a
significant amount of notice (in the order of three months) prior to the approval of
Amendment VC136, which introduced Clauses 55.07 and 58. This lengthy lead time
resulted in a rush of planning applications being made, undermining the
Government’s objective of leaving a lasting legacy of high-quality apartment
development and eroding the community’s trust in the ability of the planning
profession to deliver high quality outcomes. Council is of the view no transitional
benefits should be provided in this instance.
Although transitional provisions are often useful and indeed warranted, the matters
addressed by the Discussion Paper are too critical, long overdue and can easily be
accommodated even at a later stage of the planning permit assessment process. As
the Discussion Paper notes, many of these issues arise not during the initial
application process, but when applicants return to chip away at approved
developments to cut costs. Examples include:





Amending the materials and finishes to cheaper, lower quality products;
Using less of a feature product, thereby reducing visual interest;
Retrospectively locating essential site services and facilities in the front setback
or front façade, with no thought to design; or
Amending landscape plans to smaller, more common exotic species with fewer
plantings.

These are some of the most common amendments to apartment developments
Council receives, yet officers do not currently have anything in the planning scheme
to advocate for quality outcomes. Enabling this to continue for years to come is
unacceptable given the significant legacy these developments will leave. We are
also cognisant of ‘reputation damage’ the development industry is currently suffering
due to various high profile issues. Government needs to be mindful of this and
provide Council with the means to achieve and maintain high quality development if
it wishes to facilitate a shift in market demand to alternative housing types.
The Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria are a useful tool, but are awkward to
use. The layout of the Guidelines groups topics by theme, rather than following the
sequential order of Standards in Clauses 55.07 or 58. In addition, the Guidelines
contain design requirements or suggestions that should be included in the VPPs,
rather than ‘hidden’ in the Guidelines. It is our experience the Guidelines are little
known and little used by private planning practitioners and architects. The Guidelines
should be elevated to the status of a Clause 72.04 Incorporated Document or Clause
72.08 Background Document.
Recommendation:
Do not provide transitional benefits to current or decided applications for any
amendments arising from this Discussion Paper.
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COUNCIL COMMENTS - DRAFT DESIGN STANDARDS
1. Landscaping standard (all apartment developments)
Discussion
Council supports the draft amendments to this standard and provides the following
comments:






Support the intrinsic value of canopy trees being acknowledged and afforded
weight in planning schemes not just as a component of visual amenity or
character, but recognising the role that canopy trees play in creating healthy
neighbourhoods, addressing the impacts of climate change and the emerging
importance of biophilic design;
The addition of Standards which future-proof developments against global
warming, providing for shading and other cooling measures is supported;
Support the specific inclusion of flowering native species, which play a key role
in supporting biodiversity, not just in selected biodiversity hotspots but in all
locations across the State;
Suggest the drafting include having regard to any locally indigenous species or
any local biodiversity strategy (or any other Council landscape
guidelines/recommended tree species lists etc.).

Changes suggested
Objectives


The objectives for this standard (where it applies in Clause 58, only) need to
reflect that in certain locations, a ground-level landscaped setting will not be the
preferred built form outcome, such in commercial locations, where zero lot-lines
are sought.

Standards






Landscaping should be irrigated “using harvested stormwater”, as this would be
consistent with the outcomes sought by Clause 53.18-4, introduced by
Amendment VC154 on 26 October 2018;
Land located within a Commercial Zone should not be required to provide
opportunities for deep-soil planting, or landscaping within building frontages,
unless otherwise required by local policy. In these instances, green roofs, green
walls and canopy tree planting within podium or roof-level planter boxes are
supported as an alternative greening method.
Clarification should be provided whether the deep soil areas and planter soil
volumes in Table D2 can be achieved across the site, or should be consolidated
in a single location.
Consideration should be given to any locally indigenous species or any local
biodiversity strategy (or any other Council landscape guidelines/recommended
tree species lists etc.).
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A Landscape Maintenance and Management Strategy should be an information
or application requirement, in addition to a recommended permit condition, given
management is now written into the Standard;
We suggest updating the Guidelines to include an example Landscape
Maintenance and Management Strategy, and advice on what this might include
(if not already described in a recommended permit condition);
We suggest listing Indigenous Victorian trees that would satisfy each category in
the guidelines, i.e. small, medium and large, to encourage more indigenous
vegetation where applicants ‘default’ to the guidelines. This might help in
reducing the occurrence of commonly planted introduced species.

Applying the standard




Green roofs, walls and facades should be designed in accordance with the
Growing Green Guide - Victoria’s Guide to Green Roofs, Walls and Facades
(State of Victoria, Inner Melbourne Action Plan and University of Melbourne,
February 2014).
Where green roofs, walls or facades are to be approved, the standard should
include recommended text for a standard condition relating to on-going
maintenance.

Decision guidelines



Increase the decision guidelines in Clause 58 to include plans or policies relating
to “preferred built form character”, in addition to “landscape character and
environmental sustainability.”
Following the recent introduction of Clause 53.18 (Stormwater Management in
Urban Development) apartment developments are regularly required to provide
on-site detention systems to restrict the flow of water downstream to predevelopment levels. The decision guidelines should make clear that any
necessary on-site detention systems (and associated infrastructure) should be
located outside of areas set aside for deep-soil planting.

Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria
Recommended permit condition:
“Vertical Garden/Green Roof Management Plan
Concurrent with the submission of amended plans required by Condition 1 of this
Permit, a Vertical Garden/Green Roof Management Plan prepared by a suitably
qualified person with experience in the design and maintenance of vertical
gardens/green roofs, to the satisfaction of the responsible authority must be
submitted to and approved by the Responsible Authority. The Vertical
Garden/Green Roof Management Plan must make recommendations generally
in accordance with the “Growing Green Guide - A Guide to Green Roofs, Walls
and Facades in Melbourne and Victoria” (February 2014) and detail the following
to the satisfaction of the responsible authority ensuring the vertical garden/green
roof will remain healthy and viable for the life of the development:
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a)

b)

A schedule of all proposed plants, selected for their appropriateness
having regard to the aspect of the vertical garden/green roof, including
botanical names, common names, pot sizes, sizes at maturity and the
quantities of each plant;
Details of an on-going maintenance regime for the vertical garden/green
roof, including, but not limited to:
i. An installation strategy;
ii. Responsibility for the cost of monitoring and maintenance;
iii. A schedule for the review and replacement of dead, diseased or
damaged plants;
iv. Irrigation;

The recommendations and strategies contained in the approved Vertical
Garden/Green Wall Management Plan must be implemented to the satisfaction
of the Responsible Authority.”
Recommended permit condition:
“Landscape Maintenance and Management Strategy
Before the commencement of the development, a Landscape Maintenance and
Management Strategy must be submitted to the satisfaction of the Responsible
Authority to apply to landscaping and other planting in common and privately
owned areas and once approved will be endorsed and will form part of this
permit. The Strategy must include a protocol for gaining access for maintenance
purposes to landscaping in common ownership, assign responsibility for
maintenance of any landscaped areas in private or common ownership and set
out a timetable for maintenance and management of all landscaped areas to
ensure their ongoing health and attractive appearance.”
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2. Communal open space standard (all apartment developments)
Discussion
Council supports the draft amendments to this standard as follows:


Support reducing the threshold for the provision of communal open space.

Changes suggested
Objectives


Communal open space should be “functional”, in addition to “accessible,
practical, attractive, easily maintained and integrated”.

Standards


Communal open space should have a minimum functional width of 5m.
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3. New external walls and materials standard (all apartment developments)
Discussion
Council supports the introduction of this new standard.










From time to time, there are instances where Council, or the Tribunal, have
given significant weight to the skill and experience of the applicant’s architectural
firm in realising the design quality and appearance of the proposed development.
In these circumstances, the Tribunal has been known to impose a permit
condition requiring the project architect be appointed to oversee the design and
construction. The condition is used sparingly, however we believe it would be
beneficial for it to be made available to all planning practitioners via the
Guidelines, together with general parameters for when it is appropriate to use
such a condition;
Currently local government is leading the way dealing with matters that require
leadership from the Victorian Government. For example, Moreland City Council
is trialling an innovation in this area with their Design Excellence Scorecard
program. To be eligible for certain incentives, the applicant must commit to
retaining the original architect or building designer from the planning permit
process through to project completion. This could be achieved through the use of
a permit condition. Council prefers a consistent state-wide process to ensure
quality architects are retained through the design and construction process and
avoid a reduction in quality. To date there has been a lack of initiative shown by
the State Government in dealing with this long-standing issue, and simply
changing the Guidelines and the planning provisions as set out in the discussion
paper is not sufficient;
The vague language of the Discussion Paper raises concerns about the
guidance that will be provided. Commentary such as “To assist planners and
applicants, the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria would be amended to
provide principles for how to identify whether external materials or built form
achieve the proposed standard and other supporting resources such as possible
permit conditions” is not helpful.These principles should have been established
and circulated with the Discussion Paper, to enable their consideration. The
‘discussion’ seems premature and the proposed changes are not yet supported
by adequate information, which may transform how these provisions operate in
practice;
Highly subjective terms like “durable”, “visually interesting”, “high quality” are not
defined, which is problematic drafting for a Standard. Open wording like this
seems better suited to an objective, with more measurable, performance based
drafting for Standards;
The proposed changes under Section 3.2 of the Discussion Paper say “the
planner could consider whether the proposed changes achieve an equivalent
outcome”. There does not appear to be any wording in the proposed drafting
that enables this assessment. The objectives and standards are still worded in a
way that allows developments that are just ‘passable’, instead of elevated to
“high quality”;
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More guidance is suggested around the expected life of the building and how to
determine this. Is a detailed report required with each application that advises
the expected life span of the building?
More guidance is needed to consider what ‘convenient’ access to external walls
is. How will this be demonstrated in the application process? Is ‘reasonably
convenient’ adequate? If the materials are low-maintenance how important is
this requirement? The provision of a maintenance plan after the development
has been approved via a permit condition does not seem adequate given this is
now a standard which must be assessed before a permit is granted. This
information must be provided with a planning application;
More clarity is required around information requirements for materials/finishes, to
ensure compliance with the Standard/Objective. For example, should
materials/finishes be listed on a standardised fact sheet providing
performance/durability/maintenance information, or should product specifications
from manufacturers be included with the application? Should a report from a
qualified engineer vouching for the durability of the materials/finishes be
required? It is considered changes to performance/durability/maintenance during
the project should require approval under the planning permit.
Officers are concerned that statutory planners are expected to be fire/structural
engineers and building surveyors, without the requisite expertise;
For this new provision (in the discussion paper at 3.4), the standards are not
particularly useful because they do not provide practical or easily measurable
tests to determine whether the objective has been met. The objectives and the
standards are too similar in their drafting. For example, to meet the objective “to
ensure that external materials are low maintenance and durable”, the standard is
“the external materials should: be durable for the life of the building”. A better
standard would be “applications should demonstrate through the provision of
materials and finishes fact sheets that they are designed to last for the life of the
building and that they will not require maintenance in the first “X” years of the
building”. There should be an established maintenance ratio that determines
what a reasonable period of time is for certain materials to be replaced/repainted
with normal wear and tear;
Section 3.6 of the discussion paper suggests a condition requiring a crosssection detailing façade materials and construction details. This kind of
information needs to be considered during the application process, given
planners will need to determine if the standard/objective is met in their decision
making. This information should be included as an “application requirement”;
Additional information and support is required, including a PLANET course on
materials/finishes, performance, etc.;
DELWP could provide a reference document from a respected source citing
minimum/maximum expected lifespans of different materials, including
information about performance and maintenance;
A referral service similar to the Urban Design Advisory Service would be
beneficial. DELWP could employ engineers specialising in assessing wind
impacts and a structural engineers/materials specialists to advise Councils on
these matters.
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Changes suggested
Objectives


The proposed changes under Section 3.2 of the Discussion Paper say “the
planner could consider whether the proposed changes achieve an equivalent
outcome”. There does not appear to be any wording in the proposed drafting
that enables this assessment. The objectives and standards are still worded in a
way that allows developments that are just ‘passable’, instead of elevated to
“high quality”.

Standards





Highly subjective terms like “durable”, “visually interesting”, “high quality” are not
defined, which is problematic drafting for a Standard. Open wording like this
seems better suited to an objective, with more measurable, performance based
drafting for Standards;
The standards should expressly state the use of external wall coatings on
lightweight construction which may crack or stain, should be avoided;
The external materials and colour palette should respond to the preferred
character of the area.

Decision guidelines / Design response / Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria
Recommended permit condition (typically as part of Condition 1 - Amended
Plans):
“The provision of a full-colour schedule of external materials showing the
proposed palette of materials and finishes (including a sample board of all
external materials and finishes) selected for all sides of the building. The
samples must demonstrate the development consists of high quality, durable
materials that enhance the streetscape and achieve the aspirations identified in
the design response.”
Recommended permit condition:
“Confirmation of architect team
Before the development starts, the Responsible Authority must be provided with
evidence to its satisfaction that [insert name of application architectural firm], or
an alternative architectural firm which is acknowledged to have comparable skill
and experience to the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority, has been
engaged as part of the ongoing consultant team to oversee the design and
construction, to ensure the design quality and appearance of the development is
realised in built form.”
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4. New wind impacts standard (all apartment developments of 5 or more
storeys)
Discussion
Council supports the introduction of this new standard and provides the following
comments:
















Support the introduction of a Wind Impact Assessment into the Planning Scheme
for apartment developments, specifically limited to developments of five or more
stories;
The proposed changes, particularly the standardised definitions of comfortable
and unsafe wind conditions, are welcomed;
The onus being placed on the applicant to demonstrate compliance is supported;
Adverse wind effects “must” be minimised, rather than “should”. It is never
acceptable to create unsafe wind conditions;
Table W, Column 2, should read “an” hourly maximum 3 second gust, rather
than “the”?
There should be wording to elevate the importance of compliance with the wind
standards over other mandatory built form or urban design outcomes that might
be prescribed in some schemes, such as podium heights, setbacks and building
orientation;
If a Wind Effects Report is required as a decision guideline, DELWP should
provide guidance on what is to be included, in such a report. It should be
specified that a wind tunnel analysis meet certain requirements. Again, this
should be in the Guidelines and at Clause 58.01-1 (Application requirements) or
similar;
If there are different thresholds or circumstances and contexts that are able to be
defined where either a desktop analysis or a wind tunnel study would be
required, it is better to specify this in the Clause itself. There should not be such
reliance upon the Guidelines, which are outside the scheme and have no
statutory weight. This goes against the ideology of a ‘one stop shop’ for planning
practitioners;
What types of qualifications does a wind impact specialist need? Who is suitably
qualified?
Council does not have in-house expertise to assess adverse wind effects and
would require significant expenditure to employ an engineer, or to refer these
reports to an expert to assess;
Planners will need training on basic wind amelioration design principles.
Guidelines should be drafted to assist with this. This should have accompanied
the Discussion Paper;
Even after training, planners are not qualified and should not be expected to act
as engineers with a specialisation in this field. DELWP could consider a
certification process where wind reports are signed off by an appointed expert
who would take on the responsibility/liability. An updated Wind Report should be
required to be submitted where plans are sought to be amended. Advice should
be provided around when re-referral of an application to experts is necessary.
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Changes suggested
Objectives


The objective should be drafted to make it clear “surrounding land” includes the
public and private realm.

Standards




Change wording as follows:
- Adverse wind effects “must” be minimised, rather than “should”;
- Not cause unsafe wind conditions in “outdoor” communal open space;
- Trees and landscaping “must not” be relied upon as the primary “a”
means of wind mitigation or to meet the minimum wind requirements,
rather than “should not”;
If there are different thresholds or circumstances and contexts that are able to be
defined where either a desktop analysis or a wind tunnel study would be
required, it is better to specify this in the Clause itself. There should not be
reliance upon the Guidelines in this regard because these are outside the
scheme and have no statutory weight. This goes against the ideology of a ‘one
stop shop’.

Decision guidelines / Design response / Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria



What types of qualifications does a wind impact specialist need? Who is suitably
qualified?
A Wind Effects Report should be an application requirement for apartment
developments of five or more storeys.

Recommended permit condition:
“Wind Effects Report
Concurrent with the endorsement of any amended plans pursuant to Condition 1,
a Wind Effects Report must be prepared by a suitably qualified person and
submitted to the Responsible Authority for approval. Such report must identify
through building modelling and set out recommendations and actions required to
minimise detrimental wind effects as a result of the design of the proposed
development, including on public land, publicly accessible areas, private open
space and outdoor communal open space. The recommendations and actions
contained in the report must be implemented to the satisfaction of the
Responsible Authority, unless with the further written approval of the
Responsible Authority.”
Recommended permit condition (typically as part of Condition 1 - Amended
Plans):
“Wind moderation measures (if any) required to protect the amenity of
pedestrians within or near the permitted building/s in accordance with the
recommendations of an expert Wind Effects Report prepared to the satisfaction
of the Responsible Authority.”
15
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5. Amended integration with the street standard (all apartment developments)
Discussion
Council supports the proposed amendments to the standard and makes the following
comments:









Support the proposed amendments, including the addition of “cycling links” to the
existing Standard;
The Standard is supported subject to the inclusion of the proposed decision
guidelines referencing back to applicable urban design policies set out in the
scheme.
The clause should not inadvertently encourage ground floor residential uses
occupying buildings with zero-lot-lines in ‘high street’ commercial settings;
The Objective of active street fronts should be broadened to include
safety/passive surveillance, or the higher level objectives of active street fronts.
The current drafting at Standard 5 should be rewritten, to read “Buildings should
provide active uses at street fronts, which may include appropriate residential,
commercial, retail uses”;
A new Standard is required which recognises the importance of urban design
and built form in producing active frontages. It is not just a matter of land use .
The current drafting neglects to acknowledge the importance of built form and
urban design in creating active, interesting, pedestrian friendly street frontages.
The design of the built form at street frontages should encourage passive
surveillance and provide a sense of interest at the pedestrian scale. It is possible
to have retail use which does not achieve an active street frontage. Avoiding
blank walls is not enough to achieve satisfactory outcomes. More about
openings, entryway, floor levels etc. should be included here.
The current Standard fails to acknowledge the role of upper levels in contributing
to an active frontage (with windows/balconies etc.).

Changes suggested
Objectives


Suggest broadening the objectives to include ‘safety by design principles’ /
passive surveillance, or the higher level objectives of active street fronts.

Standards



The proposed drafting at Standard 5 should be rewritten, to read “Buildings
should provide active uses at street fronts, which may include, where appropriate
residential, commercial and retail uses”;
A new Standard is required which recognises the importance of urban design
and built form in active frontages. It is not just a matter of having a certain ‘use’.
The current drafting neglects to acknowledge the importance of built form and
urban design in creating active, interesting, pedestrian friendly street frontages.
The design of the built form at street frontages should encourage passive
surveillance and provide a sense of interest at the pedestrian scale. It is possible
17



to have a retail use with multiple openings to the street which does not achieve
an active street front (such as a supermarket or chemist, due to a proliferation of
advertising signs or stock placement). Avoiding blank walls is not enough to
achieve satisfactory outcomes. More about openings, entryway, floor levels etc.
should be included here;
The current Standard should acknowledge the role of upper levels in contributing
to an active frontage (with windows/views etc.).

Decision guidelines / Design response / Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria
Recommended permit condition:
“Retail/commercial active frontage
The clear glazed shop front/s of the retail/commercial use/s must remain open to
the street and not be screened by advertising, opaque materials or internal
placement of fittings to the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority.”
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6. Amended access standard (all apartment developments)
Discussion
Council supports the proposed amendments to the standard as follows:





Support changed wording to both Objective and Standard;
An objective and standard relating to pedestrian/bicycle access is suggested “to
ensure pedestrian and cycling entries and access ways are safe, functional and
comfortable for people of all abilities” (e.g. not too steep a ramp grade, well lit,
legible from the public realm, passive surveillance, weather protection etc.).
Pedestrians are only mentioned once in the current Standards. There should be
a greater emphasis on the human/pedestrian scale.
DELWP could consider updating Clause 58.05-2 (Standard D18) ‘Building entry
and circulation objectives’ if the above is more appropriately located there.

Changes suggested:
Objectives


Council recommends the creation of a new objective and standard relating to
pedestrian/bicycle access, as follows: “To ensure pedestrian and cycling entries
and access ways are safe, functional and comfortable for people of all abilities.”
A related standard should address the accessway grade, illumination, legibility
from the public realm, passive surveillance, weather protection and access for
visitors/customers.

Standards


See above.
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7. Amended site services standard (all apartment developments)
Discussion
As outlined in this submission, Council is of the view the requirements of service
authorities lack transparency and accountability. We suggest this should be
addressed by elevating them to “recommending” or “determining” referral authorities.
Furthermore, we believe greater transparency is required around the circumstances
in which site services, such as substations and booster cupboards, will be required.
It is inappropriate to include design principles for well located, designed and
integrated services in the Guidelines. Instead, they should be incorporated as part of
the Standard. It is a failing of this Discussion Paper that those design principles have
not been drafted for review and feedback.










Council suggests creating standard describing principles for well located,
designed and integrated services (rather than locating this within the Guidelines).
These need to be broad enough to allow for context, but specific enough to be of
use. They could include design aspects such as colour; use of landscaping;
integration into fencing or façade walls; use of public art; size/scale, orientation
or materials;
The proposed changes to the Guidelines include “Recommend early consultation
between applicants and service providers to understand spatial requirements
and negotiate good design outcomes”. This is obvious and not useful guidance.
The Guidelines should include a ‘supporting information’ section detailing what is
required to be shown on the plans to be considered during the application
process;
The standard itself should include more explicit guidance on what is to be
assessed. Mailboxes are not the only service/facility which need to be
constructed in accordance with other legislation. The standard should include
explicit references to these (e.g. fire services, gas meters, telecommunication
infrastructure, electricity mains) to ensure all relevant services have been
considered and to limit developers returning to amend the application once they
consider them later in the project, for example at subdivision stage (it is noted
these requirements are currently located in the scheme at Clause 56.09). The
standard should include reference to the relevant Australian Standard or
governing legislation where these exist;
The Guidelines currently describe four typical ‘contexts’ of apartment buildings:
Central City (Tower and Podium), Activity Centres, Neighbourhood Centres and
Residential Neighbourhoods. The changes proposed in this section of the
Discussion Paper highlight the reliance on inner urban activity centre examples.
Services integration is relatively easy to do well where a building is on the zero
lot line, but harder where there is a neighbourhood setback required and
services must still be provided on the front boundary. The guidelines should
consider the different requirements for different typologies or ‘contexts’.
Guidelines should include some best practice examples for each of the different
contexts, as well as design principles as mentioned above.
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Changes suggested:
Objectives



Council recommends a new objective: “To ensure site services are integrated
with the development”.
Council recommends a new objective: “To ensure site services do not dominate
the site frontage or unreasonably displace opportunities for landscaping and the
planting of canopy trees.”

Standards




Create a standard which describes principles for well located, designed and
integrated services. These need to be broad enough to allow for context, but
specific enough to be of use. They could include design guidelines in respect to
colour; use of landscaping; integration into fencing or façade walls; use of public
art; size/scale, orientation or materials of cabinets and larger service buildings or
fence structures; all where appropriate;
The standard itself should include more explicit guidance on what is to be
assessed. Mailboxes are not the only service/facility that needs to be
constructed in accordance with specific legislation. The standard should include
references to all requirements, including the range of legislative requirements for
the various service facilities e.g. fire services, gas meters, telecommunication
infrastructure, electricity mains) to ensure all relevant matters have been
considered at the decision stage including reference to the relevant Australian
Standard or governing legislation.

Decision guidelines / Design response / Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria




The proposed changes to the Guidelines include “Recommend early consultation
between applicants and service providers to understand spatial requirements
and negotiate good design outcomes”. This is obvious and not useful guidance.
The Guidelines should include a ‘supporting information’ section detailing what is
required to be shown on the plans for consideration during the application
process;
The changes proposed in this section of the Discussion Paper highlight the
reliance on inner urban activity centre examples. The guidelines should consider
the different requirements for different building typologies, siting and ‘contexts’.
The Guidelines should include best practice examples for each of the different
contexts, as well as the design principles mentioned above.

Recommended wording for inclusion in a Section 54 ‘request for information’:
“Provide details on the floor plans and elevations of the location of any
necessary substation, fire booster infrastructure and utilities cupboards. These
facilities must be integrated into the development. If this infrastructure has an
interface with the public realm, an enlarged, colour elevation (at a scale of 1:20
or 1:50) and three-dimensional render/s are required to be provided, with
annotations detailing high quality finishes and any necessary identification
signage shown.”
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8. New construction impacts standard (all apartment developments)
Discussion
As outlined in this submission, although we agree a CMP should form part of the
conditional approval for an apartment development, we do not believe a CMP should
be made an application requirement.
Council believes it would be inappropriate to elevate construction-related amenity
impacts to an issue upon which development approval may be withheld (i.e. a Notice
of Refusal issued based on grounds relating to potential construction-related amenity
impacts). To be clear, we are supportive of the concept of giving weight to enable
Council to require the preparation and implementation of a CMP, however we
believe the creation of a new objective and standard may lead to unintended
consequences.
Council officers cannot recall an application where a requirement to provide a CMP
has been disputed by an applicant or overturned on review by the Tribunal in recent
years. For this reason, Council is of the view the introduction of a Standard, while
well intentioned, is a heavy-handed response. The drafting of a standard condition,
and its inclusion within the Guidelines, should be sufficient for addressing this issue.
Alternatively, a CMP condition could be made mandatory for apartment
developments, in the same manner as the conditions described in Clause 66.01-1
(Mandatory conditions for subdivision permits). However, as our suggested draft
condition incorporates some wording that will only be relevant in particular
circumstances (we label the wording as “optional”), the creation of a mandatory
condition may not be suitable.
We have also considered whether the issue of construction-related amenity impacts
might be appropriately dealt with by including wording in the Decision Guidelines at
Clause 65.01 (Approval of an application or plan). However, we ultimately concluded
this approach would also be fraught.
In our experience, the information contained in a CMP cannot be fully provided until
a project builder has been appointed. Any CMP prepared as part of the application
process, prior to the appointment of a builder, will be produced merely for the
purpose of ‘ticking the box’ to meet the Standard, rather than fully and accurately
describing the construction needs of the project or providing thoughtful consideration
of how the build can be managed to minimise unreasonable impacts on any nearby
residential properties.
The City of Boroondara can provide additional guidance in this area, having refined
the wording of a standard condition and additional resources to ensure good
outcomes for the community.
Council provides both a template for a CMP and “Construction Management
Guidelines” on its website, to facilitate the process for developers/builders, ensure
they are aware of the regulatory requirements (both within Council and outside of the
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organisation) and provide timeframes for matters such as road closure permits and
information on relevant noise legislation.
Council’s Construction Management Guidelines provides information on the following
matters, to assist with the preparation of a CMP:





Contact details for key departments of Council, and other Authorities;
What is a CMP?;
When will a CMP be required by Council?;
Matters to be addressed or managed by the CMP, including:
 Noise;
 Construction times;
 Airborne Dust;
 Stormwater and Sediment Control;
 Removal of Hazardous Material;
 Protection of Council Assets (streets, footpaths, laneways and reserves);
 Building Waste on Public Land (streets, footpaths, laneways and reserves);
 Onsite Building Waste (rubbish and debris, unsightly sites);
 Traffic Management;
 Road, Lane Closures and Cranes, including “Work Zone Permits” and “Road
and Footpath Occupancy Permits”;
 Tradesperson Vehicle Parking;
 Heavily Vehicle Movements; and
 Tree Protection (including street trees and trees on private land).

The template and guidelines can be accessed on Council’s website at
https://www.boroondara.vic.gov.au/planning-building/planning-permitapplications/construction-management-plan
Recommended permit condition:
We have provided text for a recommended permit condition, some of which would be
optional, depending on the circumstances of the project.
Typically, it is our experience, the CMP is prepared and submitted by the project
builder, rather than by a planning consultant or architect. We are mindful that
construction is undertaken in stages (primarily demolition, site excavation and
construction) and in some instances, the same builder may not be appointed to carry
out all stages. In instances such as this, the project builder will not be in a position to
prepare a CMP that addresses the stage/s of development they are responsible for.
For this reason, the following suggested condition allows for the ‘staged’ submission
of a CMP.
“Construction Management Plan
Prior to the commencement of any site works, including demolition and
excavation, a Construction Management Plan must be submitted to and
endorsed by the Responsible Authority. No works are permitted to occur until
the relevant stage of the Plan has been endorsed by the Responsible Authority.
Once endorsed, the Construction Management Plan will form part of the permit
and must be implemented to the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority. The
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plan must be prepared in accordance with Council’s Construction
Management Plan Template and provide details of the following:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

f)
g)
h)
i)
j)
k)
l)

Hours for construction activity in accordance with any other condition of
this permit;
Measures to ensure all construction workers, including contractors,
are aware of the trees to be retained and preserved and the
requirements of the Tree Management Plan required by this permit;
Measures to control noise, dust, water and sediment laden runoff;
Measures relating to removal of hazardous or dangerous material from
the site, where applicable;
A plan showing the location of parking areas for construction and subcontractors' vehicles on and surrounding the site, to ensure that vehicles
associated with construction activity cause minimum disruption to
surrounding premises. Any basement car park on the land must be made
available for use by sub-constructors/tradespersons upon completion of
such areas, without delay;
A Traffic Management Plan showing truck routes to and from the site;
Swept path analysis demonstrating the ability for trucks to enter and exit
the site in a safe manner for the largest anticipated truck associated with
the construction;
A plan showing the location and design of a vehicle wash-down bay for
construction vehicles on the site;
Measures to ensure that sub-contractors/tradespersons operating on the
site are aware of the contents of the Construction Management Plan;
Contact details of key construction site staff;
A site plan showing the location of any site sheds, on-site amenities,
building waste storage and the like, noting that Council does not
support site sheds on Council road reserves; and
Any other relevant matters, including the requirements of VicRoads
and Yarra Trams [used in instances where the site abuts a road in a
Road Zone, Category 1, or tram lines - insert as appropriate].”
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MORNINGTON
PENINSULA
Shire
17th September 2019
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
PO Box 500
East Melbourne VIC 8002
[Submission made via engage online portal]
https://engage.vic.gov.au/building-better-apartments-in-neighbourhoods
RE: Submission - Proposed Reforms - Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
The Mornington Peninsula Shire thanks the Department for the opportunity to
provide a submission to the proposed planning reforms to the Better Apartment
Design Standards and the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria.
Council resolved to endorse and submit the attached submission at its Planning
Services Committee Meeting of the 16th September 2019. The submission seeks to
respond to the questions posed by the discussion paper and highlight the
implications for the Shire.
Should you wish to discuss the matters raised in this submission, please do not
hesitate to contact myself on 5950 1021 or via email at
katanya.barlow@mornpen.vic.gov.au.

e/Vv

Yours faithfully

t/4�

Katanya Barlow
Manager Strategic Planning

Attachment: Submission - Proposed Reforms Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods.

Contact the Mornington Peninsula Shire

6 1300 850 600
O mornpen.vic.gov.au
O customerservice@mornpen.vic.gov.au

By post: Private Bag 1000,
90 Besgrove Street, Rosebud VIC 3939
ABN: 53 159 890 143

Better Apartments in
Neighbourhoods Discussion
Paper 2019 - Submission

Background
The Department of Environment, Land, Water, Environment and Water (DELWP) have released
a discussion paper which proposes some potential changes to the Better Apartments Design
Standards and the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria.
The Better Apartment Design Standards were implemented in the Victoria Planning Provisions
and all planning schemes via Amendment VC136 on 13 April 2017.
The discussion paper explores five policy aims for new apartment developments, including the
need for:
•
•
•
•
•

Green space in common areas of buildings, which preferably include trees to provide
shade and urban cooling, and landscaping that softens the street.
High quality building facades made from robust, durable and attractive materials that
complement surrounding buildings and provide visual interest.
Protection from wind impacts on surrounding streets and open space, so the spaces
are comfortable to use and likely to be used more often.
Attractive, engaging streets that enhance the amenity, safety and walkability of the
neighbourhood.
Better managed construction impacts of building work on existing neighbourhoods.

Taken collectively, the five proposed changes to the current planning rules are proposed to
create greener, more robust apartment buildings that contribute to the life of their
neighbourhood and provide more quality housing stock for future generations.
It is noted that later in 2019, DELWP will propose further changes to the Better Apartments
Design Standards and the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria in relation to building
setbacks, to improve the amenity impacts of apartment developments. It will also consult with
the public and industry about these proposed changes.
DELWP are seeking public comment on the proposed changes to standards calling for
submissions to the proposed changes by 27 September 2019 (5pm). Details of the proposed
reforms and technical officer recommendations are detailed below.

Proposed reforms to standards (Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria)
Green Space
Issue
•
•
•

There is evidence that despite the current Better Apartments Design Standards,
landscaping is often an afterthought in the building design and planning process, and
the intent of the current landscaping standards is not always realised.
There are rarely deep-soil areas for trees; mature trees are removed and new trees are
too small. Landscaping is not being located optimally for solar access, and trees do not
have adequate space for their canopy spread or soil volume.
Apartment developments often provide limited landscaping along building frontages,
which contributes to harder ‘building dominant’ streetscapes.
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Proposed Changes
Clarify landscaping objectives and standards to prefer canopy trees:
The proposed standard clarifies that the preferred design response for landscaping apartment
developments is canopy trees. The proposed standard would:
• Clarify that existing, mature trees should be retained and that new trees of a certain
canopy spread should be provided either in deep soil areas or in planters;
• Retain the flexibility to have vegetated planters, pergolas, green roofs or walls instead
of canopy trees;
• Provide guidance about the minimum soil volumes for planters, so trees thrive;
• Require a variety of trees, shrubs and grasses including flowering native species; and
• Encourage landscaping treatments that cool the urban environment.
Require all apartment developments to include landscaped communal open space:
The proposed standard would:
• Remove the existing threshold of 40 or more dwellings for the provision of communal
open space;
• Communal open space should have canopy trees;
• Ensure a minimum 25 m2 of communal open space is provided in any apartment
development, to accommodate a canopy tree.
The definition of communal open space in Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria would
also be amended, to indicate this space can be either indoors or outdoors.
Encourage landscaping in street frontage:
The proposed standard would amend the current landscaping standard to encourage
landscaping elements that contribute to streetscape amenity.
Clarify landscaping objectives to support the area’s landscape character:
• The objectives of the landscape standard would be amended to require apartment
developments to provide landscaping, even in areas without an existing landscape
character, to encourage emerging green neighbourhoods.
• Sun exposed trafficable areas should use surface materials that lower surface
temperatures and reduce heat absorption.
• The landscape layout and design should specify landscape themes, vegetation
(location and species), paving, lighting and how landscaping will be irrigated and
maintained.
Impacts for Mornington Peninsula:
•
•

Officers support most of the recommendations in this category. Additional green space
is always a welcome outcome and stronger guidance in how to achieve this is a positive
change.
Communal open space in any apartment development is considered a good outcome in
the context of the unique coastal environment of the Mornington Peninsula, however
there should be further guidance surrounding where this will be located within the
apartment. Without guidance, this may result in a proliferation of roof top terraces – as
the easiest location for this communal space is usually the roof. This subsequently
means that lift overruns will protrude above developments and create bulk/massing
issues. The Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme contains numerous Design
Development Overlays which seek to limit height, however this type of development
2

Better Apartments in
Neighbourhoods Discussion
Paper 2019 - Submission
(apartments) is more likely to be targeted to the Shire’s Major Activity Centres (MAC’s)
where the developers may seek more flexibility to achieve built from on rooftops in
meeting the requirements of the Better Apartment Standards. Council should seek to
encourage communal open space to be provided at ground level if possible. If not
possible, then it should be centrally located on the roof (along with the access point),
setback from all roof edges and appropriately landscaped.

Appearance of the building
Issue
•
•
•

Apartment developments are substantial buildings that should be designed to endure
for 40, even 100 years. They should age well by remaining attractive and minimise
maintenance.
Smaller apartment developments that use external wall coatings on lightweight
construction can be seen in some cases to crack and stain.
A standard for external walls and materials would help to ensure the quality and
appearance of a finished building is similar to that which was initially approved.
Currently, the quality of a building’s external materials and facade design can reduce
between planning approval and construction. An approved planning permit can be
amended during the design development and construction phases to change the design
of the facade and the external materials. There is evidence such amendments
sometimes result in less visually-interesting external materials, or a loss of depth in a
façade design, such as balconies or structural elements. Currently, the planning system
does not provide adequate guidance to planners about which design changes are
acceptable.

Proposed Changes
•

•

•

•

Proposed changes to the Better Apartments Design Standards would focus on matters
best-managed through the planning system (such as the built form, a building’s
appearance and access for facade maintenance). The proposed changes are intended
to complement the building control system.
A proposed new standard would require all apartment developments to have a visually
interesting and high-quality external design and have external materials that are durable
for the life of the building and have visual interest. It would also require apartment
buildings to have external walls that are accessible for maintenance.
The proposed standard would provide a benchmark for the responsible authority about
the appearance of apartment developments, to be applied at the planning permit stage
and through to construction and use. If the appearance of the building is to change
during design development, construction or use, a permit applicant would be required to
explain the design approach for the building’s exterior design and appearance and to
justify the selection of external materials. The planner could then consider whether
proposed changes achieve an equivalent outcome.
To assist planners and applicants, the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria would
be amended to provide principles for how to identify whether external materials or built
form achieve the proposed standard and other supporting resources such as possible
permit conditions.
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Impacts for Mornington Peninsula:
•

•

The guidelines recommend that external cladding is ‘low maintenance and durable’.
Whilst this appears a sound consideration particularly in regard to the long term quality
of the built form, there are potential implications surrounding what cladding is selected
for buildings. General requirements in most Design Development Overlays within the
Planning Scheme encourage use of ‘coastal’ materials that provide a connection to
place – this usually takes the form of various timbers or stonework. It is noted that these
materials would not necessarily be considered ‘low maintenance’ materials. Further
clarification is required around what is meant by ‘durable’ as Mornington Peninsula
Shire will keep advocating for timber/stone and softer materials that may be a slightly
higher maintenance burden, but ultimately provide a much better design outcome and
connection to place, particularly in the context of the unique coastal environment of the
Mornington Peninsula. What works in the Metropolitan Melbourne context in regard to
materiality may not be consistent with the character of the Mornington Peninsula.
There should be a discouragement for the use of large amounts of the same cladding
material, particularly rendered brick/blockwork and aluminium cladding. These two
materials are generally used on lower quality developments and result in poor
outcomes when built, particularly from the perspective of ‘massing’. The use of these
materials often results in very ‘bulking’ built from outcomes and limits the presentation
of articulation and interest in the built form.

Wind Impacts
Issue
•
•
•

Tall buildings can intensify windy conditions and adversely affect pedestrian comfort.
Most places in Victoria have no specific planning requirements to manage wind effects.
Not considering wind early in the design process can lead to costly redesigns and poor
design outcomes.

Proposed Changes
•

A new standard, which would apply to apartment buildings of five or more storeys, is
proposed for inclusion in all planning schemes. It would ensure apartment
developments do not adversely affect people’s safety or the usability, functionality and
amenity of public, communal and private open space. It would prioritise protection of a
comfortable wind environment for the public realm, and it would also consider wind
impacts on private and communal open space.

Impacts for Mornington Peninsula:
•
•

These changes will have minimal effect on buildings within Mornington Peninsula Shire
Council as it only applies to buildings of 5 or more stories and this is not a built form
height supported by the Planning Scheme.
The changes are supported.
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Street interface
Issue
•
•

Active building frontages provide streets with life and energy. Apartment buildings that
provide pleasant pedestrian experiences improve the walkability and amenity of the
public realm.
Windowless and blank walls, prominent vehicle entries, visible car parking and building
services that dominate the street frontage can create poor street interfaces, which
undermine safety and detract from the look and feel of a street. The current Better
Apartments Design Standards do not sufficiently emphasise the need for street
interface design to integrate building services and the other functional requirements of
an apartment building.

Proposed Changes
The proposed amendments address building design elements that can lead to unsafe,
unpleasant street environments. The amended standards would encourage the design of streetlevel frontages of apartment buildings that:
•
•
•
•
•

Provide for active uses and passive surveillance;
Integrate building services with the façade;
Reduce the visual impact of car parking, vehicle entry and waste collection areas;
High front fencing should be avoided if practicable; and
Avoid blank walls.

Impacts for Mornington Peninsula:
•

•

•

This is a welcome change to the Better Apartment Guidelines. There is currently no
guidance on this issue and it has become a significant problem in recent years –
particularly with high quality frontages compromised by poor service location and
integration into building design.
There should be some provision stating how the site services should be as small as
possible at the frontage and should match the materiality and design theme of the
remainder of the building so they do not appear as an ‘after thought’ or jeopardise the
‘sense of arrival’ and streetscape.
It is noted consideration also needs to be given as to how services are proposed to be
integrated in apartment developments that are not built to a 0 metre street setback?
What form should they take and where should they be located? Ideally they should still
form part of the building and also be setback from the street edge.
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Construction impacts
Issue
•

•
•

Apartment developments often have lengthy construction periods. The construction
phase of an apartment development can cause a range of impacts on surrounding
communities, including traffic, road and footpath closures, dust, odor and noise
emissions.
Construction noise is a particular issue in residential areas, with common sources of
community concern being early starts, loud radios, insufficient notification and
excessive hours of operation.
Before construction commences, potential impacts on health, safety, amenity, traffic
and the environment need to be considered to avoid unduly disturbing surrounding
communities. At present these potential issues are managed in a range of different
ways by councils. The planning system does not provide any specific direction to
ensure that planning approvals for apartment buildings consistently manage the
impacts of construction.

Proposed Changes
•

•
•

The proposed new standard will require developers to identify how they will protect the
site and its surrounds from environmental problems and nuisance during a construction
period. It includes many of the issues typical to construction sites such as traffic, safety,
air quality, noise, sediment run off and litter.
Suggested permit condition to address construction issues post planning permit.
It is also proposed to amend the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria to include a
suggested permit condition requiring the submission and approval of a construction
management plan.

Impacts for Mornington Peninsula:
•

This is already considered by Mornington Peninsula Shire through the conditioning of a
requirement for the preparation of a Construction Management Plan (CMP) in planning
permits for apartment developments and larger developments generally. However
reinforcing this in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria is considered a very
positive initiative.
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Recommended Submission:
1. Green space
•

•

Council support all of the recommendations in this category, however there
should be further guidance surrounding where communal open space will be
located within an apartment building. Without guidance, this may result in a
proliferation of roof top terraces – as the easiest location for this communal
space is usually the roof. This subsequently means that lift overruns will
protrude above developments and create bulk/massing issues. The Mornington
Peninsula Planning Scheme contains numerous Design Development Overlays
which seek to limit height, however this type of development (apartments) is
more likely to be targeted to the Shire’s Major Activity Centres (MAC’s) where
developers may seek more flexibility to achieve built form on rooftops in
meeting the requirements of the Better Apartment Standards.
Council encourage communal open space to be provided at ground level if
possible. If not possible, then it should be centrally located on the roof (along
with the access point), setback from all roof edges and appropriately
landscaped.

2. Appearance of the building
•

•

•

Changes to the guidelines recommend that external cladding is ‘low
maintenance and durable’. Whilst this appears a sound consideration
particularly in regard to the long-term quality of the built form, there are
potential implications surrounding what cladding is selected for buildings.
Council caution the encouragement of ‘low maintenance and durable’ materials
also has the risk of resulting in a very homogenous built form outcome for
apartment buildings. General requirements in most Design Development
Overlays within the Planning Scheme encourage use of ‘coastal’ materials that
provide a connection to place – this usually takes the form of various timbers or
stonework. It is noted that these materials would not necessarily be considered
‘low maintenance’ materials.
Further clarification is required around what is meant by ‘durable’ as
Mornington Peninsula Shire advocate for timber/stone and other ‘softer’
materials that may be a slightly higher maintenance burden, but ultimately
provide a much better design outcome and connection to place, particularly in
the context of the unique coastal environment of the Mornington Peninsula.
What works in the Metropolitan Melbourne context in regard to materiality may
not be consistent with the character of the Mornington Peninsula.
There should also be a discouragement for the use of large amounts of the
same cladding material, particularly rendered brick/blockwork and aluminium
cladding. These two materials are generally used on lower quality
developments and result in poor outcomes when built, particularly from the
perspective of ‘massing’. The use of these materials often results in very ‘bulky’
built form outcomes and limits the presentation of articulation and interest in the
built form.
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3. Wind impacts
•

•

These changes will have minimal effect on buildings within Mornington Peninsula
Shire Council as it only applies to buildings of 5 or more stories and this is not a
built form height supported by the Planning Scheme.
The changes are supported.

4. Street interface
•

•

•

This is a welcome change to the Better Apartment Guidelines. There is currently no
guidance on this issue and it has become a significant problem in recent years –
particularly with high quality frontages compromised by poor service location and
integration into building design.
There should be some provision stating how the site services should be as small as
possible at the frontage and should match the materiality and design theme of the
remainder of the building so they do not appear as an ‘after thought’ or jeopardise
the ‘sense of arrival’ and streetscape.
It is noted consideration also needs to be given as to how services are proposed to
be integrated in apartment developments that are not built to a 0 metre street
setback? What form should they take and where should they be located? Ideally
they should still form part of the building and also be setback from the street edge.

5. Construction impacts
•

Construction impacts are considered by Mornington Peninsula Shire through the
conditioning of a requirement for the preparation of a Construction Management
Plan (CMP) in planning permits for apartments and larger developments. However
Council support reinforcing this in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria.
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1.1.

Introduction

Brimbank City Council (Council) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the proposed
changes to the planning scheme provisions relating to new apartment developments, as
outlined in the Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper 2019 (the
Discussion Paper).
The Discussion Paper proposes some potential changes to the 'Better Apartments Design
Standards' and the 'Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria' in five policy areas:


Green space



High quality building facades



Protection from wind impacts



Attractive, engaging streets



Better managed construction impacts.

1.2.

About Brimbank

Brimbank is strategically located at the centre of Melbourne’s west comprising areas
including Deer Park, Keilor, St Albans, Sunshine and Sydenham. Brimbank is bordered
by the western growth area municipalities of Wyndham and Melton and as the fifth most
populous metropolitan municipality, Brimbank covers 123 square kilometres with a
culturally diverse community of 208,443 residents (Estimated Resident Population 2017)
who speak over 90 different languages where English is not a first language for 58.4% of
residents (Brimbank Profile ID 2016).
Brimbank has the attributes driving regional growth including a central location in
Melbourne’s West, road and transport connections including metropolitan and regional
rail, access to a growing labour force and land including the second largest supply of
industrial land in Melbourne’s West. With over 13,000 businesses providing 82,333 jobs,
significant business sectors in Brimbank include construction, logistics, rental/hiring/real
estate services, professional/scientific/technical services, retail trade and manufacturing
(Brimbank Profile ID 2016).
Brimbank has traditionally been a low-rise area with the majority of housing stock being
in the form of detached single or double storey dwellings. Although a number of
medium-rise apartment developments have been approved around Sunshine and St
Albans, very few of them have actually been constructed.
With the announcement that the Melbourne Airport Rail Link (MARL) will run through
Sunshine, it is anticipated that this will result in a significant increase in apartment
development proposals in the short to medium term. Council is keen to ensure that any
multi-storey apartment development is of exceptional architectural design and quality
and provides high amenity streetscapes and interface with the public realm. Any
strengthening of the guidelines for apartment developments is welcome by Council.

1.3.

Response to Discussion Paper

1.3.1.

Green Space

Issues outlined in the Discussion Paper
The Discussion Paper notes that apartment development will help form the future
character of our cities and their landscaping plays an important role in creating attractive
and liveable urban environments. It notes that landscaping, particularly canopy trees,
improve people's wellbeing and help cool the urban environment.
Currently, apartment developments often provide limited landscaping along building
frontages, with landscaping being an afterthought in the design of developments.
Insufficient space is provided for canopies of trees to spread or their roots to properly
establish.
Proposed changes


Clarify landscaping objectives and standards to prefer canopy trees



Require all apartment developments to include landscaped communal open space



Encourage landscaping in street frontages



Clarify landscaping objectives to support the area's landscape character

Brimbank's Feedback
Council supports the requirement for developments to provide additional landscaping,
including canopy trees, and agrees that landscaping should be considered in the design
of developments.
The Brimbank City Council Urban Forest Strategy 2016-2046 was adopted by Council in
May 2016. Amongst other things, this strategy seeks to increase tree canopy cover in
Brimbank to 30% to reduce the urban heat island effect, to protect existing trees on
private property and to encourage trees to be planted on private property, in particular
as part of development of the land. The proposed changes support the objectives of
Council's Urban Forest Strategy.
The proposed changes indicate that the definition of communal open space in 'Apartment
Design Guidelines for Victoria' would be amended to indicate that this space can be
either provided indoors or outdoors. Given that the main purpose of the changes relate
to 'Green Space', it is questioned how quality additional green space would be achieved
if the communal open space were to be provided indoors.
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1.3.2.

Appearance of the Building

Issues outlined in the Discussion Paper
The Discussion Paper notes that apartment developments are substantial buildings that
should be designed to endure for up to 100 years. They should age well by remaining
attractive and minimising maintenance.
At present there are few planning provisions to ensure high quality façade design and
materials. There is also little consideration of providing easy access to allow cleaning
and maintenance of facades to ensure that the building ages well and doesn't
deteriorate.
A standard for external walls and materials would help to ensure the quality and
appearance of a finished building is similar to that which was originally approved.

Proposed changes


Provide guidance to ensure materials and built form achieve the standard.

Brimbank's Feedback
Council supports the requirement for improved standards around the consideration of
external materials and maintenance of building facades. There have been too many
examples of developments that appear very different following construction than they
did on the approved plans.
The proposed Standard states that the external materials should provide visual interest
through variation in material, colour and texture and be durable for the life of the
building. Guidance on what is meant by 'durable materials' would be extremely useful,
including examples of materials that are considered to meet this requirement that are
currently available. A list could be prepared by the Department of Environment, Land,
Water and Planning (DELWP) and updated on a regular basis so that all councils are
being consistent in their requirements and developers know what is readily acceptable.
Such a list should be clear in stating that flammable cladding is unacceptable.
Developers will often try to use the most cost-effective materials available, and will seek
to use broad terms on their plans that could include a range of different products.
Specific materials including brand should be required to be noted on the approved plans,
which would mean that any variations to these would require an amendment to the
permit.
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1.3.3.

Wind Impacts

Issues outlined in the Discussion Paper
The Discussion Paper notes that tall buildings can intensify windy conditions and
adversely affect pedestrian comfort and the safety and amenity of the public, private and
communal open spaces. Not considering wind early in the design process can lead to
costly redesigns and poor design outcomes.

Proposed changes


Ensure wind effects are considered



Define comfortable and unsafe wind conditions



Clarify when a desktop wind study or wind tunnel analysis may be required.

Brimbank's Feedback
Given that wind conditions can have significant impacts on the comfort, safety and
amenity of public places (including streets), Council supports a requirement for wind
impacts to be considered in the design and approval of apartment buildings.
At present there is no specific requirement for the consideration of wind impacts
resulting from development in the Brimbank Planning Scheme. By requiring an
assessment to be undertaken as part of the development process, this will assist in
ensuring a high level of amenity is maintained in public, private and communal areas.
Council encourages DELWP to ensure that it is clear and unambiguous as to when a
desktop assessment is required or when a full wind tunnel analysis is required so that
there is no uncertainty during the application process.
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1.3.4.

Street Interface

Issues outlined in the Discussion Paper
The Discussion Paper notes that building frontages that provide a pleasant pedestrian
experience and are varied and visually interesting improve the walkability and amenity
of the public realm. Windowless and blank walls, prominent vehicle entries, visible car
parking and building services that dominate the street frontage can undermine safety
and detract from the look and feel of a street.

Proposed changes


Improve street interfaces



Guidance regarding service authority requirements.

Brimbank's Feedback
The amendments proposed to the existing Guidelines that seek to better integrate the
layout of developments with the street and create active street frontages, minimise the
impact of vehicle crossovers on the streetscape, and ensure site services are accessible,
adequate and attractive, are welcomed by Council. Not only are these integral to the
outcome of creating high quality active streetscapes where people feel safe and a sense
of belonging, but they will also ensure that developers consider these matters earlier in
the design process and don’t leave them as an afterthought.
The proposed changes are seen to strengthen Council's ability to require a positive
outcome for the street interface for new apartment developments.
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1.3.5.

Construction Impacts

Issues outlined in the Discussion Paper
The Discussion Paper notes that apartment developments often have lengthy
construction periods which can cause a range of impacts on surrounding communities,
including traffic, road and footpath closures, dust, odour and noise emissions.
At present the planning system does not provide any specific direction on how to
manage these impacts.

Proposed changes


Ensure construction effects are considered



Suggested permit condition to address construction issues post planning permit.

Brimbank's Feedback
Construction activity impacts are increasingly becoming an issue for Council as infill
development is becoming more intense and neighbours are becoming more empowered
to lodge complaints. At present, the existing enforcement mechanisms are weak and
difficult to co-ordinate.
Council welcomes the requirement for a standard condition on permits for apartment
developments for a Construction Management Plan (CMP) to be submitted to and
approved by Council. However the condition should go further to say that all
construction activity on the site must comply with the approved CMP.
Council encourages DELWP to prepare a template for a standard CMP so that there is
consistency across the state in terms of requirements and expectations.
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‘Better Apartments in
Discussion Paper 2019’

Neighbourhoods

City of Stonnington Submission
September 2019

Introduction
The City of Stonnington (Council) is pleased to provide its submission on the “Better Apartments in
Neighborhoods Discussion Paper 2019” (Discussion Paper).
Council welcomes the Discussion Paper and the opportunity to provide feedback, drawing on our
extensive experiences assessing apartment development within an inner Melbourne context.
Council has reviewed the Discussion Paper and provides the following submission
General Submission Points
In general, Council is supportive of the intent of the Discussion Paper to update the Better
Apartment Design Standards. However, the following comments are provided as feedback:


Standards should always aim to be clear and easily understood where possible. Vague
objective based standards are not useful and result in uncertainty for Council Officers,
Applicants and third parties. Quantifiable standards would assist all parties in knowing where
the expected benchmark for development is.



There is some confusion on whether the proposed new standards will apply to all apartment
developments, or just those covered by Clause 58. It is important that apartment development
of four stories or less in residential zones is also covered (i.e those assessed under Clause
55.07).

City of Stonnington Submission
Each of the five policy aims outlined in the Discussion Paper are discussed below.
Green Space
Council is generally supportive of the changes proposed under ‘Green Space’ subject to the
following:


Council supports the intention of the Discussion Paper to ensure canopy trees are the
preferred landscaping outcome in apartment developments. However, the proposed standard
does not provide sufficient guidance or clarity for decision-makers. More prescriptive wording is
required assist planners and decision-makers.



Apartment developments are built in a variety of contexts, with the zoning of the land directly
correlated with landscaping expectations. For example, 100% site coverage is common in
commercial zones. The proposed standards should provide specific guidance based on these
varying zoning contexts, which would clarify the circumstances where, for example, planter
boxes could be used.
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Council does not support the proposed change to require all apartment developments to
provide communal open space. A threshold of potentially 20 or more dwellings would ensure
that adequate demand and utilisation for the communal open space justifies its cost and
upkeep (in terms of owners corporation fees).
It is noted that Council’s Chapel Street Activity Centre Zone already contains a requirement for
communal open space areas in developments comprising ten or more dwellings.



Council supports the proposed change to the definition of communal open space to include
outdoor and indoor areas, as this may provide applicants with the flexibility to provide high
quality atriums as communal open space, or similar.

Building Appearance
Council is generally supportive of the changes proposed under ‘Building Appearance’ subject to
the following:


A clear definition of what is meant by “high-quality external building design” and “materials that
are durable for the life of the building” is required.



The Discussion Paper states that the proposed changes are intended to complement the
Building Control System. Council believes that this is critical to achieve the stated objectives of
the new Standard. Any Planning Scheme Standard seeking to ensure the use of higher quality
materials in apartment buildings should be mirrored by changes to the Building Code of
Australia and National Construction Code.



Council supports ensuring the quality of materials cannot be significantly decreased at a later
date through amendments to the planning permit.

Wind Impacts
At present there is no policy direction at either a State or Local level that specifies when a wind
analysis is required or an accepted criteria for wind impacts associated with new developments.
Currently Planning Officers at Stonnington request a wind analysis on a case by case basis
(generally for developments of 7 or more storeys). It is common place for a desktop wind study to
be provided at the early stages of a planning application, with a wind tunnel analysis only required
where the desktop analysis suggests that wind impacts may be problematic. Wind mitigation is
usually required as a condition of a permit after the design has been finalised. But, it is preferable
for wind mitigation to be part of the design process, not addressed as an afterthought.
Council is generally supportive of a new wind standard, subject to the following:


Clear direction on when to require a desktop wind study or a wind tunnel analysis is critical to
achieving the intent of the Standard and should be clarified by the Standard. It would seem
reasonable that a wind tunnel analysis was required for taller buildings (10+ storeys), tall
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buildings within a cluster, and tall buildings adjacent to open spaces and large public
spaces/plazas.


The proposed new wind impact standard would apply to apartment developments of five
storeys or greater. This seems to be a low threshold and seven storeys (approx. 20m) is
considered to be more appropriate.



The Standard itself positively sets out quantifiable measurements for unsafe and comfortable
wind conditions. However, comfortable wind conditions should be applied to private open
spaces (rather than the unsafe test) if the objective is to ensure good amenity of new
apartment buildings. Additionally, it would be useful if the Standard specifies that “communal
open spaces” includes upper level roof terraces.

While the criteria for comfortable and unsafe wind conditions will ensure consistency across the
State, this is likely to require that Planners undertake additional training in how to accurately
assess and interpret wind reports..
Street Interface
Council is generally supportive of the changes proposed under ‘Street Interface’ subject to the
following:
Standard B5 / D5 (Integration with the street)
The following requirements of the Standard should be amended (emphases added):





High solid front fencing should be avoided if practicable.
Uses: the Standard should specify how to activate the street, e.g. providing passive
surveillance
Car parking and internal waste collection areas should be appropriately sited so as not to
dominate the street fronts.
Blank walls: the Standard should specify preferred design elements to avoid blank walls along
the street fronts.

Standard B14 / D11 (Access)
The recommended requirements are similar in nature. Council recommends the following
requirements are deleted:




No more than one single-width crossover should be provided for each dwelling fronting a
street.
The number of access points to a road in a Road Zone should be minimised.
Developments must provide for access for service, emergency and delivery vehicles.

Standard B34 / D22 (Services)
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The recommended objective includes a reference to ‘attractive’. This word is not appropriate.
Services and facilities should be integrated with the façade to avoid them dominating the street
front. Officers recommend that the Objective is amended to read (emphases added):


To ensure that site services and facilities are accessible, adequate and integrated.

The new Standard requires services to be designed as an integrated component of the façade.
When a façade is set back from the street, services may be located at the street boundary or within
the development. Officers recommend that the new Standard is amended to read (emphases
added):


Meters, utility services and service cupboards should be designed as an integrated component
to complement the development.

Construction Impacts
Council does not support the proposed requirement to consider construction impacts as part of a
planning permit assessment. Similarly, Council does not support the suggested permit condition
requiring the submission and approval of a Construction Management Plan as part of the approved
documents under a planning permit. This requirement will have onerous financial and resource
implications for Town Planning Departments.
Management of a construction site is already regulated under Council’s Local Laws and other
State legislation. Council’s General Local Law has adequate provisions and penalties to investigate
and enforce amenity concerns from building sites. By involving Planning in construction
management, more red tape and confusion is created on who the relevant responsible department
within Council is for the regulation of activity on a construction site.
Next steps
Council supports the current consultative process on the Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
Discussion Paper 2019. Council would like to be involved in any future consultation which DELWP
may hold on improving the standards and guidelines for apartments in Victoria.
Please contact Stuart Draffin, General Manager Planning and Amenity on 8290 3321 or email
sdraffin@stonnington.vic.gov.au.
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Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods

Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all Victorians to provide
feedback about the policy proposals in the discussion paper by making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:
•
•
•

state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the proposed changes
explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
explain any other change you would like

Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)
New trees planted on the new building may not grow to Minimum Tree Provision requirement or get stolen.
Unless they are made available during/at construction completion. Mature trees relocation and installation is
not commonly seen in new developments in Melbourne but it is do-able from experience.

2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the discussion paper)
Communal open space is better utilised when they are part of a function space rather than a standalone
space, e.g. a large multi-functional foyer with view to a small courtyard is probably better than a small
entrance and a separate courtyard.

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the discussion paper)
No comments 😊😊

4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (Section
2.7 in the discussion paper)
No comments 😊😊

[Type here]
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Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.
When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners and applicants
need about design quality and external materials to implement the proposed standards.

5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion paper)
There are only so many building materials that are durable without losing its visual attractiveness. For
everything else, it may be a good idea to require a facade maintenance plan including cost to the Owners
Corp over the life of the building, so that purchaser understands what they are buying into too.
e.g. Cheap panels with only 12-month warranty can mean high replacement cost in coming years and it is
compulsory. In contract, high-quality concrete finish may last decades.

6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
Agree.

7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and materials
(Section 3.6 in the discussion paper)
See No.5.

Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
• Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
• What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop wind analysis or
a wind tunnel analysis?
8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
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Wind tunnelling occurs even on low rise buildings (3-storey), e.g. a narrow side corridor onsite along the
boundary for taking the bins out and ease access to the other side without going around the block.
It’s more about the passage length relative to the height of adjacent walls.
Agree with using canopy elements to undercover the passage susceptible to wind impacts.

9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts (Section 4.5 in the
discussion paper)
Depends on the design and siting of the building, good idea to study from existing developments to see the
wind impacts (and other such as afternoon light reflection from glass façade on side walk)

Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the discussion paper)
Setback requirement (whole building or at ground level) should be higher for larger buildings to allow for
1. complementary transition between site space and public space
2. adequate room for occupant ingress/egress
3. a more approachable street interface

11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)
1. Encourage integrated design of the car parking entries e.g. a glass wall between the car parking entry
ramp and the courtyard/outside so the car parking entry is not just a large, dark, boring concrete cave.
2. Encourage vertical parking solutions to minimise opening for car parking entry ramp.

12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
Agree.

13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services (Section 5.7 in the
discussion paper)
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Agree.

Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion paper)
One thing that many construction sites are not doing very well is the daily cleaning around the site to ensure
it’s free from rocks and bits which can punch car tyres of their neighbours who pass the site everyday.
A sweeping buggy will do the job.
Also, other than in the central area, many small developments not required to put solid partition around the
site and the dust can be problematic to neighbours and pedestrians.

15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts (Section
6.5 in the discussion paper)
Agree.
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I am making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name

Organisation (if relevant)

Email

If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.
I agree to the privacy statement Required

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance with the
principles of the Victorian privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning rules for
apartment developments in the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to clarify your
submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To protect individual
privacy, DELWP will remove your name and address from your submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in your submission that
could identify you or other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published, including the
name of your organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers under
confidentiality agreements, in preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email at
planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for access should be sent
to the Manager Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.
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Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all Victorians to provide feedback
about the policy proposals in the discussion paper by making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:
•
•
•

state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the proposed changes
explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
explain any other change you would like

Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)
Yarra Ranges Council is supportive of the proposed changes to this Standard.

2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the discussion paper)
Yarra Ranges Council provides the following comments against the Standard in green:
Section 2.5 Standard
Developments with 10 dwellings or less should provide a minimum area of communal open space of 25
square metres. Developments with 11 or more dwellings should provide a minimum area of communal open
space of 2.5 square metres per dwelling or 250 square metres, whichever is the lesser.
The proposed Standard to include communal open space requirements for 10 or less dwelling
developments is an excellent idea; however, Yarra Ranges Council is concerned if it is financially viable for
smaller scale developments. Additionally, the 25 square metre area provision does not include / specify a
minimum dimension.

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the discussion paper)
Yarra Ranges Council is supportive of the proposed changes to this Standard.

4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (Section 2.7 in the
discussion paper)
Yarra Ranges Council is supportive of the inclusion of this potential conditional requirement for a landscape
management plan.
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Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.
When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners and applicants need about
design quality and external materials to implement the proposed standards.
5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion paper)
Yarra Ranges Council provides the following comments against the Standard in green:
Section 3.4 Objective
To ensure that the external materials are low maintenance and durable.
Yarra Ranges considers this Objective to be positive; however, Yarra Ranges is concerned as to how this
Objective is measurable for Planners whom may not be versed in the composition of materials in order to
make a sound judgement as to the level of maintenance required and the level of durability.
6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
It is unclear as to whose responsibility it is to provide this information. Additionally, what the purpose is from
a technical ‘planning’ perspective. Unless this information is going to inform Section 3.4 it is challenging to
understand the purpose of this Section.

7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and materials (Section 3.6
in the discussion paper)
Yarra Ranges is concerned that the depth of information required by Section 3.6 is unnecessary. Planners
are not trained to undertake / understand construction detail assessment and this is best assessed under
the Building Regulations.
The criteria relating to the maintenance of external walls is a sound inclusion. It is recommended that this is
best resolved as a planning permit condition.

Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
• Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
• What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop wind analysis or a wind
tunnel analysis?
8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
Given that this Section only applies to five (5) or more storeys in height, Yarra Ranges Council is of the view
that a desktop wind assessment should be submitted. A wind tunnel report should be required for buildings
exceeding 10 storeys in height.
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9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts (Section 4.5 in the
discussion paper)
See above.

Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the discussion paper)
Yarra Ranges Council provides the following comments against the Standard in green:
Section 5.4 Standard
Developments should provide adequate vehicle, pedestrian and cycling links that maintain or enhance local
accessibility. What does this mean?
Development should be oriented to front existing and proposed streets.
High front fencing should be avoided if practicable.
Development next to existing public open space should be laid out to complement the open space.
Buildings should provide for residential, commercial, retail or other active uses at street fronts. Residential
uses cannot be ‘activated’ to the street. Ground floor habitable windows associated with residential
developments (mixed use in particular) will result in occupants likely drawing blinds etc. Perhaps consider
rewording this Standard.
Car parking and internal waste collection areas of buildings should be located behind residential,
commercial, retail or other active uses along street fronts.
Blank walls should be avoided along street fronts.

11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)
Yarra Ranges Council is supportive of the amendments to this Section.

12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
Yarra Ranges Council is supportive of the amendments to this Section.

13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services (Section 5.7 in the discussion
paper)
Yarra Ranges Council is supportive of this inclusion.

Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
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14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion paper)
Yarra Ranges Council provides the following comments against the Standard in green:
Section 6.4 Standard
An application should describe how the site will be managed prior to and during the construction period and
may set out requirements for managing:
• Public safety and site security
• Operating hours, noise and vibration controls
• Air quality (airborne dust and pollutants)
• Traffic management including but not limited to: workers parking at different stages of the development,
transportation and loading / unloading of building materials.
• Erosion and sediment
• Stormwater
• Litter, concrete and other construction wastes
• Chemical contamination

15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts (Section 6.5 in the
discussion paper)
Yarra Ranges Council provides the following comments against the Standard in green:
Section 6.5 Condition
Before the development commences, including demolition, bulk excavation and site preparation works, a
Construction Management Plan must be submitted to and approved by council the Responsible Authority.
The Construction Management Plan must consider the following, as appropriate:
– Public safety and site security
– Operating hours, noise and vibration controls
– Air quality (airborne dust and pollutants)
– Traffic management including but not limited to: workers parking at different stages of the development,
transportation and loading / unloading of building materials.
– Erosion and sediment
– Stormwater
– Litter, concrete and other construction wastes
– Chemical contamination

I am making this submission: Required
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on behalf of an organisation
on behalf of a local council
as an individual
Name
(Team Leader Planning Services) &

(Senior Planning Officer)

Organisation (if relevant)
Yarra Ranges Council
Email
mail@yarraranges.vic.gov.au
If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.
I agree to the privacy statement Required

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance with the principles of the
Victorian privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning rules for apartment
developments in the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to clarify your submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To protect individual privacy,
DELWP will remove your name and address from your submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in your submission that could identify
you or other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published, including the name of your
organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers under confidentiality
agreements, in preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email at
planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for access should be sent to the
Manager Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.
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BETTER APARTMENTS IN NEIGHBOURHOODS
DISCUSSION PAPER 2019
PROPOSED CHANGES TO BETTER APARTMENTS STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
RESPONSE FROM CENTRAL EQUITY LTD
Central Equity has reviewed the Discussion Paper and makes the following comments-

Part 2 – Green Space
.Recommend an addition to the “Decision guidelines” to explicitly acknowledge that sites within
built up, densely developed areas, for example inner Melbourne and Southbank, may not be suitable
for deep soil planting.
.The soil areas and soil volumes specified for planters in Table D2 are considered excessive and we
question the source of these areas/volumes. We suggest a full review of Table D2 with input from
independent arborists and landscape professionals.

Part 6 - Construction Impacts
Disagree with the “Standard” as currently worded, which requires that a planning permit application
should include a description of how the site will be managed prior to and during the construction
period including a list of requirements to be managed. This is essentially a requirement for a
Construction Management Plan.
Reasons
A Construction Management Plan typically covers all of the stages of a development includingdecommissioning of existing services, demolition, erection of hoardings, gantries and construction
infrastructure, excavation, new in-ground services and above ground works.
a. CMPs vary greatly depending on the site context, location and scale of development.
b. The expertise of various contractors and consultants is required to prepare a comprehensive
CMP. It is not a process that can or should be undertaken at the planning permit application
stage.
c. A CMP needs to be based on the scheme that is finally endorsed, not the scheme that is
applied for.
d. The requirement for a CMP (which can be staged) is appropriate as a planning permit
condition, to be satisfied during the process of obtaining a building permit (as proposed in
6.5 of the Discussion Paper).
e. It is important that the condition is worded so that the CMP can be staged to allow firstly,
demolition and in-ground works and then the main construction works.

f.

Only the builder of a project has the knowledge and expertise of construction methods and
timelines to determine the most effective CMP. A builder is typically not appointed to a
project until months (or over a year) after a planning permit is issued. A comprehensive
process of detailed design documentation in line with the permit conditions is required to be
completed before the tender process and final appointment of a builder.

g. The expertise required to assess a CMP for approval includes traffic engineering, building
control, tree management and site services. All local councils have officers with the
necessary expertise to process CMP applications and the appropriate time for this is prior to
the commencement of construction. This is the time when all the site’s conditions can be
established with certainty, for example, if another development is taking place in the vicinity
or if public infrastructure upgrades are underway, these factors will inform an accurate CMP.
h. An accurate CMP based on current information ensures that Council is not wasting time and
resources re-visiting or reviewing a resubmission due to changes in site or location
conditions.

If DELWP officers want to discuss the above comments or any other aspects of the proposed new
standards and guidelines please contact

Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods:
Discussion Paper 2019 (DELWP)

Submission from Nillumbik Shire Council

Endorsed by Council on 24 September 2019

Introduction
Nillumbik Shire Council (Council) welcomes the opportunity to provide a submission
to the discussion paper for the State Government’s Review “Better Apartments in
Neighbourhoods”. Approximately 10 years ago, there was no apartment development
in the Shire of Nillumbik (the Shire). However, in the last 10 years, the Shire has
experienced significant growth in apartments, particularly in the Eltham Major Activity
Centre. Whilst Council supports the growth of its two major activity centres at Eltham
and Diamond Creek, the strong emergence of apartment living in the Shire has thrown
up some significant challenges for Council and the community, particularly in relation
to protecting and enhancing local character. These issues inform many of Council’s
comments within this submission.
Council’s response to the discussion paper follows the template the State Government
has provided for responses and is provided below.
Section 2: Green space
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion
paper)
Council strongly supports the objective proposed by the discussion paper to provide
consistent, high quality landscaping outcomes for all apartment developments.
Similarly, Council agrees with the findings underpinning this objective, which are:
Quality communal space should be provided in all apartment developments
Some apartment buildings at street level do not contribute to green
streetscapes.
- Landscaping is often an afterthought in the building design and planning
process and that the need for canopy trees is particularly not addressed
Regarding this last finding, canopy trees are a particularly important contributing
element to the preferred character for both the Eltham and Diamond Creek Activity
Centres, one which reflects both areas’ landscape and heritage. Hence, Council’s
planning provisions for the activity centres strongly support the establishment of
canopy trees in redevelopment of each centre, particularly as a means to modify the
visual impact of larger buildings, including apartment buildings. It has been Council’s
experience, however, that it can be extremely hard to impress on applicants the need
to adequately plan for canopy trees early in the design of apartments, which can both
hinder the planning process and the quality of the final outcome. Too often designs
-

proposed to place landscaping in highly constrained areas of a site, such as narrow
side setbacks.
Consistent with the above discussion, Council supports the proposed changes to the
landscape standard which aim to strengthen the need for landscaping, particularly
canopy trees and to maximise the longevity, quality and benefits of the landscaping.
However, Council questions the suitability of certain requirements in table D2. There
is a concern that the minimum tree provision should require additional vegetation. At
a minimum, any minimum tree provision requirements need to support any additional
or specific planting required at the local level by local planning provisions. In addition,
the minimum tree requirement needs to provide for successional planting. It is
important that the spaces for landscaping are designed to be sufficient to allow for
successional planting. Otherwise, the longevity of the contribution of vegetation to a
development can be significantly compromised.
The rationale for both the minimum tree requirements and deep soil area requirements
should be clearly provided, including a clear reference to the research. Further,
Council is concerned some of the underlining research may be dated and inadequate.
In addition, Council would suggest that the requirements contained in Table D2 need
to be supported visually, so that all parties (applicants, residents, planners etc.) can
clearly understand the requirements.
With regards to the standard “Development should retain existing canopy trees.
Existing canopy trees can be included in meeting the number specified in column 2 of
Table D2.”, it is recommended that the controls include a retrospective provision for
trees removed prior to lodgement or during the application process. Further, it is
suggested that the state government review the application of Clause 52.13 (Bushfire
Exemptions) in Commercial Zones, as Council has found that these exemptions often
allow wholesale removal of trees and that they can result in planning permit conditions
that require tree protection or landscaping which are ultra vires.
Council has issue with the statement under the suggested Standard for 2.4 that
“Where canopy trees have not been provided, other alternative responses such as
vegetated planters, climbers over pergolas, green roofs or green walls, should be
used.” These “Alternative responses” are a cost saver and yield increaser for the
developer and often have the potential to create unreasonable long term cost impacts
on future owners and occupiers - which is undesirable. This standard is a very vague
and more information should be specified in relation to these alternative responses to

avoid poor outcomes. Minimum standards of width, length and depth of planters
should be provided. Watering taps should be required on all balconies if such
landscaping is proposed. It is often not practical to enforce the upkeep of a planter box
on private properties with a large number of future owners and occupiers and thus,
these alternative responses should be in common property. Further, Council is of the
view that the wording of the statement too easily allows a design response to default
to the easier “alternative responses”.
Council also raises issue with a statement on p14 that “Communal open space should
have canopy trees.” Often roof top communal open spaces are provided and it is not
practical or appropriate to provide trees on a roof. Further, ground level communal
open space should, where possible, be collocated next to adjacent communal open
space areas to improve planting opportunities.
Finally, the standard should specify that sections and details of deep planting areas,
including drainage measures, soil type and watering requirements should be provided.
2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the
discussion paper)
The intent of providing quality communal open space is a positive initiative and Council
generally agrees with the suggestions in this section.
Having said that, the standard should specify a minimum dimensions of 5 metres for
communal open space and that communal open space should provide communal
cooking facilities, reticulated water, sink, power, tables and seating. Communal open
spaces should also, at a minimum, include 25% of its area covered with shade sails
for weather protection, otherwise it may be unusable.
There may be issues with providing roof top communal open spaces if these exceed
height restrictions. A modification may be required to Clause 73.01 (General Terms)
regarding the definitions provided for building height and domestic services. Domestic
services normal to a dwelling should also include communal facilities for apartments
including associated balcony rails. Domestic services normal to a dwelling should not
be part of the building height.

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the
discussion paper)
Council generally supports the proposed requirements, but suggests that a design
response should also be required to explain how the proposed design allows
successional planting, responds to adjacent deep rooted planting areas, or allows for
reciprocal planting opportunities on adjacent land.
4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines
for Victoria (Section 2.7 in the discussion paper)
Council supports the suggestion that there be a permit condition requiring information
about how landscaping will be maintained. However, this requirement should be more
detailed. For example, to require information about how landscaping will be maintained
in both common areas and on private land. It is preferable to provide opportunities for
private land to be landscaped at the discretion of future owners/occupiers, noting that
some future owners/occupiers will opt to not landscape their private gardens/planters
etc. and to not rely upon landscaping on private land as a means of achieving
landscape outcomes. The information should also provide details as to the statutory
process that will be used to guarantee landscaping is maintained.
Section 3: Appearance of the building
5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion
paper)
Council generally supports the initiatives in this section, but recommends the following:






Ensure that controls specify that building materials comply with building
regulations, including any regulations concerning the use of non-combustible
materials. Currently timber external cladding is not a viable option for most
apartment buildings.
Provide
a
requirement
for
“sacrificial
articulation”
i.e.
modest
articulation/rebates/coloured concrete/murals provided to blank walls located on
boundaries which are anticipated to be built over in the future.
Ensure that building materials are not “watered down” through future amendments
to planning permits as a cost saving measure for the applicant.



Require regard for the visibility of external cladding materials from the public realm,
noting that soffit cladding will be highly visible from the public realm and should be
detailed.

6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
The proposed new requirement (“The design response must include a design rationale
for the external walls, and the selection of the external materials”) is a positive initiative.
However, Council recommends the project include reference to colours and artwork.
It is noted that most apartment designs do not include colours or artwork, but instead
utilise varying shades of grey. This leads to bland, banal and uninspired urban design
outcomes.
7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls
and materials (Section 3.6 in the discussion paper)
Council supports the suggested permit conditions requiring more detailed information
with an application regarding external walls. However, Council suggests the permit
conditions are modified to:



Require details of the combustibility of proposed external cladding materials and
their compatibility with building regulations.
Require information about how the external walls will be cleaned and maintained,
including any permanent infrastructure installed on the building required to safely
access external facades.

Section 4: Wind impacts
8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
Generally in relation Section 4, Council supports efforts to properly identify and
respond to the impacts of wind associated with apartments. However, the paper
appears to only concern itself with the effect of apartment buildings in creating wind
issues for surrounding sites. There should also be a response to the matter of
minimising the impact of wind upon the habitability of outside areas in the upper levels
of apartment buildings.
With particular reference to Section 4.4, it is unclear what standard is to be applied
here. This control is very vague and will confuse all parties. What is the tool that should
be used to measure wind impacts? This needs to be clarified.
9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts
(Section 4.5 in the discussion paper)
The standard should set some basic design principles to avoid wind
tunnelling/impacts. These could be in relation to podium tower design, including
preferred tower setbacks, appropriate minimum façade articulation stepping
measures, optimal and sub-optimal sun shading devices and both good and bad
balcony and awning design types. Also, some easy fix measures for lower buildings
should be identified.

Section 5: Street interface
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the
discussion paper)
In relation to Section 5 (Street Interface), Council is generally very supportive of the
initiatives proposed by the discussion paper.
With particular reference to Section 5.4 (Proposed changes to integration with the
street standard – all apartments), Council has a suggested improvement regarding the
statement “Development next to existing public open space should be laid out to
complement the open space.” In relation to this statement, Council recommends that
the state government should identify and promote opportunities for applicants to enter
into a S173 agreement to allow direct pedestrian access out onto adjacent public open

space, without accruing any common law right of carriageway over the public open
space.
In regards to the statement that “Buildings should provide for residential, commercial,
retail or other active uses at street fronts.” Council requests more guidance be
provided to ensure such uses are not token in scale.
11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion
paper)
In relation to the statement, “The number of access points to a road should be
minimised”, Council suggests that where vehicle access is available off a Right of Way,
no vehicle access should be provided off a road.
12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
Council recommends the standard is modified to require that service infrastructure be
detailed on the plans and elevations, in particular that down pipes, gutters, fire
sprinklers, mains power, metre boxes, power substations, fire hydrants etc. are noted.
These have significant detrimental visual impacts and are often ignored by developers
as an after-thought in the design process.
13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services
(Section 5.7 in the discussion paper)
Council recommends the second statement should be to “require” rather than
“recommend” early consultation between applicants and service providers to
understand spatial requirements and negotiate good design outcomes.

Section 6: Construction impacts
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion
paper)
This is the one Section with which Council has significant issue. Whilst Council
supports the intent to reduce the impacts on surrounding communities of the
construction phase, Council does not support the broad and significant initiative in this
section to delegate control of these impacts to the planning process.

By way of background, the planning process does not typically manage the
construction process. The EPA controls construction noise and hours of construction
and normal work hours for large residential developments in residential areas are: 7am
– 6pm Weekdays and 9am – 1pm Saturday. No construction is permitted on Sundays.
Construction techniques and effects – noise, dust, stability of existing foundations and
damage to nearby dwellings are not a consideration under the Planning & Environment
Act or the Nillumbik Planning Scheme.
Further, currently, an owner who is proposing building work has obligations under the
Building Act 1993 to protect adjoining property from potential damage from their work.
If building work is close to or adjacent to adjoining property boundaries, then an owner
may be required to carry out protection work in respect of that adjoining property. This
is to ensure that the adjoining property is not affected or damaged by the proposed
building work. Protection work provides protection to adjoining property from damage
due to building work. It includes, but is not limited to, underpinning of adjoining property
footings, including vertical support, lateral support, protection against variation in earth
pressures, ground anchors, and other means of support for the adjoining property.
Council emphasises that this process is not controlled or overseen via planning
process and regulations.
It appears that the discussion paper’s proposed Standard 6.4 seeks to bring matters
already managed under other legislation into the planning arena. This is not
appropriate. This is a specialist task which is typically conducted by local laws and
infrastructure officers at Council, the EPA and building authorities. Including the
suggested standard will raise unreasonable expectations from the public as to the
skills and capacity of planners to manage this additional work. It will also burden and
slow the planning process due to the additional burden it will place on planning.
15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction
impacts (Section 6.5 in the discussion paper.
See point 15 above. This condition is not appropriate.
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Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper Response
September 2019
The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) has announced further potential
changes to the planning rules for apartment developments. In August 2019, the Department invited
comment on the Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper 2019.
The Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper 2019, proposes potential changes to the
Better Apartment Design Standards and the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria.
The paper explores five policy aims for new apartment developments, including the need for:•

Green space in common areas of buildings, which preferably include trees to provide shade
and urban cooling, and landscaping that softens the street.

•

High quality building facades made from robust, durable and attractive materials that
complement surrounding buildings and provide visual interest.

•

Protection from wind impacts on surrounding streets and open space, so the spaces are
comfortable to use and likely to be used more often.

•

Attractive, engaging streets that enhance the amenity, safety and walkability of the
neighbourhood.

•

Better managed construction impacts of building work on existing neighbourhoods.

Feedback on the discussion paper is due 27 September 2019.
This submission is prepared on behalf of Manningham Council.
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Managing change and growth in the residential areas of Manningham is a key issue facing Council.
Council’s Strategic land use framework plan provides key strategic directions for future land use planning
and development. It identifies locations where specific land use outcomes will be supported and promoted.
It also identifies potential “development opportunity areas” where significant land use change may be
expected, as well as areas where land use constraints restrict future development.

The Manningham Planning Scheme identifies a need for a greater mix of housing in the form of medium
and higher density residential developments. Higher density housing is encouraged in close proximity to
activity centres and along major roads and transport routes.

The Manningham Residential Strategy (2012) and the Manningham Residential Character Guidelines
(2012) are key policy documents that seek to direct and manage the level of change in a manner that will
best serve the interests of the municipality in terms of housing needs, built form and environmental
outcomes. These documents encourage a range of housing types that meet the changing needs of the
community and promote high design standards.

GREEN SPACE
Proposed Outcome:

Consistent, high quality landscaping for all
apartment developments

Landscaping
In Manningham, apartment development generally occurs along main road corridors, on the periphery or
adjacent to commercial areas and within the Doncaster Hill Activity Centre zone. This is a result of
clearly defined zoning and overlay controls which specify the preferred location of higher density
development for the municipality.
The Design and Development Overlay controls clearly stipulate apartment typology within the Main Road
sub-precinct and within sub-precinct A (where certain criteria can be met).
Within the Design and Development Overlay (residentially zoned land), buildings are generally setback a
minimum of 6 metres from the frontage of the site. Balconies, terraces and verandahs are permitted to
encroach into this setback up to 2 metres, resulting in a depth of 4 metres for landscaping across the
width of the site. The DDO encourages landscaping around buildings to soften the built form.
Furthermore, the DDO stipulates a minimum number of canopy trees within the front setback depending
on the number of stories and encourages landscaping along side boundaries. Fencing must also be at
least 50 per cent transparent.
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Within the Doncaster Hill area, setbacks vary from 2-5 metres at street level to create treed boulevards
framed by podiums, consistent front setbacks and high quality landscaping opportunities along
Doncaster, Williamsons and Tram Roads. These areas comprise a mix of hard and soft landscaping
along with the provision of public art to maximise opportunities for landscaping in both the public and
private realm.
For Manningham, the impact of planning scheme controls are clearly evident, with deep soil landscaping
opportunities being provided for the majority of developments.
It should also be recognised that front, side and rear boundary setbacks are key contributors to the
provision of landscaping on a development site. A 1 metre side boundary setback will not provide
adequate space for the the planting of a canopy tree to soften the built form and minimise visual impacts
to neighbouring properties. Appropriate setbacks, deep soil planting and landscaping are fundamental to
the success of any development and this should be clearly reflected throughout the apartment
standards.
Furthermore, the maintenance and upkeep of plants contained within planter boxes in private ownership
to “green” a façade of a building continues to be problematic for many apartment developments.
Overall, Manningham Council supports changes to the standards to improve landscaping for
developments.
Communal Open Space
It is acknowledged that communal open space provides landscaping opportunities for a development. In
smaller developments however, the consequence of the provision of communal open space may result
in land fenced off in the front, side or rear of a building, potentially at the expense of ground level
secluded private open space or a potential influx of proposed rooftop decks. On smaller sites, roof top
decks may cause other amenity impacts to adjacent properties such as added visual bulk and height due
to screening requirements.
It is important to note that context of development is important and not all municipalities are the same.
Sites located in residential areas may be located within close proximity to parks, walking tracks and the
like. If the objective of communal open space is to provide for increased landscaping, then it is
considered for smaller developments that this can be achieved by the Landscaping Standards.
Additionally, larger balcony sizes could be provided for a development which include planter boxes for
the additional provision of landscaping.
It appears that the definition of communal open space may be amended to indicate that communal open
space can be either indoors or outdoors. These changes are suitable for larger scale developments
where external podiums are provided along with indoor facilities however it is questionable whether
communal open space is required for the smaller scale apartment buildings.
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Furthermore, communal open space requirements for smaller scale developments may result in
increased owners corporation fees to residents in relation to the upkeep and maintenance of these
areas.

5-7 Curlew Court, Doncaster – 30 dwellings
Communal open space area in front setback providing landscaping opportunities

1091 Doncaster Road, Doncaster East – 8-unit development
Communal open space in front setback providing landscaping opportunities

APPEARANCE OF THE BUILDING
Proposed Outcome:

Apartment buildings are attractive and built
from durable materials, so they stand the test
of time

The proposed changes are supported to ensure that buildings are constructed from durable materials
that have the ability to stand the test of time. Manningham Council supports the idea for a design
rationale to be submitted with an application. Material schedules are already requested as part of the
application process. Whilst high quality materials can initially be proposed, changes post issuing of a
planning permit often occur whereby materials are simplified or “cheapened” to minimise construction
costs.
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What support and information do planners need about design quality and external materials to
implement the proposed standard?
Not all Councils have in-house urban designers/architects who can provide advice and assist planners
with identifying durable and quality materials. Additional support could be provided from the State to
assist Local Government in these matters by:



Requiring developers to provide a “certified” materials board to ensure that the materials selected
are quality materials and durable by a suitably qualified professional; or
A materials Wikipedia set up to assist planners in identifying appropriate materials; or
A requirement that a materials schedule is referred to an architectural panel for advice.

WIND IMPACTS
Proposed Outcome:

Apartment developments do not exacerbate
windy conditions to public and private open
spaces

Manningham Council supports the introduction of a new standard requiring wind assessments to be
undertaken for apartments greater than 5 storeys. In Manningham, this information is generally
requested for apartments in the Doncaster Hill area to minimise wind impacts on the occupants and
within the public realm.
Wind assessments should be undertaken by a qualified professional at the conceptual stage of the
design process, to avoid wind related problems and to enable design modifications to be undertaken
prior to lodging an application. An assessment by a qualified professional clearly identifying whether the
proposal complies with the standard and the objective should be submitted or a statement detailing
further design changes to minimise wind impacts on the site and surrounds be submitted.
Application requirements for Doncaster Hill already require a wind tunnel assessments in accordance
with the Doncaster Hill Urban Design requirements:Developers must submit a written expert assessment of the likely environmental wind effects of
their proposal on its surroundings, address in the following:




The comfort and safety of people in the area likely to be affected by the development;
The likelihood of down drafts or wind gusts that would be uncomfortable or dangerous to
pedestrians and/or destructive to street trees and landscaping;
The effect that the development will have on existing wind conditions in the vicinity;
The use of secondary building elements to attenuate existing and/or expected detrimental
wind effects, and their compatibility with the building façade and streetscape.

To further formalise this requirement in a Standard is seen as a positive across municipalities.
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STREET INTERFACE
Proposed Outcome:

Apartment developments are attractive at
street level and contribute to the life of the
neighbourhood

Manningham Council supports greater emphasis on improved building facades at ground level which
contribute to the public realm.
Existing controls in Manningham assist with design outcomes that create attractive, active street
frontages. Front fencing is required to be transparent and low scale and emphasis is placed on
landscaping opportunities. It is acknowledged however that further work is required to better integrate
site services into the design of buildings and minimise the impact to streetscapes.

6 Thiele Street, Doncaster – 50-unit development
Integrated services within landscaped front setback

Site Services
The proposed changes to the Site Services Standard are strongly supported, in particular:-

Meters, utility services and service cupboards should be designed as an integrated component of
the façade.
Too often, these matters are an afterthought, which leads to compromised architectural/landscape
outcomes.
Manningham Council strongly suggests that State Government liaise with all service providers to clearly
establish their minimum requirements for all buildings to avoid the proliferation of blank meter boxes and
other services along frontages which can severely visually impact on the public realm.
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Access
Manningham Council also supports proposed changes to the Access Standard however questions
whether the wording…. “no more than one single-width crossover should be provided for each dwelling
fronting a street frontage” is appropriate in the context of apartments. Rather, the wording should be
modified to require that the number of crossovers be minimised to further reduce the visual dominance of
car parking access requirements for a proposal and to increase landscaping opportunities across the
site.
Furthermore, it is considered that greater emphasis is also required to be placed on entry lobbies and
“wait spaces” ensuring that apartment developments provide a reasonable sized lobby area with a clear
and identifiable sense of address.
CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
Proposed Outcome:

The impacts of apartment building
construction are consistently managed with
less disturbance on existing neighbourhoods

It is considered that requiring an applicant to describe how a site will be “managed prior to and during the
construction period” prior to a decision being made on an application will result in generic statements
that are of no real assistance to the planner assessing the application.
Most Council’s already require CMP’s as a permit condition for larger scale developments or for any
other development where it is considered warranted ie: in court bowls for multi dwelling development.
Furthermore, a CMP process involves other areas of expertise within Council ie: local laws or traffic
engineering. Issues such as traffic management often involve lengthy negotiations with the relevant
Council department/s and cannot at such an early stage be predetermined. Traffic management
throughout the construction period plays a key role in minimising complaints from surrounding properties
and these issues need to be addressed to ensure that minimal/if any impacts occur within existing
streets ie: parking of contractor vehicles etc…..
Manningham Council is currently in the process of reviewing the entire CMP process, looking to
standardise CMP requirements, with the overall aim to simplify required information and to fast track the
internal referral process.
Conclusion
Overall the proposed changes are seen as a positive however it is also considered that further work is
still required to improve the application of other relevant standards.
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Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper
Moonee Valley City Council welcomes the opportunity to provide comment on the Better Apartments
in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper. Officers have reviewed the Discussion Paper and consider
the proposed changes will result in improved apartment development outcomes across all five policy
aims.
Council is pleased to make this submission to the Discussion Paper. Please find below a number of
comments and suggestions for your consideration.

Green Space

Council strongly supports the consideration of landscaping for all Better Apartments Design
Standards (BADS) applications, and the breadth of the intent of proposed Objectives and Standards.
Council suggests consideration be given to the following:
Objective/
Standard
2.2

Comment

2.2

Consider whether Landscape Plans should be submitted at the lodgement of
application.

Council questions the rationale of establishing landscaped communal open
space and communal areas that have limited likelihood of being utilised, and/
or creation of higher maintenance landscaping treatments that will ultimately
result in higher building management fees.

Proposed changes to landscaping standard (all apartment developments)
Objective/
Standard
2.4

Comment
Much of the premise of the proposed Objectives and Standards relate to the
benefits of canopy trees, but the ability to accommodate canopy trees and
deep soil plantings is typically limited to larger development sites, and/ or
apartment developments in more residential settings with large landscaped
setbacks.
It is recommended greater consideration be given to how this policy aim can
be meaningfully applied and its appropriateness to a more typical range of
development settings, including small lot developments and activity centres;
where greater emphasis is placed on achieving improvements to, and
interface with, the public realm.

2.4

Further to the Standard ‘Landscaping should be provided within building
frontages to reduce the visual impact of buildings’, in the absence of detailed
preferred public realm outcomes and prescribed setbacks, the depth of the
frontage setback should be at the discretion of Council. This is important to
ensure development does not prejudice future improvement of the public
realm. This may require establishing an additional Objective and Standard
section related to public realm interface setbacks to better facilitate preferred
public realm and landscape outcomes.

2.4

External green walls are not generally encouraged due to their high
maintenance and water reliance, and high rate of failure.

2.4

Consider introducing new Objective:
• Unimpeded soil depth is preferred to ensure canopy objectives can be
met and provide a low maintenance, sustainable solution.

2.4

Consider introducing new Standard:
• Provide passive irrigation where possible or irrigation from a sustainable
water source.

2.4

Consider introducing new Standard:
• To provide landscaping that provides habitat and food source to local
species where practicable.

2.4

Consider introducing new Standard:
• Ensure all planters are irrigated to ensure adequate water or install
wicking beds to reduce water consumption.

2.4

Consider introducing new Standard for the application of vertical and
horizontal setbacks to the street interface to facilitate preferred landscape,
public realm and streetscape outcomes:
• Vertical and horizontal setbacks required to a depth nominated by
Council, with no projections into this space. In the absence of prescribed
depth, setbacks should be equal to or greater than setbacks on adjoining
properties; to the satisfaction of Council.

2.4

In relation to planter soil volume indicated in Table D2, it is queried as to which
trees can be sustained with only a 0.8m depth planter.

2.4

Decision Guidelines should include the protection of existing street trees and
neighbouring trees.

Proposed changes to communal open space standard (all apartment developments)
Objective/
Standard
2.5

Comment

2.5

Consider introducing new Standard:
• Adds to the character of the streetscape and surrounding area.

2.5

Consider deletion of the Decision Guideline ‘The availability of and access to
public open space’, as public open space cannot necessarily compensate for
private use and functions desired by residents. Some form of communal open
space should ideally be accommodated to create community connection and
enable food production/activities not always appropriate in public open
spaces.

Consider amending the following Standard to include specific reference to
DDA compliance:
• Be accessible, useable and capable of efficient management.

Proposed changes to the design response
Objective/
Standard
2.6

Comment
Consider introducing new requirement:

•

Demonstrate how the landscape response contributes to the flora and
fauna biodiversity of the area.

Appearance of the Building

Council suggests consideration be given to the following:
Objective/
Standard
3.2

Comment

3.4

The Objective ‘To ensure that the external walls and materials of buildings
are visually interesting and of a high-quality design standard’ appears to
contradict the findings outlined in the Activity Centre Pilot Key Findings Report
in relation to use of subjective terminology leading to uncertainty in outcomes,
as ‘high-quality’ design is subjective.

3.4

Consider introducing new Objective and associated Standard to indicate
preference for greater symmetry and uniformity or more purposeful points of
difference in the design and alignment of architectural details. This includes
placement and typology of windows and doors, and less reliance on auxiliary
architectural features and or feature cladding; in aid of establishing a more
coherent design theme.

3.4

Consider introducing new Objective and associated Standard inhibiting
projections into the public realm, other than the ground floor awning.

3.4

Consider introducing new Objective and associated Standard regarding use
of materials that may help mitigate heat island effects, which may include the
likes of a lighter tone material palette.

3.4

Consider introducing new Standard in regards to the detail and articulation of
roofs, which often form a key component of the view from dwellings within
and external to the development.

3.4

Consider introducing mechanisms to safeguard the quality of façade
treatments being upheld through the permit amendment process.

3.4

There is opportunity to align requirements for sustainable building materials
with those stipulated in the Sustainable Design Assessment in the Planning
Process (SDAPP) fact sheets currently widely used across many Victorian
Council’s. Additionally, consideration needs to be given to flammability and
risk to human health.

Wind Impacts

Council believes there is a need to establish mechanisms to ensure Council
Officers will have access to up to date knowledge of industry materials and
assessment of quality.

Council has undertaken significant work in this policy area in the development of relevant controls
for the Moonee Ponds Activity Centre (MPAC) Pilot Program. MPAC has been prepared in
collaboration with the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning and is yet to be tested
through a Panel process. The outcomes of this MPAC work share a number of similarities with the
standards and proposed changes outlined in the Discussion Paper.

Council’s proposed Wind Guidelines for Planning Applications are based on best practice
requirements and guidance for wind from planning authorities from around the world, and have been
drafted by a wind expert. The proposed MPAC guidelines have been peer reviewed by an
independent wind expert (ARUP) (additional credential details if they would be of use).
Council is strongly supportive of the proposed wind guidance, with some suggestions for
consideration included below. Council suggests consideration be given to providing additional
guidance for wind; this element of the guidelines could be grouped under the following 7 key areas
(the approach proposed for MPAC):
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Acknowledgement of Wind
Triggers for Assessments
Design Guidance for Wind
Assessment Criteria
Application of Criteria
Wind Assessment Requirements
Directives on Vegetation and Local Screening.

Key Element
Comments
Acknowledgement The addition of some generic schematics showing wind flow effects due to a
of Wind
large, exposed building could be helpful to illustrate the point to a broader
audience.
Triggers for
The trigger height of 5 storeys is warranted, though consideration of the
Assessments
appropriate threshold in regards to the existing typology of the area needs to
be considered. 15-20 metres (5 or more storeys) is appropriate for a typically
low-rise suburban area, however 15-20 metres in a higher built form or
central city environment may not be.
Design Guidance
for Wind

Potential for the addition of a section on good design for wind with numerous
schematics, (for example Council’s Wind Guidelines for Planning
Applications schematics).

Assessment
Criteria

The suggested criteria are supported, however the wording of the criteria
could benefit from further revision for technical correctness. Suggested
wording is as follows:
Unsafe wind conditions means an expected annual maximum gust wind
speed exceeding 20 metres/second (m/s) with a probability of exceedance of
0.1% considering all wind directions combined where the gust wind speed is
defined as the maximum wind speed averaged over 3 seconds occurring in
any 1 hour period (3 second gust wind speed).
Comfortable wind conditions means for all wind directions combined with
a probability of exceedance less than 20% of the time, equal to or less than
a wind speed of:
• 3 m/s for sitting areas
• 4 m/s for standing areas
• 5 m/s for walking areas
Where the wind speed means the maximum of
the:
• Hourly mean wind speed, or
• Gust equivalent mean speed (3 second gust wind speed divided by 1.85)

Application of
Criteria

The suggested approach to define the assessment area is supported, though
as outlined in Council’s Wind Guidelines for Planning Applications, for an
Assessment Distance D = the lesser of L/2 and H/2, not, as stated in the
Discussion Paper, the greater. If the greater than option is taken, then tall,

slender towers or large low-rise structures e.g. a storage shed (often neither
of which pose significant wind issues) will require vast surrounding areas to
be assessed.
Wind Assessment
Requirements

The Discussion Paper briefly addresses desktop versus wind tunnel
assessments. Further requirements for the contents of desktop assessments
is recommended, through the establishment of a standard template for Wind
Effects Statements, for which Council has drafted a template for
consideration. Ideally, the Wind Effects Statement should be required to be
submitted at the lodgement of application.

Directives on
Vegetation and
Local Screening

No additional comments to make.

For further information regarding Council’s Wind Guidelines for Planning Applications prepared as
part of the MPAC Pilot Program, please use the following link for relevant background documents
https://yoursay.mvcc.vic.gov.au/MPAC/documents. These guidelines have been subject to informal
consultation and are currently being updated. Once post consultation amendments have been
endorsed, Council would be pleased to provide the finalised Wind Guidelines for further
consideration.

Street Interface

Council suggests consideration be given to the following:
Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (all apartment developments)
Objective/
Standard
5.4

Comment

5.4

Give greater consideration for Standards to achieve active street fronts, and
whether commercial or retail activities are appropriate to the immediate
setting of the building, and their commercial viability.

5.4

Consider introducing mechanisms to addresses signage, opaque window
treatment, and/ or goods placement to avoid inhibiting views through
shopfront windows.

5.4

Consider introducing new Objective and associated Standards to avoid
podium car parking, unless it is creatively screened or sleeved by other uses,
with provision for adaptation and repurposing over time.

Give greater recognition in the Objectives and Standards to the different
settings in which apartment buildings are located, from activity centres
through to more residential settings, and the nature and preferred role of the
street/s they front.

Proposed changes to access standard (all apartment developments)
Objective/
Standard
5.5

Comment
Introduce an Objective and range of Standards for bicycle parking access,
with access ideally accommodated directly to the primary street frontage, at
the discretion of Council.

5.5

Incorporate consideration of Australian Standard 2980.3:2015 “Parking
Facilities Part 3: Bicycle parking” and Austroads “Bicycle Parking Facilities:
Guidelines for Design and Installation”.

5.5

Consider amending the following Standard:
• Car parking entries should be consolidated, minimised in size, integrated
with the façade and where practicable located to be located at the side
or rear of the building; at the discretion of Council. [new]

5.5

Standard ‘No more than one single-width crossover should be provided for
each dwelling fronting a street’ appears to be at odds with the first standard,
and could allow car parking to become a dominant feature of the streetscape,
and undermine public realm objectives. Greater guidance regarding the
intent and application is required.

5.5

Consider amending the following Standard:
• The location of crossovers should maximise the retention of on-street car
parking spaces and street trees.

Proposed changes to site services standard (all apartment developments)
Objective/
Standard
5.6

Comment

5.6

Consider introducing new Standard to address the placement of air
conditioning units, and that they be fully obscured from view from all vantage
points, including when located on balconies.

5.6

Consider introducing new Standard to address downpipes, to ensure they are
suitably incorporated into the design of the building, and obscured from view
where possible.

5.6

Consider introducing new Standard inhibiting service doors projecting into the
public realm.

Incorporate greater consideration regarding means of co-locating service
access, including for the likes of waste collection.

Construction Impacts

Council strongly supports establishing the preparation and inclusion of a Construction Management
Plan as a standard permit condition. Council has already established Construction and Site
Management Plan Guidelines that address many of the matters identified under this policy area, with
the provision of a Construction Management Plan typically applied as a permit condition for large or
difficult to build developments.
Council suggest consideration be given to the following:
Objective/
Standard
6.2

Comment
Consider whether Construction Management Plan should be submitted at the
lodgement of application.

6.2

Consider introducing a mechanism to trigger the need for Construction
Management Plans in recognition of the varying scales of development, with
appropriate pre and post construction management governance.

6.2

Introduce enforcement actions for builders that do not comply with
Construction Management Plans.

6.2

Introduce a construction staging mechanism to manage multiple construction
sites within proximity of one another, at the discretion and to the satisfaction
of Council.

6.2

Provide guidance to mitigate impacts from heavy construction vehicles to the
likes of blue stone laneways, and establish a bond agreement process for
reinstatement should damage occur.

6.4

Incorporate site access, work zone and loading bay requirements, physical
constrains including sites with limited access and or working next to tram
lines, main roads and powerlines.

6.4

Provide guidance for adequate clearance for construction machinery (tower
crane) for applications in proximity of Airport Overlays, including referral
requirements to Airport Authorities.

6.4

Consider amending the following Objective:
• Air quality (airborne dust, odour, and pollutants)

6.4

Consider introducing new Objective:
• Transfer of mud and other materials by construction vehicles

For further information regarding Council’s Construction and Site Management Plan Guidelines,
please use the following link https://www.mvcc.vic.gov.au/csmp

Other Matters

External Amenity Standards — Setbacks
It is acknowledged further changes to the Better Apartments Design Standards and the Apartment
Design Guidelines for Victoria in relation to building setbacks will be consulted on later in the year.
As part of this process, Council would encourage consideration of the relationship to the Green
Space policy area. More broadly, the use of vertical and horizontal setbacks to the street could
accommodate preferred public realm and streetscape outcomes such as wider footpaths and street
trees, with preference for guidance for the temporary use of these areas during transition when
applied to numerous properties.
Building Entry and Circulation
While not included in the current Discussion Paper, Council would encourage consideration of the
review of the Building Entry and Circulation policy area of the Better Apartments Design Standards,
to more meaningfully address equitable access.
Council suggests consideration be given to the following:
• Establish guidance to accommodate equitable and DDA compliant pedestrian paths and
entrances to buildings, including materiality and minimum clearances, preferably without the use
of access lifts; which are often subject to functional limitations and maintenance issues.
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Review of Better Apartments Design Standards

Executive Summary
Purpose
The purpose of this report is to:
(a)

provide Council with a summary of the Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion
Paper 2019 released by Department of Land, Water and Planning (DELWP);

(b)

outline Council officers’ position on the draft standards; and

(c)

recommend feedback on the discussion paper to be submitted to DELWP.

Key Issues
The key issue for Council in considering the Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion
Paper 2019 is whether the draft standards are appropriate for a Yarra context and any suggested
improvements limited to the items for discussion only.
Financial Implications
None anticipated.
PROPOSAL
The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning has released a discussion paper that
explores five policy elements to form part of a revised Better Apartment Design Standards, these
are:
(a)

Green space;

(b)

High quality building facades;

(c)

Protection from wind impacts;

(d)

Attractive engage streets; and

(e)

Better managed construction impacts.
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Reference:
Authoriser:

D19/154388
Manager Statutory Planning

Help

Purpose
1.

The purpose of this report is to:
(a)

provide Council with a summary of the Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
Discussion Paper 2019 released by Department of Land, Water and Planning
(DELWP);

(b)

outline Council officers’ position on the draft standards; and

(c)

recommend feedback on the discussion paper to be submitted to DELWP.

Background
2.

In 2017, the Minister for Planning (the Minister) introduced the Better Apartments Design
Standards in the Victorian Planning Provisions. The intent for these new controls was to
improve the internal design of new apartments and make them more liveable and
sustainable. This was in response to concerns that apartment developments were not
providing safe, liveable and healthy environments.

3.

These controls were introduced into the Yarra Planning Scheme (the Scheme) on 13 April
2017 via Amendment VC136 at clauses 55.07 (apartment developments up to 4 storeys) and
clause 58 (apartment developments of five or more storeys)

4.

Amendment VC136 also introduced the following definition for an ‘Apartment’ at clause 73.01
(general terms) of the Scheme:
(a)

A dwelling located above the ceiling level or below the floor level of another dwelling
and is part of a building containing two or more dwellings.

5.

Amendment VC139, gazetted on 29 August 2017, introduced new guidelines for apartment
developments: Urban Design Guidelines for Victoria (DELWP 2017) and subsequently
deleted redundant references to the Design Guidelines for Higher Density Residential
Development (DSE 2004)

6.

DELWP has released the subject discussion paper on the next phase of the apartment
standards for feedback, with all submissions required prior to Friday, 27 September 2019.

7.

The Discussion Paper states that DELWP will be considering all submissions where making
recommendations to the Minister. A consultation report will also be prepared by DELWP
summarising the submissions and any further proposed changes in light of the submission
feedback.

8.

The Discussion Paper also states that DELWP will propose further changes to the Better
Apartment Design Guidelines later in 2019 in relation to building setbacks, to improve the
amenity impacts of apartment developments. Consultation regarding these will occur at a
later date.

External Consultation
9.

Informal discussions with MEL Consulting Wind Consultants.

Internal Consultation (One Yarra)
10.

The following internal departments have been consulted in preparing this report:
(a)

Strategic Planning;

(b)

Urban Design;
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(c)

Open Space Planning and Design; and

(d)

Construction Management.

Financial Implications
11.

None anticipated.

Economic Implications
12.

Additional standards may impact upon development costs to the private sector.

Sustainability Implications
13.

The proposed standards seek to have positive sustainability implications through increased
landscaping and tree planting opportunities.

Social Implications
14.

The proposed standards seek to improve the amenity for persons living in apartments.

Human Rights Implications
15.

Nil

Communications with CALD Communities Implications
16.

N/A

Council Plan, Strategy and Policy Implications
17.

The proposed amendments to the apartment standards support a number of broad Council
intents regarding amenity and liveability, and specifically the greening of apartments. In this
respect, the proposals also support the intent of Council’s Urban Forest Strategy 2017.

Legal Implications
18.

Nil

Draft Apartment Standards
19.

The follow sections provide detail and assessment on the five topics contained within the
discussion paper, which are as follows:
(a)

Green Space;

(b)

High quality building facades;

(c)

Protection from wind impacts;

(d)

Attractive, engaging streets; and

(e)

Better managed construction impacts.

Green Space
Background
20.

The apartment guidelines currently contain objectives and standards for landscaping
(Clauses 55.07-4 and 58.03-5). The guidelines for apartment developments of 5 storeys or
more also contain objectives and standards for communal open space (Clause 58.03-2).

21.

The Discussion Paper outlines three issues with the current controls:

22.

(a)

landscaping is often an afterthought in developments with canopy trees either too small
or not provided;

(b)

developments of less than 40 dwellings are not required to provide communal open
space and therefore will often not have access to a garden; and

(c)

apartment buildings at street level do not contribute to green streetscapes.

The proposed controls seek to respond to these issues by:
(a)

prioritising canopy trees and clearly define the space needed for healthy trees;
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(b)

require all apartment development to include landscaped communal open space;

(c)

encourage landscaping within front setbacks; and

(d)

support landscaping, even in areas without a landscape character.

Proposed changes
23.

The key changes in the proposed amended Landscape Standard D10 are summarised as
follows:
(a)

24.

The canopy tree requirements in Table D2 are amended as follows:
(i)

deep soil requirements to apply for all site areas (currently only applicable to sites
greater than 750sqm);

(ii)

tree provision now includes the canopy spread (current only the height); and

(iii)

minimum planter soil volumes introduced;

(b)

In the event that canopy trees cannot not be provided, the proposed standard removes
reference to an ‘equivalent canopy cover’ in relation to the provision of other
alternative responses such as vegetated planters, climbers over pergolas, green roof or
green walls;

(c)

Encourage landscaping to be provided within building frontages to reduce the visual
impact of buildings;

(d)

Encourage communal open space to have canopy trees;

(e)

The following existing standards are proposed to be removed:
(i)

protect any predominant landscape features of the area;

(ii)

take into account the soil type and drainage patterns of the site and integrate
planting and water management;

(iii)

allow for intended vegetation growth and structural protection of buildings;

(iv)

in locations of habitat importance, maintain existing habitat and provide for new
habitat for plant and animals; and

(v)

provide a safe, attractive and functional environment for residents.

The change to the communal open space Standard D7 is summarised as follows:
(a)

Communal open space is to be provided for all apartment development (currently only
applicable to developments with 40 or more dwellings). For apartment developments
with less than 10 dwellings, the minimum area requirement is capped at 25sqm (rather
than 2.5sqm per dwelling).

Officer Assessment
25.

The provision for a greater guidance on canopy spread and soil volumes is supported.

26.

The deep soil requirement for sites less than 1000sqm is 5%, with the minimum tree
provision of 1 small tree per 30sqm. As a result, applying the deep soil area for sites less
than 600sqm is likely to be of limited benefit given that the deep soil area would not meet the
threshold for a canopy tree (i.e. 5% of site area would be less than 30sqm). Deep soil areas
on smaller sites would also likely become a ‘litter trap’ and ongoing maintenance issue.

27.

Apartment development within Yarra is largely occurring within Commercial 1 and Mixed Use
Zones. In these areas, provision for deep soil is often not feasible or appropriate.
Characteristically these are more robust areas where boundary to boundary construction is a
contributory character of the area and as such it would not be appropriate to provide deep
soil areas within setbacks. There are also very few sites that would be sufficient in area to
accommodate deep soil areas central to the site and that would also achieve a reasonable
level of solar access.
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28.

Furthermore, due to Yarra’s past industrial activity, land contamination of some sites would
prevent deep soil planting opportunities. It is recommended that this is added as a decision
guideline as to when deep soil planting may not be feasible or appropriate.

29.

Landscaped front setbacks are not characteristic in the areas typically experiencing growth in
Yarra, however landscape opportunities, such as planter boxes and climbers should be
encouraged on building facades to soften buildings.

30.

Where the threshold for a canopy tree is triggered, the existing standard currently enables
applicants to easily provide climbers and green walls in lieu of canopy trees. This issue has
not been readily addressed by the proposed standard. Climbers and green walls are not
considered an acceptable substitute to canopy trees and therefore it is recommended that
this flexibility is removed. In sites where deep soil planting cannot be provided, canopy tree
requirements should still be met within adequately sized planters.

31.

Council Officers do not support the deletion of the standards as identified as they continue to
be relevant considerations and useful for the assessment of a landscape plan.

32.

Council officers support the intent of communal open space requirements for all apartment
developments, however communal open space areas also contribute to building upkeep
costs. Shared between a number of residents, the upkeep costs are not unreasonable,
however for a small number of dwellings, it is likely to be significant and impact the dwelling
affordability.

33.

Council officers support communal open space for apartment developments with less than
40 dwellings, however for the reasons discussed, a threshold is still considered appropriate.
Given that it requires 10 dwellings (at a rate of 2.5sqm per dwelling) to achieve a 25sqm
area, it is considered reasonable that the minimum threshold be increased to apartments
developments with 10 dwellings.
Summary points

34.

In summary, the following amendments are recommended:
(a)

Deep soil site areas should only be triggered for sites greater than 600sqm;

(b)

Include a decision guideline to allow for consideration of contaminated land when
determining whether deep soil planting can be achieved;

(c)

Encourage landscaping to be provided within building facades to reduce the visual
impact of buildings where front setbacks are not a character of the area;

(d)

Encourage alternative responses to tree planting in addition to rather than in lieu of the
canopy tree requirements;

(e)

Retain existing standards that have been deleted; and

(f)

Communal open space to be required for 10 or more dwellings.

High quality building facades
Background
35.

36.

The current apartment guidelines do not provide any clear guidance on assessing the
appearance, quality and durability of materials. The issues identified in the discussion paper
are as follows:
(a)

Some apartments do not age well;

(b)

There are few provisions outside Central Melbourne to ensure high-quality design of
building facades;

(c)

The design of building facades may not adequately allow for maintenance; and

(d)

The ‘as constructed’ quality of building facades and materials does not always match
that of the original planning approval.

In assessing apartment developments, Yarra’s planning officers rely on local urban design
and built form policies within Scheme, specifically clause 21.05 and clause 22.10 (although
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not applicable in a Heritage Overlay). However, the guidance is vague and does not
adequately address the issues above as identified in the discussion paper.
Proposed changes
37.

The proposed new standard is to include/encourage:
(a)

External walls of buildings to provide articulation through variation in depth, form and
fixtures;

(b)

External materials to provide visual interest through variation in material, colour and
texture and be durable for the life of the building; and

(c)

Safe and convenient access should be provided for maintenance.

38.

It is proposed to include a new requirement for a design rational for external walls and
selection of materials.

39.

It is also proposed to update the Apartment Design Guidelines to suggest permit conditions
for section details at a scale of 1:20 to illustrate the buildings external.
Officer Assessment

40.

Council Officers support greater guidance regarding the design of building facades, however
suggest additional standards to address the following:
(a)

Discourage sheer unarticulated walls e.g. pre cast concrete unless abutting existing
walls to the same or greater height. Due to the narrowness of sites, walls often abut
side boundaries and are highly visible. If left untreated, these walls can poorly impact
upon the presentation of the development;

(b)

Articulation details should have regard to the distance that the building will be viewed.
Articulation to a street level façade can be much more intricate compared to an upper
level wall. Articulation to an upper level wall that is too subtle will have little benefit in
improving its appearance; and

(c)

Building design and material selection should also have regard to:
(i)

Protection from weathering (e.g. overhangs to prevent leaching, edges to prevent
drip lines); and

(ii)

Material selection which reduces ongoing maintenance costs (e.g. graffiti
resistant, materials that weather well).

41.

To ensure the ‘as built’ conditions of major developments reflect the quality depicted on the
architectural drawings, Council officers at Yarra commonly add a permit condition that
requires the ongoing involvement of the architects (or an alternative architectural firm to the
satisfaction of the Responsible Authority) to oversee the design and construction of the
development and ensure the design quality and appearance of the development as shown
on the endorsed plans is realised. Council officers encourage this to be included as a
recommended condition for developments of 5 or more storeys.

42.

For greater certainty and assurance on building façade quality, Council Officers also suggest
that a Façade Strategy is included as a recommend permit condition for more complex
developments. The Façade Strategy should cover/include:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

elevation drawings at a scale of 1:20 illustrating typical podium details, entries and
doors, and utilities and typical mid-level and tower facade details;
section drawings to demonstrate façade systems, including fixing details and joints
between materials or changes in form;
information about how the façade will be maintained, including any vegetation; and
a sample board and coloured drawings outlining colours, materials and finishes.

Summary points
43.

In summary, the following amendments are recommended:
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(a)

Discourage sheer unarticulated walls unless abutting existing walls to the same or
greater height;

(b)

Articulation details should have regard to the distance that the building will be viewed

(c)

Building design and material selection should also have regard to protection from
weathering and reducing ongoing maintenance costs; and

(d)

Include a recommended condition for apartment developments of 5 or more storeys for
ongoing involvement of the architects (or an alternative architectural firm to the
satisfaction of the Responsible Authority) to oversee the design and construction of the
development and ensure the design quality and appearance of the development as
shown on the endorsed plans is realised.

(e)

Include a recommended permit condition for a Façade Strategy on complex
developments, to cover/include:
(i)

elevation drawings at a scale of 1:20 illustrating typical podium details, entries
and doors, and utilities and typical mid-level and tower facade details;

(ii)

section drawings to demonstrate façade systems, including fixing details and
joints between materials or changes in form;

(iii)

information about how the façade will be maintained, including any vegetation;
and

(iv)

a sample board and coloured drawings outlining colours, materials and finishes.

Protection from wind impacts
Background
44.

There are presently no standards relating to wind impacts. Tall buildings can exacerbate
wind gusts that can affect pedestrian environments including the amenity and usability of
open space areas.

45.

It is proposed to introduce a new standard for apartment buildings of 5 or more storeys.
While some inner city Councils (Melbourne, Port Phillip & Stonnington) have policy guidance
on wind conditions and when a wind report is required, the Yarra Planning Scheme presently
does not provide any specific guidance.

46.

Current practice of Yarra’s planning officers is to request a wind report for major
developments of 7 or more storeys where wind impacts are a potential concern. This would
usually be requested prior to public notification of an application. The wind report will typically
be a ‘desk top’ assessment from a qualified wind consultant who will provide an opinion on
the likely wind impacts from a development based on their experience. This is then peer
reviewed by another qualified wind consultant. In cases where there is uncertainty as to
whether wind comfort levels will be met, a wind tunnel test will be requested, typically by way
of permit condition.
Proposed changes

47.

A new objective and standard is proposed. The objective would be: To ensure the design
and layout of development does not generate unacceptable wind impacts within the site or
on surrounding land. The standard introduces wind criteria relating to unsafe and comfort
wind conditions within Table W. This is to be met having regard to the following:
(a)

Development should not cause unsafe wind conditions for public land, publically
assessable areas, private open space and communal open space;

(b)

Development should achieve comfortable wind conditions for public land and publically
accessible areas;

(c)

Trees and landscaping should not be relied upon as the primary means for achieving
wind mitigation or to meet the minimum wind requirements;
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(d)

Any wind mitigation measures (e.g. canopies and screens) to be located within the
subject site, unless consistent with the existing or proposed urban context; and

(e)

Assessment distance is calculated as half the total height of the building or half the
longest width of the building, whichever the greater. The distance is to be measured
from all facades.

48.

Table W is as follows:

49.

The decision guidelines make reference to a wind report submitted by a suitably qualified
specialist.
Officer Assessment

50.

Council Officers support the inclusion of a wind impact assessment standard for
developments of 5 storeys or greater.

51.

The wording of the standard suggests that there may be situations where unsafe wind
conditions caused by a development would be allowed. This is not supported by Council’s
planning officers. The standard also only directs public land and publically accessible areas
to achieve the comfort criteria. To ensure all outdoor areas are usable, it is considered that a
reasonable comfort criteria should also be achieved for communal and private open space
areas.

52.

The comfort criteria within Table W refers to a “mean speed” rather than a specific direction
criteria. Melbourne’s wind climate experiences strong northern and westerly wind gusts,
however other wind directions are typically milder. Using an average speed across all
directions is likely to mask more severe wind impacts from northerly and westerly winds.

53.

Greater guidance is required to establish where sitting, standing and walking criteria is to be
met. Informed by advice from various Wind Consultants, it is standard practice to apply:
(a)

Walking comfort for footpaths and other pedestrian thoroughfares;

(b)

Standing comfort for building entrances, communal terraces and open space; and

(c)

Sitting comfort for outdoor café seating.

54.

The above criteria has been accepted for many developments within the City of Yarra as
achieving an appropriate level of wind comfort.

55.

The standard suggests that trees and landscaping could be used, in conjunction with other
measures, to achieve the minimum wind requirements. It is not clear whether this is in
relation to safety or comfort criteria. However, in either instance, Council officers do not
support any reliance on vegetation to achieve minimum wind requirements. While vegetation
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can ameliorate wind conditions, it is too variable to be relied upon i.e. trees may fail or
vegetation may otherwise not grow with the density of foliage required.
56.

Wind mitigation measures are often an afterthought in the design of a building. It is
recommended that a standard is required to also ensure that wind mitigation measures are
appropriately integrated into the design of the building.

57.

The assessment distance is unclear and may result in excessive study areas, particularly
within built up areas where wind impacts from developments are more immediate to the site.
It is suggested that wind assessments beyond the site boundaries could be limited to the
publicly accessible areas between the nearest adjacent buildings, including publically
accessible areas on private land; or the proposed assessment distance, whichever the
lesser.

58.

The proposed decision guidelines do not require consideration of existing conditions. There
may be situations where existing conditions already exceed comfort levels and therefore it
may not be possible for a proposed development to achieve the comfort criteria in these
cases. This should be included as a decision guideline to consider this circumstance.

59.

Reference to a wind report should be contained within the standard rather than the decision
guidelines. Based on current practice, Council officers would support a desktop report initially
with a wind tunnel assessment to be provided in situation where further analysis is warranted
to determine that the wind comfort criteria is met.
Summary points

60.

Strengthen the standard by removing reference to ‘should not cause’ in relation to unsafe
wind conditions.

61.

Nominated comfort criteria to also be met within private open space and communal open
space areas.

62.

Comfortable wind criteria to be based upon specific direction criteria rather than mean wind
speeds from any direction.

63.

Identity which comfort criteria should be used, suggest:
(a)

Walking comfort for footpaths and other pedestrian thoroughfares;

(b)

Standing comfort for building entrances, communal and private open space area; and

(c)

Sitting comfort for outdoor café seating.

64.

Remove reference to ‘primary’ in regard to the relation to trees and landscaping for wind
mitigation and include reference to minimum comfort criteria.

65.

Include within the standard that wind mitigation measures to be appropriately integrated into
the design of the building.

66.

Limit wind assessment areas beyond the site boundaries to publicly accessible areas
between the nearest adjacent buildings, including publically accessible areas on private land;
or the proposed assessment distance, whichever the lesser.

67.

Include the consideration of existing wind conditions in the decision guidelines.

68.

Include reference to a desktop wind report prepared by a suitably qualified specialist within
the standard, with wind tunnel testing to be undertaken in situations where further wind
analysis is required to ascertain whether wind comfort criteria will be met.

Attractive, engaging streets
Background
69.

The current apartment guidelines include an objective and standards for integration with the
street (Clause 58.02-5), however they provided limited detail in support of active and
engaging streetscapes. There are also objectives and standards for vehicle access and site
services (Clauses 58.03-6 and 58.06-2), however, these provide little guidance on the visual
impact that these services can have on the presentation of a building.
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The Discussion Paper suggests that there are issues with windowless and blank walls,
prominent vehicle entrances, and visible car parking and building services that dominate the
street frontage. The proposed changes seek to address this issue.
Proposed changes

71.

In regard to the integration with the street, it is proposed to add a second objective to
encourage active street fronts. The existing standards are proposed to be amended, with
new standards added as summarised below:
(a)

Reference to cycle links has been added with developments to now provide adequate
vehicle, pedestrian and cycle links;

(b)

Reference to ‘in front of dwellings’ has been deleted from the standard requiring high
fencing to be avoided where practical;

(c)

A new standard requests that buildings provide for residential, commercial, retail or
other active uses at street fronts;

(d)

A new standard requires that car parking and internal waste collection area of a
building should be located behind residential, commercial, retail or other active uses
along street fronts; and

(e)

A new standard seeks to avoid blank walls along street fronts.

72.

In regard to vehicle access, it is proposed to make reference to ‘access points’ in the
objective, which seeks to minimise the impacts of vehicle crossovers on the streetscape.

73.

A new standard is proposed that car parking entries should be consolidated, minimised in
size and integrated within the façade and where practicable located at the side or rear of the
building.

74.

In regard to site services, it is proposed to amend the second objective to include reference
to site services i.e. to ensure that site services and facilities are accessible, adequate and
attractive. It is also proposed to add a new standard that: metres, utility services and service
cupboards should be designed as an integrated component of the façade.

75.

The Discussion Paper also indicates that principles for well located, designed and integrated
services will be added to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria.
Officer Assessment

76.

Council Officers support the expansion of the Integration with the Street objectives and
standards, however advocate additional detail within the standards as follows:
(a)

Delete reference to ‘where practical’ from the standard discouraging high fencing. The
standard is not mandatory so in situations where high fencing is appropriate, this could
be permitted. Reference to ‘where practical’ potentially indicates a greater acceptable
on high fencing in certain situations;

(b)

Greater guidance in relation to what is desirable for active streets such as high levels of
glazing at street level. Reference should also be made to activation of upper levels
through windows or balconies, which contribute to active streetscapes and security
through passive surveillance; and

(c)

Residential uses at ground level do not necessarily support an active streetscape and
can result in a poor internal amenity from occupants seeking privacy through
perpetually closed blinds. Layout and design should have regard to the protection of
privacy whilst maximising opportunities for active frontages and integrated
streetscapes.

77.

Council officers support the inclusion of design principles within the Apartment Design
Guidelines to provide guidance on how activation and street integration is to be achieved.

78.

The first standard within ‘Integration with the Street’ requires adequate vehicle, pedestrian
and cycle links. It is considered that this would be more suited to ‘access’ considerations
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under Clause 58.03-6 given that it relates to vehicle access/integration more so than street
activation.
79.

80.

Council officers also encourage additional standards within Access, including:
(a)

Separation of pedestrian and bicycle access points from vehicle access points; and

(b)

Ensure the design and location of car parking entries minimises conflicts with
pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles.

Council officers support the new standard for site services, however believe that the standard
should be strengthened by discouraging services facing the street or where required by the
service provider, their size and prominence be reduced as much as practicable. While utility
and emergency providers require some services to be accessible from the public realm, in
cases where services do not be positioned along the frontage or can be reduced in size,
greater policy support for this outcome is requested i.e. substations in basements.
Summary points

81.

Delete reference to ‘where practical’ from the standard discouraging high fencing.

82.

Clarify within the Standards how active streets are to be achieved e.g. high levels of glazing
at street level and glazing and balconies to upper levels.

83.

Include a standard that requires consideration of privacy for dwellings when designing for
active frontages.

84.

Include reference to the Apartment Design Guidelines in the decision guidelines and update
these to provide examples on how activation and street integration can be achieved.

85.

Relocate the standard on adequate vehicle, pedestrian and cycling links to the Access
Standard.

86.

Include additional standards for Access requiring a separation of pedestrian and bicycle
access points from vehicle access points and minimise potential conflicts with pedestrians,
cyclists and vehicles.

87.

Include an additional standard for site services that discourages services facing the street or
where unavoidable, reduce their size and prominence as much as practicable.

Better managed construction impacts
Background
88.

At Yarra City Council, a Construction Management Plan is a standard planning permit
condition requirement for all large and hard to access developments prior to the
commencement of the development. The Construction Management Unit reviews and
authorises construction management plans, this includes input from Council’s traffic
engineers, civil engineers and in some cases input from other authorities such as CitiPower
and VicRoads. However, many other Victorian municipalities do not have these measures in
place and as such, the construction phase can cause excessive impacts on the surrounding
area.

89.

Presently, there are no specific standards within the Scheme that require Construction
Management Plans to be prepared. The Discussion Paper proposes to create a new
standard to require details of how a site will be managed prior to and during the construction
period to ensure that apartment building construction is consistently managed with less
disturbance on existing neighbourhoods.
Proposed changes

90.

New objectives and standards are proposed. The objectives seek to protect the site and
surrounding area from environmental degradation or nuisance prior to and during
construction. They also seek to protect the drainage infrastructure and receiving waters from
sedimentation and contamination.

91.

The new standard would require applications to describe how the site will be managed prior
to and during construction. A list of potential items to be managed would also be included.
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The Discussion Paper also outlines that it proposes to amend the apartment design
guidelines to include a construction management plan before the development commences,
including demolition.
Officer Assessment

93.

Council officers do not support the inclusion of a construction impacts standard for apartment
developments. Construction management is a vital component of development in the City of
Yarra due to its built up, inner city context, however providing this information at the planning
application stage is of little benefit to construction management or the assessment of
apartment developments.

94.

Construction Management Plans are a document prepared by the appointed builder to
outline their construction methodology based on the current conditions. Preparing this
information at the planning application stage would require input from a builder potentially
years before the commencement of the development. This would lead to uncertainty in
respect to the consideration of other developments and potential street upgrade works and
service installations that may occur in the time between the planning application stage and
commencement of the development.

95.

The construction methodology is unrelated to the assessment of an application insofar as the
construction methodology does not inform the ultimate design and quality of the proposed
apartment development. It is therefore not considered a necessary ingredient for planning
officers to assess the application before them, however it is likely to unnecessarily delay the
assessment of plans as matters relating to construction are negotiated.

96.

Furthermore, the objective as proposed is likely to unreasonably increase community
expectations. It is not feasible to protect surrounding areas from any nuisance during
construction, as construction does inherently cause some disruption. Furthermore,
introducing a requirement to consider construction methodology for apartment developments
would also create inconsistency in the assessment process for other non-residential
developments, which would not be required to provide up-front construction methodology
statements.

97.

Council’s planning officers, however, do support the recommendation for a Construction
Management Plan to be included as a permit condition prior to commencement of works,
including demolition, bulk excavation and site preparation works. Presently, Council officers
have difficulty requiring construction management plans for demolition and site preparation
works where no planning permit is required for those works i.e. on sites not protected by a
heritage overlay. The requirement for a Construction Management Plan prior to demolition
for all sites would be beneficial.

98.

The listed items to be covered by a construction management plan is largely supported,
however should also include asset protection and civil works.
Summary points

99.

Do not support the inclusion of objectives and standards relating to construction impacts at
the planning application stage.

100. Support the inclusion of construction management plans as a condition of permit prior to the
commencement of demolition.
101. Request that Construction management plans required as a condition of permit also include
details on asset protection and civil works.
Conclusion
102. Council Officers support and encourage greater guidance for apartment developments to
ensure the impact on neighbourhoods and that adverse impacts are assessed and managed.
However, as outlined in this report, particular changes are recommended on the proposed
standards to ensure that they are relevant and useful for future developments within the City
of Yarra. A summary of this feedback is contained within the recommendation below.
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RECOMMENDATION
1.

That:
(a)

Council receive the report on the Review of Better Apartments Design Standards.

(b)

Council submit the following feedback to the Department of Environment, Land, Water
and Planning in response to the Discussion Paper 2019:
Green Space
(i)

Deep soil site areas should only be triggered for sites greater than 600sqm;

(ii)

Include a decision guideline to allow for consideration of contaminated land
when determining whether deep soil planting can be achieved;

(iii)

Encourage landscaping to be provided within building facades to reduce the
visual impact of buildings where front setbacks are not a character of the area;

(iv)

Encourage alternative responses to tree planting in addition to, rather than in
lieu of, the canopy tree requirements;

(v)

Retain existing standards that have been deleted;

(vi)

Communal open space to be required for 10 or more dwellings;

High quality building facades
(vii)

Discourage sheer unarticulated walls unless abutting existing walls to the
same or greater height;

(viii)

Articulation details should have regard to the distance that the building will be
viewed;

(ix)

Building design and material selection should also have regard to protection
from weathering and reducing ongoing maintenance costs;

(x)

Include a recommended condition for apartment developments of 5 or more
storeys for ongoing involvement of the architects (or an alternative
architectural firm to the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority) to oversee
the design and construction of the development and ensure the design quality
and appearance of the development as shown on the endorsed plans is
realised;

(xi)

Include a recommended permit condition for a Façade Strategy on complex
developments, to cover/include:
-

elevation drawings at a scale of 1:20 illustrating typical podium details,
entries and doors, and utilities and typical mid-level and tower facade
details;

-

section drawings to demonstrate façade systems, including fixing details
and joints between materials or changes in form;

-

information about how the façade will be maintained, including any
vegetation; and

-

a sample board and coloured drawings outlining colours, materials and
finishes.

Protection from Wind Impacts
(xii)

Strengthen the standard by removing reference to ‘should not cause’ in
relation to unsafe wind conditions;

(xiii)

Nominated comfort criteria to also be met within private open space and
communal open space areas;
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(xiv)

Comfortable wind criteria to be based upon specific direction criteria rather
than mean wind speeds from any direction;

(xv)

Identity which comfort criteria should be used, suggest:
-

Walking comfort for footpaths and other pedestrian thoroughfares;

-

Standing comfort for building entrances, communal and private open
space area;

-

Sitting comfort for outdoor café seating;

(xvi)

Remove reference to ‘primary’ in regard to the relation to trees and
landscaping for wind mitigation and include reference to minimum comfort
criteria;

(xvii)

Include within the standard that wind mitigation measures to be appropriately
integrated into the design of the building;

(xviii)

Limit wind assessment areas beyond the site boundaries to publicly
accessible areas between the nearest adjacent buildings, including publically
accessible areas on private land; or the proposed assessment distance,
whichever the lesser;

(xix)

Include the consideration of existing wind conditions in the decision guidelines;

(xx)

Include reference to a desktop wind report prepared by a suitably qualified
specialist within the standard, with wind tunnel testing to be undertaken in
situations where further wind analysis is required to ascertain whether wind
comfort criteria will be met;

Active engaging streets
(xxi)

Delete reference to ‘where practical’ from the standard discouraging high
fencing;

(xxii)

Clarify within the Standards how active streets are to be achieved e.g. high
levels of glazing at street level and glazing and balconies to upper levels;

(xxiii)

Include a standard that requires consideration of privacy for dwellings when
designing for active frontages;

(xxiv)

Include reference to the Apartment Design Guidelines in the decision
guidelines and update these to provide examples on how activation and street
integration can be achieved;

(xxv)

Relocate the standard on adequate vehicle, pedestrian and cycling links to the
Access Standard;

(xxvi)

Include additional standards for Access requiring a separation of pedestrian
and bicycle access points from vehicle access points and minimise potential
conflicts with pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles;

(xxvii)

Include an additional standard for site services that discourages services
facing the street or where unavoidable, reduce their size and prominence as
much as practicable;

Better Managed Construction Impacts
(xxviii)

Do not support the inclusion of objectives and standards relating to
construction impacts at the planning application stage;

(xxix)

Support the inclusion of construction management plans as a condition of
permit prior to the commencement of demolition; and

(xxx)

Request that Construction management plans required as a condition of
permit also include details on asset protection and civil works.
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CITY OF DAREBIN
Submission to
BETTER APARTMENTS IN NEIGHBOURHOODS
A Discussion Paper 2019 (DELWP)

Introduction
Darebin City Council welcomes the opportunity to provide this submission to the Better
Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper 2019. Darebin is pleased to see that the
proposed changes seek to improve the quality and contribution apartment buildings can make
to Melbourne’s neighbourhoods.
The City of Darebin is currently experiencing rapid and significant development change.
Contextually, Darebin’s proximity to Melbourne’s CBD and major health and education
institutions, good access to public transport, and availability of residential and brownfield
development sites are becoming increasingly attractive to the property development market.
The forecasted population for the City of Darebin is 230,118 by 2041, an increase of
approximately 68,509. To accommodate this expected population increase it is anticipated that
by this time, apartments will become more common.
In the past few years, Darebin City Council has undertaken extensive work to respond to the
growing number of apartment building applications and address apartment design quality. The
impact that higher density development can have on surrounding sensitive interfaces is an issue
and the Discussion Paper addresses some of the shortfalls in the current Better Apartments
Design standards.
The proposed changes also respond to Council priorities relating to the greening of our suburbs.
The Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods supports Council’s desire to increase tree canopy
coverage and vegetation to assist in mitigating the impacts of climate change.
In addition, the proposed changes support Council’s desire for architectural excellence for new
buildings and encourages opportunities to increase services and local amenities with street level
activation.
Given the opportunities available through environmentally sustainable development (ESD) in
reducing emissions and addressing climate change, Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
could be improved to address reducing energy and water use, increasing solar energy and
battery storage and minimising waste.
Please see the detailed response where Council identifies ways the standards can be improved
further, to address critical apartment design issues.
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Green Space
The discussion paper proposes changes to the current standards to improve the landscaping
outcomes for new developments.
Darebin Context
Council has committed to a goal of 25% canopy tree cover across the municipality on public
land. An action of the Urban Forest Strategy is to introduce tree protection on private land to
support an increase in the number of canopy trees across the municipality.
The strategy identifies the important contribution private land makes to the City of Darebin’s
Urban Forest, both due to the land area private ownership covers and the existing low canopy
tree cover on private land. Recent thermal imaging and canopy measurement data prepared as
part of the Urban Forest Strategy found that canopy cover in the City is 16.6% on public land
and 7.1% on private land. The report identifies the important role increasing tree planting in the
private realm has in delivering the goals of the strategy.
Council recently introduced a Tree Protection Local Law (Tree Protection on Private Property
Local Law No.01 of 2019) to regulate tree removal and pruning of trees on private property. The
Local Law aims to protect mature trees on private property which supports the protection of
existing trees.
The proposed changes provide additional opportunities to increase vegetation cover within the
municipality which assists in reducing the urban heat effect. The landscaping requirements
under Clause 55 and 58 provides Council with an opportunity to enhance the planting of canopy
trees on private property and increase urban vegetation which will support Council’s Urban
Forest Strategy and climate change adaptation priority.
An overview of the proposed changes, Darebin’s position and suggested changes are outlined
in the following table:
Proposed changes

Council position

Opportunities for improvements

Prioritise the planting of new
canopy trees and the retention of
existing mature trees.

Support proposed
changes

Consider opportunities to support
landscaping offsets where canopy
trees can’t be provided.

New canopy trees to be a certain
canopy spread provided either in
deep soil areas or in planters.

Strengthen further

Retain the flexibility to have
vegetated planters, pergolas,
green roofs or walls instead of
canopy trees.

Consider opportunities to focus on
WSUD tree/garden areas, using
water runoff to filter storm water
and water plants. Consider
encouraging the use of rainwater or
recycled water for landscaping.
Encourage permeable paving to
reduce hard surface area.

Provide guidance about the
minimum soil volumes for
planters so trees thrive.

Require local indigenous species
(not just native species).
Require understorey plantings (not
just canopy).

Require a variety of trees, shrubs
and grasses including flowering
native species.

Prioritise landscape species that
achieve either habitat benefit or
provide a productive (food) benefit.
3

Proposed changes

Council position

Encourage landscaping
treatments that cool the urban
environment.

Opportunities for improvements
Consider whether the ecological
differences should/could influence
new landscaping requirements.
That is, are there some areas
where higher biodiversity settings
are more important. For example,
within proximity to a creek, water
way or nature reserve.

Require all apartment
developments to include
landscaped communal open
space.

Support proposed
changes
Strengthen further

The proposed standard would:

Consider applying minimum
requirements regarding the
quantum of trees to be planted in
Private Open Space and
Communal Open Space areas.
Provide garden beds suitable for
tenants to grow vegetables/fruit

Remove the existing threshold of
40 or more dwellings for the
provision of communal open
space.
Ensure a minimum 25m2 of
communal open space is
provided in any apartment
development to accommodate a
canopy tree.
The definition of communal open
space in Apartment Design
Guidelines for Victoria would also
be amended to indicate this
space could be either indoors or
outdoors.
Encourage landscaping street
frontages

Support proposed
changes
Strengthen further

Require apartment development
to provide landscaping, even in
areas without an existing
landscape character

Support proposed
changes
Strengthen further
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Consider opportunities to support
landscaping offsets through street
planting for those sites within
Activity Centres or along Major
Transport corridors where canopy
trees in the front setback may be
difficult to achieve.

Consider expanding decision
guidelines to include how a
proposal addresses climate change
adaptation or other environmental
benefits, such as biodiversity to
support greening of Melbourne’s
suburbs.

Proposed changes

Council position

Opportunities for improvements
This will ensure municipalities
without any plan or policy for
landscape character and
environmental sustainability can
still apply landscaping
requirements which supports
mitigation and adaptation
measures to climate change.

Appearance of the building
A new standard is proposed that would require all apartment developments to:
•

have a visually interesting and high-quality external design

•

have external material that are durable and provide visual interest.

Darebin Context
The State Planning Policy Framework provides guidance for new apartment/higher density
development. The Darebin Planning Scheme has several planning provisions which aim to
address the issues identified in the Discussion Paper.
Local planning policy (Clause 22.06) guides multi-residential and mixed-use development. The
policy encourages developments to make a positive contribution to the pedestrian environment
through:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

visual interest of buildings derived from the articulation of the built form
suitable ratio of solid and void elements
a well-considered combination of horizontal and vertical building elements
visual interest through the arrangement of fenestration, balconies and the application of
architectural features such as external shading devices, windowsills etc.
the application of a limited palette of materials, as suited to their location on the building
the creation of visual interest not overly reliant on the complex application of a variety of
materials or colours
the architectural quality and innovative response of the building design
the quality of the proposed streetscape design and how the interface of development
contributes to create a high-quality pedestrian environment.

Design detailing is currently considered in the Darebin Planning Scheme, however there are
challenges in achieving the desired high-quality design outcomes, many of which are outside
the control of planning (i.e. budget of developer, quality of designer/architect, cost of
development).
An overview of the proposed changes to the state standards, Darebin’s position and suggested changes
are outlined in the following table:
Proposed changes

Council position

Suggested improvements

A new standard is
proposed that would
require all apartment
developments to:

Support proposed
changes

Reference to Australian Standards for
Building Materials may be useful in
benchmarking quality finishes however
the issue of who assesses the final

Strengthen further
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Proposed changes

Council position

Ensure that the design
and finish of external
walls makes a positive
contribution to the public
realm.

Suggested improvements
building may be an issue for local
government.
On-going training and information in new
building technology and materials may be
necessary to support assessment.

To ensure that the
external walls and
materials of buildings are
visually interesting and of
a high-quality design
standard.

Consider strengthening the role of the
Office of Victorian Government Architects
(OVGA) in supporting local authorities in
assessing larger apartment buildings (8
storeys and above). Consider inclusion of
a mandatory requirement for applications
of 8 storeys or more to be formally
referred to the Office of Victorian
government Architect for comment.

To ensure that the
external materials are low
maintenance and durable.
To ensure that the
external walls of the
building are readily
accessible for
maintenance.

Consider a design objective to consider
graffiti prevention and management.

The design response
must include rationale for
the external walls, and the
selection of the external
materials.

Support proposed
changes

Changes to the Proposed
changes to the Apartment
Design Guidelines for
Victoria

Support proposed
changes

Consider applying a new standard for
external materials which prevent or limit
unwanted graffiti opportunities.
Practice Notes supporting
implementation is recommended.

Strengthen further

Strengthen further

To include suggested
permit conditions:
Section details at a scale
of at least 1:20 illustrating
the building’s external
walls, including materials
and construction details.
Information about how the
external walls will be
maintained.
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Consider requiring 1:50 elevation
drawings, more detailing in elevation
drawings will assist in assessing
outcomes for quality design.

Wind impacts
A new standard is proposed which aims to address/consider the impacts of wind effects for new
apartment developments to protect the comfort levels for public, communal and private open
space.
Darebin Context
City of Darebin currently does not assess wind impacts. The challenge for Darebin is whether
sufficient expertise will be available to assess such technical considerations.
An overview of the proposed changes, Darebin’s position and suggested changes are outlined
in the following table:
Proposed changes

Council position

Suggested improvements

A new standard to apply
apartment buildings of
five or more storeys to
prioritise protection of a
comfortable wind
environment for the
public realm, and
consider wind impacts
on private and
communal open space.

Support proposed
changes

Further consultation, training and
Practice Notes supporting
implementation is recommended.

Strengthen further

Improve street interface
The Discussion Paper proposes changes to existing objectives and standards to improve the
streetscape interface of new developments. The suggested changes include improving the
outcomes at the street level: improved building detailing to provide for active street fronts,
improved passive surveillance, improved integration of building services and design of new
vehicle entries to minimise the impact on existing street trees.
Darebin Context
The City of Darebin has identified in their Municipal Strategic Statement and Design and
Development Overlays the need to address street interfaces for new apartments, especially in
relation to minimising the impact of vehicle entry on the streetscape (and street trees).
An overview of the proposed changes, Darebin’s position and suggested changes are outlined
in the following table:
Proposed changes

Council position

Suggested improvements

Changes to integrate the
layout of developments
with the street and
encourage active streetlevel frontages.

Support proposed
changes

Opportunities for DELWP to consider
targeting the relationship between
encouraging active street level frontages
and its contribution to 20-minute
neighbourhoods.

Minimise the impact of
vehicle crossovers and
access points on the
streetscape

Support proposed
changes

Strengthen further

Strengthen further
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The standards should be expanded to
maximise setbacks from public open
space to allow for public/street tree
canopy and root growth. This will also

Proposed changes

Council position

Suggested improvements
minimise competition with underground
services and fence/building footings.

Ensure site services are
accessible, adequate and
attractive.

Support proposed
changes
Strengthen further

Consider the role of State referral
agencies in improving the location of
utility services.
Consider making this a statutory referral
or a prerequisite of an application for
developments of 5 or more storeys.

Construction impacts
The Discussion Paper proposes new objectives and standards in relation to construction
impacts for all apartment developments. The proposed changes include recommending a permit
condition requiring Construction Management Plans.
Darebin Context
Darebin currently does not apply site construction conditions on planning permits, however
issues around site construction is an issue for the municipality, additional resourcing to oversee
the implementation of construction management plans will be required to enforce the endorsed
plans.
An overview of the proposed changes, Darebin’s position and suggested changes are outlined
in the following table:
Proposed changes

Council position

Suggested improvements

The proposed new
standard will require
developers to identify how
they will protect the site
and its surrounds from
environmental problems
and nuisance during a
construction period.

Support proposed
changes

Consider guidelines to assist with
preparing and assessing site
construction plans.

Suggested permit
condition to address
construction issues post
planning permit.

In principle supportive of
the proposed changes.

Require consideration of
disability access requirements
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Consider investigating the merits of
these issues being addressed as part of
the building regulations.

Other considerations not addressed
Whilst the proposed changes aim to address some of the current shortfalls there are still
outstanding matters which may be worthwhile exploring and outlined in the following table:
Suggested changes

Council position

Improved ESD outcomes

Consider opportunities to encourage net zero residential
apartment buildings, including:
•
•
•

Requiring minimum on-site solar PV
Requiring dedicated space for organic recycling
Requiring electric vehicle ready infrastructure

Introduce mandatory rainwater retention systems.
Introduce minimum energy performance standards to at least a 7star NATHERS equivalent.
Building separations

Provide guidelines for building separations to maximise access to
daylight and minimise issues of overlooking and restriction of
views/outlook.

Site servicing

Improved guidance for site servicing of new apartment buildings,
including:
•
•
•

the number of lifts appropriate to size of development
waste and recycling requirements for 4 or more storeys to
support best-practice waste management practices
towards a circular economy.
requirements for waste vehicle access to the
site/basement.

Sustainability Victoria has recently released an updated version
of the waste management guide for multi-unit developments.
Improved internal design

Additional standards for improving internal design and amenity
can also be further considered in the Better Apartment Design
guidelines, including:
•
•
•
•

Adaptable and accessible
housing

improved requirements for common access areas and
entrances
identifying minimum metrics for lightwells that can be relied
on in the absence of a daylight study
allowable depth of apartments with only south facing
glazing should be less than other orientations.
guidance for acoustic considerations (lift noise, stair noise,
car stackers and other noise sources internal and external
to the development).

Guidance and standards for adaptable dwellings in new
apartment buildings.
Seek a new design objective to require consideration of
disability access requirements including design of street
interfaces, external ground floor ingress and egress
areas.
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Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all
Victorians to provide feedback about the policy proposals in the discussion paper by
making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:




state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the
proposed changes
explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
explain any other change you would like

Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)

[Type here]
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AHURI has not done research specifically on green spaces or landscaping around apartments. However
AHURI is presently undertaking a project on improving outcomes for apartment residents and their
neighbourhoods that may cover this issue and many other issues covered in the Better Apartments in
Neighbourhoods Discussion paper (Easthope, forthcoming).
Other AHURI research has supported best practice design principles for housing and apartments in relation
to green space. AHURI research documented best practice examples of affordable housing funded under
the Social Housing Initiative, including apartments (Murray et al. 2013). The case studies considered a
range of design principles including context responsive engagement (including preservation of green spaces
or established trees), solar access, car-parking solutions, shared space and dual use, diversity of dwelling
types in a precinct, private open space and passive surveillance. It also considered issues like water
harvesting and environmentally sustainable design. On this basis, AHURI research is generally in support
of changes to the landscaping standards outlined in the discussion paper, including those that support
improved wellbeing and amenity, mature vegetation, biodiversity, climate responsive landscaping and
reductions to the urban heat island effect.
While improved design standards are helpful in driving change, AHURI research finds that getting
sustainable and high quality investments in apartments that are also affordable to consumers might need a
range of interventions. Policy options for improving design outcomes might include use of the planning
system (Newton et al. 2011), strategically using government investments in social housing (Murray et al.
2015) and using digital technologies to improve engagement between the developer and end consumer
(Sharam et al. 2018).
Sources
Easthope, H. (forthcoming) Improving outcomes for apartment residents and neighbourhoods
https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/research-in-progress/ahuri-research-projects/improving-outcomes-forapartment-residents-and-neighbourhoods
Murray, S., Bertram, N., Khor, L., Rowe, D., Meyer, B., Newton, P., Glackin, S., Alves, T. and McGauran, R.
(2013) Design innovations delivered under the Nation Building Economic Stimulus Plan—Social Housing
Initiative, AHURI Positioning Paper No. 155, Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute Limited,
Melbourne, https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/position-papers/155.
Murray, S., Bertram, N., Khor, L., Rowe, D., Meyer, B., Murphy, C., Newton, P., Glackin, S., Alves, T. and
McGauran, R. (2015) Processes for developing affordable and sustainable medium-density housing models
for greyfield precincts, AHURI Final Report No. 236, Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute
Limited, Melbourne, https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final-reports/236.
Newton, P., Murray, S., Wakefield, R., Murphy, C., Khor, L. and Morgan, T. (2011) Towards a new
development model for housing regeneration in greyfield residential precincts, AHURI Final Report No. 171,
Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute Limited, Melbourne,
https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final-reports/171.
Sharam, A., Byford, M., Karabay, B., McNelis, S. and Burke, T. (2018) Matching markets in housing and
housing assistance, AHURI Final Report No. 307, Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute Limited,
Melbourne, https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final-reports/307, doi:10.18408/ahuri-5315301.
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2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the
discussion paper)
As discussed above, AHURI research has looked at best practice case studies of affordable housing in
greyfield suburbs (outside the inner city areas). Good apartment dwellings created open air circulation
spaces, common areas with that enabled passive surveillance, spaces enabling incidental opportunities for
residents to meet as well as spaces that still ensured resident privacy in their apartments. Developments
used innovative ways to save on space for parking (by consolidating all parking into one lot) to maximize
open space for shared use such as landscaped courtyard spaces, shared playgrounds, communal gardens,
storage sheds or indoor communal areas (see for example, Murray et al. 2013: 82, 91). The study also
conducted surveys of tenants occupying these properties which showed that tenant feedback was
overwhelmingly favourable, with 76 per cent saying that common open spaces were good. Even so, the
study found room for improvement, and there were some negative comments around noise and space for
children, with some communal spaces inappropriately located. In addition, while the strategy of
consolidation of parking was not considered an issue, the lack of sufficient spots for parking was an issue.
AHURI research has highlighted the lack of amenity for children and families in apartments – good spaces
for families might integrate a communal garden and interactive spaces for children (Parkinson et al. 2019).
Other AHURI research has shown that though apartments appeal to only a small minority of older persons,
private open spaces and communal areas are valued by this group for personal and social activities, since
they are often spending larger amounts of time at home (Judd et al. 2010).
This research supports the general design principles outlined in the design standards aimed at ensuring a
minimum amount of communal space, and that this communal space is located such that it: respects privacy
of householders, enables passive surveillance opportunities, minimizes noise, protects existing natural
features and maximizes use of existing canopy trees. Providing appropriate spaces for people in different
age groups (old age and children) might also be considered as a design requirement.
Sources
Judd, B., Olsberg, D., Quinn, J., Groenhart, L., Demirbilek, O. (2010) Dwelling, land and neighbourhood use
by older home owners, AHURI Final Report No. 144, Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute
Limited, Melbourne, https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final-reports/144.
Murray, S., Bertram, N., Khor, L., Rowe, D., Meyer, B., Newton, P., Glackin, S., Alves, T. and McGauran, R.
(2013) Design innovations delivered under the Nation Building Economic Stimulus Plan—Social Housing
Initiative, AHURI Positioning Paper No. 155, Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute Limited,
Melbourne, https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/position-papers/155.
Parkinson, S., Rowley, S., Stone, W., James, A., Spinney, A., Reynolds, M. (2019) Young Australians and
the housing aspirations gap, AHURI Final Report No. 318, Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute
Limited, Melbourne, https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final-reports/318, doi:10.18408/ahuri-5117101.

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the
No comment
discussion paper)
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4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for
Victoria (Section 2.7 in the discussion paper)
No comment

Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.
When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners
and applicants need about design quality and external materials to implement the
proposed standards.

5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion
paper)
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AHURI research early on identified the potential for urban development in suburban locations to vary, from
high quality apartments pitched to more affluent consumers through to lower quality, densely packed multiunit dwellings with no green space (Healy and Birrell, 2004).
AHURI research supports approaches which increase density in greyfield areas but deliver it in ‘a more
aesthetically pleasing higher amenity redesigned neighbourhood than its predecessor’ (Newton et al
2011:29). This research also argued that improving design quality more generally would need increased use
of architectural design – something presently not used in the domestic housing sector – and this could only
occur with larger precinct approaches if it was to be affordable.
More recent research on best practice design of affordable housing has showcased examples of
developments that have embraced better building quality and construction techniques including for
apartments (Murray et al 2013).
On this basis, AHURI research generally supports improving aesthetic quality of external walls of
apartments so that they are visually interesting and that they are accessible to maintenance.
Sources:
Healy, E., Birrell, B. (2006) Housing and community in the compact city, AHURI Final Report No. 89,
Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute Limited, Melbourne,
https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final-reports/89.
Murray, S., Bertram, N., Khor, L., Rowe, D., Meyer, B., Newton, P., Glackin, S., Alves, T. and McGauran, R.
(2013) Design innovations delivered under the Nation Building Economic Stimulus Plan—Social Housing
Initiative, AHURI Positioning Paper No. 155, Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute Limited,
Melbourne, https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/position-papers/155.
Newton, P., Murray, S., Wakefield, R., Murphy, C., Khor, L. and Morgan, T. (2011) Towards a new
development model for housing regeneration in greyfield residential precincts, AHURI Final Report No. 171,
Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute Limited, Melbourne,
https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final-reports/171.

6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
No comment

7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external
walls and materials (Section 3.6 in the discussion paper)
No comment.
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Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
 Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
 What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop
wind analysis or a wind tunnel analysis?
8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
AHURI does not have any detailed research on wind impacts of apartment buildings or approaches around
setting thresholds for wind tunnel analysis.

9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts
(Section 4.5 in the discussion paper)
No comment.

Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the
discussion paper)
AHURI research on street interface of apartments is limited, especially in relation to promoting active street
fronts, pedestrian and cycle access and limiting blank walls.
AHURI research on best practice approaches provided examples of high density apartment developments
which were built with regard to street interface. For example, some had heights aligned to neighbouring
properties, and were located near parks such that their scale was consistent with the public space around it
(Murray et al, 2013). There were concerns about apartments sometimes not providing safe or secure stair
access for children. Tenants wanted apartments to provide sufficient security from unwanted trespassers
while offering access to wanted guest – in one case, the security system did not provide adequate control
over entry and access.
In this sense, AHURI supports better standards around street interfaces to encourage access as well as
security.
Sources
Murray, S., Bertram, N., Khor, L., Rowe, D., Meyer, B., Newton, P., Glackin, S., Alves, T. and McGauran, R.
(2013) Design innovations delivered under the Nation Building Economic Stimulus Plan—Social Housing
Initiative, AHURI Positioning Paper No. 155, Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute Limited,
Melbourne, https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/position-papers/155.

11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)
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AHURI does not have much research on vehicle access standards for apartments. AHURI research
underlines the continued importance of car park access and sufficient numbers of parking spots, but
suggests tenants do not mind having consolidated parking. This research has also demonstrated the
benefits of consolidated parking spots in increasing density of housing and retaining more space for
communal or private space (Murray et al. 2013). Other research has affirmed the importance of visitor
parking especially for older residents (James et al, 2019).
Sources
James, A., Rowley, S., Stone, W., Parkinson, S. Spinney, A. and Reynolds, M. (2019) Older Australians and
the housing aspirations gap, AHURI Final Report 317, Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute
Limited, Melbourne, http://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/finalreports/317, doi: 10.18408/ahuri-8117301.
Murray, S., Bertram, N., Khor, L., Rowe, D., Meyer, B., Newton, P., Glackin, S., Alves, T. and McGauran, R.
(2013) Design innovations delivered under the Nation Building Economic Stimulus Plan—Social Housing
Initiative, AHURI Positioning Paper No. 155, Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute Limited,
Melbourne, https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/position-papers/155.

12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
AHURI research found that some apartments lack suitable rear access for services which can be disruptive
for some who own ground floor units and especially relevant for older residents who often need assistance
with care-taking of their properties (Murray et al. 2013).
Sources
Murray, S., Bertram, N., Khor, L., Rowe, D., Meyer, B., Newton, P., Glackin, S., Alves, T. and McGauran, R.
(2013) Design innovations delivered under the Nation Building Economic Stimulus Plan—Social Housing
Initiative, AHURI Positioning Paper No. 155, Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute Limited,
Melbourne, https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/position-papers/155.

13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services
(Section 5.7 in the discussion paper)
No comment

Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion
paper)
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AHURI does not have research on the construction impacts of apartment dwellings.

15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction
impacts (Section 6.5 in the discussion paper)
No comment
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I am making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name
Dr Michael Fotheringham
Organisation (if relevant)
Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute (AHURI) Limited
Email
Michael.fotheringham@ahuri.edu.au
If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.
I agree to the privacy statement Required

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance
with the principles of the Victorian privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning
rules for apartment developments in the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to
clarify your submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To
protect individual privacy, DELWP will remove your name and address from your
submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in
your submission that could identify you or other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published,
including the name of your organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers
under confidentiality agreements, in preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email
at planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for
access should be sent to the Manager Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or
contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.

Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods | Engage Vic Submission Template

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT, LAND, WATER AND PLANNING (DELWP)
CALL FOR FEEDBACK

BUILDING BETTER APARTMENTS IN NEIGHBOURHOODS
Mr Tim Westcott,
Project Manager, Better Apartments, Planning Implementation,
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning,
PO Box 500, East Melbourne VIC 3002
Dear Sir,
Better apartments in Victorian neighbourhoods are sorely needed. We therefore very much appreciate the
opportunity to provide feedback on proposed changes to planning rules for apartment developments. Our
input is provided on the basis of extensive professional, personal, and research experience focused on built
environment accessibility for people with disability at neighbourhood scale. Our basic position is that the
proposed changes as put forward in the Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper 2019 do
not go far enough in making clear that accessibility for people with disability is prerequisite to achieving
better apartments in neighbourhoods. To this end we recommend that the following, additional, insertions
are included in the Street Interface and Construction Impacts sections.
STREET INTERFACE
5.4 Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (all apartment developments)
Objective
To achieve equitable access.
Standard
Developments must provide a clear and accessible path from the street to all entrances and exits.
Developments must provide a safe, sheltered and step-free entries and exits for people with disability
including visitors, carers and residents.
Decision Guidelines
Whether the application achieves the objectives of the (Australian) Disability Discrimination Act (DDA).
5.5 Proposed changes to access standard (all apartment developments)
Objective
To ensure, safe, equitable access.
Standard
Developments must provide safe vehicular and pedestrian access for people with disability including
visitors, carers, and residents.
Decision Guidelines
Whether the application achieves the objectives of the (Australian) Disability Discrimination Act (DDA).
5.6 Proposed changes to site services standard (all apartment developments)
Objective
To ensure that site services and facilities are accessible for all users, adequate and attractive. [amended]
(for all users inserted)
Standard

Universal Design Principles must be considered in the designing of site services and facilities.
Decision Guidelines
Before deciding on an application, the responsible authority must consider whether the application
demonstrates the principles of Universal Design.
5.7 Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria
(Guidelines should) Recommend early consultation between applicants and access consultants to
understand people with disabilities’ requirements and rights.
(Guidelines should state) Developments should demonstrate Universal Design Principles.
(Guidelines should state) Developments should achieve objectives of the (Australian) Disability
Discrimination Act (DDA).
CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

6.4 Proposed new construction impacts standard (all apartment developments)

Objective
To ensure that public realm access for people with disability is maintained throughout construction
Standard
An application should describe how the site will be managed prior to and during the construction period and
may set out requirements for managing:
Public safety, adjacent paths of travel, and site security (adjacent paths of travel inserted)
An application must describe how the public domain adjacent the site will be managed to maintain
continuous accessible paths of travel in accordance with AS 1428.1 for people with disability prior to and
during the construction period.

6.5 Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria

Include as a suggested permit condition:
Before the development commences, including demolition, bulk excavation and site preparation works, a
Construction Management Plan that describes how the public domain adjacent the site will be managed to
maintain continuous accessible paths of travel in accordance with AS 1428.1 for people with disability must
be submitted to and approved by council.
We trust that the above will be taken into consideration in the continuing work program to improve the
internal and external amenity of apartments for the benefit of Victoria. We would be most pleased to
discuss our recommendations further, should the opportunity be available.
Mary Ann Jackson and Saumya Kaushik

We are making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name
Mary Ann Jackson, Access Consultant, Planner, Architect
Saumya Kaushik, Architect

Visionary Design Development Pty Ltd
Organisation (if relevant)
Email
majarch@vdd.com.au (Mary Ann Jackson) saumya@vdd.com.au (Saumya Kaushik)
If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.
I agree to the privacy statement Required
Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance with the principles
of the Victorian privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning rules for apartment
developments in the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to clarify your submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To protect individual privacy,
DELWP will remove your name and address from your submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in your submission that could
identify you or other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published, including the name
of your organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers under confidentiality
agreements, in preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email at
planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for access should be sent to
the Manager Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.
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Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all Victorians to provide feedback about the
policy proposals in the discussion paper by making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:
•
•
•

state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the proposed changes
explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
explain any other change you would like

Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)
Whilst recognizing the benefits of applying the proposed landscaping standard to the well-being and
amenity, biodiversity and the reduction of the ‘heat island effect’ the REIV does not believe that
assessments should be mandated to the extent proposed. The REIV considers that the standard is over
prescriptive and applies a layer of bureaucracy that does not promote development. The REIV considers
that a free-market approach to landscape design is more appropriate. The government should introduce
incentives to developers and property owners rather than imposing prescribed standards.
The REIV considers that in the ‘Objectives’, the words “To provide” (where appearing 5 times) should be
replaced with “To encourage”.
The REIV considers that Table D2 sets parameters that are too prescriptive and do not allow for flexibility in
landscape design that meets the practical application according to various factors, including geographical
location, the socio-economic and demographic nature of the location, climatic conditions, the urgency for
development and other associated factors.
As a general comment, this paper has avoided the option of incentives such as New York City 2019
laws proposing all new buildings, commercial and residential, be required to install green or solar
rooftops while applying a property tax rebate.
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2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the discussion paper)
Whilst recognizing the benefits of applying the proposed communal open space standard the REIV does not
believe that such standards should be mandated to the extent proposed. The REIV considers that the
standard is over prescriptive and applies a layer of bureaucracy that does not promote development. The
REIV considers that a free-market approach to communal open space is more appropriate. The
government should introduce incentives to developers and property owners rather than imposing prescribed
standards.
As a general comment, this paper has avoided the option of incentives such as New York City 2019
laws proposing all new buildings, commercial and residential, be required to install green or solar
rooftops while applying a property tax rebate.

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the discussion paper)
The REIV considers that the changes to the design response for landscaping is over prescriptive and
applies a layer of bureaucracy that does not promote development. The REIV considers that a free-market
approach is more appropriate.
As a general comment, this paper has avoided the option of incentives such as New York City 2019
laws proposing all new buildings, commercial and residential, be required to install green or solar
rooftops while applying a property tax rebate.

4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (Section 2.7 in the discussion
paper)
The REIV does not consider that information about how landscaping will be maintained should be included
as a suggested permit condition.
As a general comment, this paper has avoided the option of incentives such as New York City 2019
laws proposing all new buildings, commercial and residential, be required to install green or solar
rooftops while applying a property tax rebate.
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Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.
When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners and applicants need about design
quality and external materials to implement the proposed standards.

5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion paper)
The REIV supports the proposed standard.
The REIV notes the avoidance during the discussion of option for the planning scheme having any
role to play in the protection of buildings against the installation of flammable cladding. While this
is widely regarded as a building and construction issue only, an additional layer of protection to
property owners could be applied if the planning regime took some responsibility for this issue.
The REIV notes that the fines applicable to breaches of planning laws are substantially higher than
for breaches of the Building Act.

6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
The REIV supports the changes to the design response.

7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and materials (Section 3.6 in the
discussion paper)
The REIV supports the changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and
materials.

Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
• Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
• What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop wind analysis or a wind tunnel
analysis?
8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
The REIV supports the new standard for wind impacts.
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9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts (Section 4.5 in the discussion paper)
The REIV is not sufficiently qualified to comment on this proposed change.

Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the discussion paper)
Whilst recognizing the benefits of applying the proposed integration with the street standard to the ‘public
realm’ and supporting the changes ‘in principle’, the REIV cautions about being over-prescriptive. The
REIV considers that a free-market approach to streetscape design is more appropriate. The government
should introduce incentives to developers and property owners rather than imposing prescribed standards.

11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)
Whilst recognizing the benefits of applying the proposed changes to vehicle access standards the REIV
cautions about being over-prescriptive. The REIV considers that a free-market approach to vehicle access
standards is more appropriate.

12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
The REIV supports the proposed changes to the site services standard ‘in principle’, however a free-market
approach is preferred.

13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services (Section 5.7 in the discussion paper)
The REIV supports the proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services ‘in
principle’, however a free-market approach is preferred.
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Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion paper)
The REIV supports the proposed new standards for construction impacts.

15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts (Section 6.5 in the discussion
paper)
The REIV supports the proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction
impacts.
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I am making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name
Gilbert King
Organisation (if relevant)
The Real Estate Institute of Victoria Ltd
Email
gking@reiv.com.au
If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.
I agree to the privacy statement Required

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance with the principles of the Victorian
privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning rules for apartment developments in
the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to clarify your submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To protect individual privacy, DELWP will
remove your name and address from your submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in your submission that could identify you or
other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published, including the name of your
organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers under confidentiality agreements, in
preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email at
planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for access should be sent to the Manager
Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.
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26 September 2019
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
Attention: planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au

To whom it may concern,

BETTER APARTMENTS IN NEIGHBOURHOODS – DISCUSSION PAPER 2019
Niche Planning Studio is a specialised planning and urban design consultancy operating
across Australia with offices in Victoria, Tasmania and WA. Niche Planning Studio provides
a variety of statutory, strategic and urban design services to multiple governments,
advocacy groups and private organisations across Australia. Striving for excellence in all
areas of planning and development processes, we are advocates for best practice
outcomes in creating sustainable and liveable communities.
We would like to thank the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP)
for the opportunity to lodge a submission to the Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
Discussion Paper 2019.
We support the DELWP initiative to prepare changes and additions to the Better Apartments
Design Standards and the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria,
specifically
improvements to built form, public realm, overall vegetative cover and other external
conditions for apartment buildings. We believe these changes are timely as apartment
developments increase across Melbourne and Victoria.
Although we support the additions in principle, we have specific concerns/would like to
raise query with the following components of the discussion paper:
•

2 GREEN SPACE

-

To ensure the long-term design thinking behind apartment development proposals,
we recommend the proposed standards are amended to include an additional
standard that ensures that canopy trees are suitable for the proposed space over
time, in terms of space for canopy spread and root spread for proposed tree
species.
To ensure adequate siting and location of vegetation and trees, we recommend
the proposed standards are amended to include a standard that ensures
appropriate solar access for the health of plants.
To minimise conflicting standards in other sections, we recommend the proposed
standards are amended to include a standard that ensures appropriate solar
access to habitable rooms of apartments with consideration of shade cast by trees
and other plants.

-

-

-

The discussion paper introduces the concept of ‘landscape character’ as a
component of design guidelines. It is requested that further consultation and
investigation is undertaken to provide some guidance about ‘landscape character’
in the design guidelines. It is unclear how ‘landscape character’ is or should be
defined. If landscape character is proposed to be an extension of the concept of
neighbourhood character, planners may need additional support to be able to
assess proposals with regard to existing or preferred landscape character. In
addition, councils may need to undertake strategic work to establish preferred and
existing landscape character definitions.

•

3 APPEARANCE OF THE BUILDING

-

When considering what support and information planners may need about design
quality and external materials, we submit that planners would need more specific
benchmarks to assess quality, e.g. use of natural and/or raw materials, durability,
patina/expected changes to appearance over time.
We support the concept of including a design rationale in planning applications;
however, care should be taken to distinguish between the role of architect and
planners. The design rationale should be supplied by a built form expert (i.e.
architect), who has a deeper understanding of the justification for design choices.
There is a risk that planners will place too much emphasis on personal taste, which
should be avoided. The standards should focus on high quality and natural materials
where possible, rather than design qualifications. Therefore it is recommended to
amend part of the proposed standard at 3.4:

-

Proposed new external walls and materials standard (all apartment developments):
The external materials should:
o provide visual interest through variation in material, colour and texture.
o be durable for the life of the building
Proposed new external walls and materials standard (all apartment developments):
The external materials should:
o comprise natural materials where possible [new]
o be durable for the life of the building

•

4 WIND IMPACTS

-

The following standard seems arbitrary:
o Trees and landscaping should not be relied upon as the preliminary means
of wind mitigation or to meet minimum wind requirements.
If trees and landscaping can be used as an effective and dominant wind mitigation
without due risk of damage to trees and landscaping, that would be a visually
appealing solution. The standard should be amended to reflect the intent of
protecting trees and landscaping as well as requiring demonstrated efficiency of
the landscaping to function as a wind break.
When determining whether a desktop wind analysis or wind tunnel analysis should
be undertaken, the surrounding built context and associated risk of occurrence of

-
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a wind tunnel is important. For example, if a proposal is the first apartment building
of 5 or more storeys in the immediate area, a desktop approach would likely be
sufficient. When the building is more likely to be impacted by other taller buildings in
the area, a wind tunnel analysis may be appropriate. Other factors that may be
relevant to making a decision include typical wind directions and their likelihood of
affecting amenity.
• CONCLUSION
In conclusion, we support the intent to include consideration of external guidelines within
the Better Apartments Design Standards and the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria,
but ask for further opportunities for consultation and comment in regard to the Better
Apartments and Neighbourhoods design guidelines amendments.
We would be pleased to discuss this submission further with you and ask that should you
have any comments you contact Naomi Beck or Nicola Smith via email at
planning@nicheplanningstudio.com.au.
Yours sincerely,

Nicola Smith
Director
Niche Planning Studio
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Our Ref: 9131
26 September 2019
Better Apartments, Planning Implementation
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
PO Box 500
East Melbourne VIC 3002
Attention: Mr Tim Westcott, Project Manager
Dear Tim
Please find our submission below in regard to the Better Apartment Design Standards.
Green Space
We question whether the threshold of less than 10 dwellings is appropriate and possibly 15 or less would be more
suitable depending on the location and site context. Apartments with less than 10 dwellings are often larger in size
and provide ample private open space and communal space may be underutilised.
We question what the purpose of this space is and that there are other considerations such as site location and
nearby amenities that are within close proximity to the site. These need to be addressed when considering the
communal open space requirement within a planning application. This may also change based on the apartment
areas and what is being provided as private open space for each dwelling.

We consider it appropriate to include provision for a variation to be made if the site is within 400 metres of public
open space as this is the usual practice within growth areas and would also be appropriate within the inner-city areas
We question whether the green space component could be provided for in the front setback, therefore assisting with
the street activation element of the guidelines.
The retention of mature trees is dependent on the site configuration and suitability of the tree within the design’s
context.
Appearance of the Building
We submit that planners do not have the qualifications to provide a design response in regard to the durable
materials.
Whilst durable materials can be proposed for developments, this is heavily dependent on a consistent maintenance
schedule and requires upkeep, usually by the way of a body corporate or owners corporation.
Suite 1 Building 2 3 Ordish Road Dandenong South Vic 3175
T: 03 9794 1600 | E: manager@klms.com.au | ACN 005 376 125 | ABN 94 005 376 125 | www.klms.com.au

PLANNERS SURVEYORS ENGINEERS

It is unclear what is to be included in the communal area and whether the proposed 25sqm is appropriate given this
could become a disused/underutilised space depending on the site context and therefore, a waste of otherwise
developable land. We would also consider it appropriate to provide a minimum dimension for this area such as 5x5
metres given the 25sqm is open for interpretation and could be provided as 1x25m strip.

It is unclear what the ‘test of time’ actually means, given these materials require maintenance and their life span
changes depending how well maintained these materials are.
Perhaps it is appropriate for materials that would not be considered at all to provide a guideline for this standard.
Wind Impacts
We consider that five storeys is a reasonable number of storeys for a wind analysis to be undertaken. The following
factors should be taken into consideration when determining if the wind assessment is required:
-

Surrounding built form, scale and heights of development
Length of the associated street
Consideration of whether there are any design elements already incorporated that assists with wind
protection

Street Interface
We support the proposed changes for the encouragement of street activation. This will depend on the site context at
ground level as to whether active uses can be considered at street level.
We consider the change for vehicular access to be incorporated with the façade of the building or located at the side
or rear a positive urban design outcome that will enhance the appearance and attractiveness of the development.
Where practicable, the servicing for apartments (i.e. meters, utility and service cupboards) can be integrated with the
façade of the development and we consider this to be a good urban design outcome.
Construction Impacts
We strongly discourage this to be a part of the permit application phase of planning and we submit that having a
condition on the permit will continue to be a satisfactory way to ensure that amenity impacts are managed prior to
and during construction. The reason we do not support this change is that the construction management plan is
usually prepared by the builder for the project and at the planning stage of the process, a builder is often not
allocated for the project as works are yet to be tendered.
Planners are not qualified to prepare a construction management plan and the site and surrounding conditions of the
area are likely to change between the planning process and when the construction commences and therefore, it is
premature to consider this within the planning application.

Yours Sincerely

Jessica Mulligan
KLM Spatial

Suite 1 Building 2 3 Ordish Road Dandenong South Vic 3175
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BETTER APARTMENT DESIGN STANDARDS REVIEW
SUBMISSION BY MORELAND CITY COUNCIL
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the proposed changes to the Better
Apartments Design Standards in the Victoria Planning Provisions. The proposed changes to existing
standards and introduction of new standards make significant and positive improvements to the
state-wide guidance for apartment development in planning schemes.
Specific comments on each of the five issues under consideration are detailed below.

GREEN SPACE
The proposed changes to the Landscaping and Communal Open Space standards are welcomed and
positive improvements to the existing requirements.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)
The proposed strengthening of the landscaping objectives and changes to the existing landscaping
standards for canopy tree planting, to provide more specific guidance about canopy spread, the
areas that trees need to grow, and minimum soil depths are welcomed and supported.
The addition of an objective relating to use of surface materials that lower surface temperatures and
reduce heat absorption for sun exposed trafficable areas is strongly supported. However, the
deletion of the words ‘support thermal comfort’ from the objective regarding climate responsive
landscaping to reduce the urban heat island effect is not supported. ‘Urban heat’ and ‘heat
absorption’ describe a problem and ‘thermal comfort’ is a positive expression of the desired
outcome for people, both indoors and out. The inclusion of ‘thermal comfort’ in the objective,
guides landscape design and decision making about the location and type of landscaping, both on
the ground, as well as on roofs and walls.
It is requested that as the landscaping objectives are being altered in Clause 58, that corresponding
changes be made to the landscaping objectives within Clause 55. In many parts of middle ring
Melbourne, the overall quantum of medium density infill is such that the same issues with urban
heat are arising, as in apartment typologies. The images below from DELWP Cooling and Greening
urban heat mapping and from Moreland City Council’s satellite imagery and aerial photography,
illustrate the emergence of significant urban heat issues in medium density development. These
images are of parts of Glenroy within the Neighbourhood Residential Zone and General Residential
Zone, in two, three and four dwelling on a lot developments. Moreland is one of the fastest growing
of the established areas and 65% of net new dwellings over the past 10 years have been medium
density units and townhouses, rather than apartments. By 2036 medium density housing is forecast
to be home to more than half of Moreland’s households. By contrast, at 2036 17% of Moreland
households will live in apartments. The same attention to the quality and liveability of outcomes in
medium density development types, as is being given to apartments in the changes to the Better
Apartment Design Standards, is critically required.
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A key shortcoming with the existing landscaping standard is the lack of guidance about alternative
responses to canopy tree planting such as green roofs or green walls, and this remains unaddressed.
There is nothing within the decision guidelines currently, or proposed, to guide decision making
about reasonable equivalents to the canopy tree sizes and numbers within the standard. Some
interesting work has been undertaken by the City of Melbourne in their Valuing Green Guide,
regarding the benefits of green roofs, walls and façades on the thermal comfort of buildings.
Nightingale housing is applying these techniques to their development in Moreland. There are also
examples of equivalency measures for façade and roof planting from Germany, Singapore and the
UK. Opportunities for offsets for landscaping on public land, as part of the equivalency, could
potentially also be explored. For canopy trees, the existing and proposed Table D2 in the landscaping
standard, guides designers and decision makers about what is required to meet the objectives.
There is no numerical guidance about reasonable equivalents, which adds uncertainty to the
assessment, for applicants, Councils and VCAT, and results in inconsistency between local
government areas. Where landscaping is to be provided on roofs, it would be desirable for the
standard to require consideration of wind impacts on the likely success of the proposed landscaping.
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The inclusion of an objective to encourage retention of mature vegetation is also welcomed. For
clarity, this objective could refer to ‘mature canopy trees’, rather than ‘mature vegetation’, if this is
what is intended. The only decision guidance which relates to this objective, is consideration of the
health of any trees to be removed. Decision guidance on how to balance accommodating population
growth in Activity and Neighbourhood Centres, against retention of mature trees would be helpful
and provide additional certainty to both developers and objectors. One example of this is Nillumbik
SLO1 which applies to the Eltham Activity Centre, where decision guidance includes, whether the
site is restricted from realising its reasonable development potential by the retention of mature
trees on the site.
Within Table D2 of this standard, the minimum plan dimensions of deep soil areas appear to be too
narrow for the height and canopy spread of the trees required in the minimum tree provision
column.
A matter of detail, within the ‘minimum tree provision’ column of Table D2, tree height and canopy
spread is specified for lots under 1,000 sqm and between 1,001 and 1,500sqm, but omitted for the
subsequent lot sizes. For clarity, tree height and canopy spread should be specified for all lot sizes.
Once tree height and canopy spread have been specified, tree size descriptors (small, medium,
large), become optional content.
2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the discussion paper)
The proposed changes to apply the communal open space standard to developments of a smaller
size is welcomed and supported. The improved emphasis on canopy trees in the aspiration to
maximise landscaping, is consistent with urban forest and urban heat island strategic work which has
been undertaken by state and local government, including by Moreland City Council, and is a
positive strengthening of existing Clause 58 content.
The suggested change to the definition of ‘communal open space’ within the Apartment Design
Guidelines, to include internal common spaces, is strongly opposed.
When the communal open space requirement is cross correlated with the deep soil planting and
tree canopy spread requirements, the communal open space area requirements in D7 set up a
realistic scenario that the deep soil and canopy spread requirements in Standard D10 may be met,
but there is not an excess of communal open space.
By way of example, the maximum area of communal open space required by Standard D7 is 250sqm.
This represents 10% of the site area of a site of 2,500 square metres. An area of this size is applicable
where a development is for 100 apartments or more. This equates to one area of open space of
approximately 15 X 15sqm, or alternate width to length ratios, or configured in multiple spaces. The
minimum canopy tree requirements in Table D2 of Standard D10 on a site of this size are one large,
or two medium canopy trees for every 90sqm of site area; i.e. 3 large or 5 medium trees. The canopy
spread of a large tree is 10-16 metres and for a medium tree, is 8 metres. It would be rarely possible
to satisfy the combined requirements of these two standards if indoor recreation areas are included
as communal open space.
Further, amongst the purposes of the communal open space requirement are to provide for building
occupants outdoor recreation needs, in spaces with good access to sunlight, maximising landscaping
including canopy tree planting, provide outlook from dwellings and to protect natural features on
the site. This is supported by the Standard D10 objective that communal open space should have
canopy trees. The inclusion of internal common spaces is inconsistent with these intentions.
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One of the best examples of successful tree planting within an apartment development in Moreland
is the Anstey Square development on Sydney Road Brunswick. In this ten year old development, a
public plaza and through block connection was required by an urban village structure plan, which
created generous spaces for tree planting. The lessons learnt through this example are the need for
commercial specification irrigation systems and the ongoing need to top up raised planters as soil
compacts. There is twice as much communal open space, and twice as many canopy trees within this
development, to what the proposed Better Apartment Design Standards for communal open space
and canopy tree planting would deliver.

If this objective is to be progressed, it is suggested that it is equally as relevant in Clause 55 as in
Clause 58.
In improving the quality of communal open spaces on rooftops, we would welcome additional
guidance and clarity for:
•

•
•

Building height implication of rooftops structures. For example, a standard such as ‘building
structures (lift overrun and staircases) which support rooftop gardens use should be exempt
to height control as long they are not dominant from the streets and set back from
boundaries’ can help applicant to see this as a viable option.
Potential of a combination of multiple communal opens spaces are not mentioned. E.g.
rooftop + common entry area where a canopy tree requirement can be located.
Discouraging negative outcomes, such as these by refining the standard:
- Negative outcome where narrow communal spaces are created on the sides and rear
setbacks which are less usable and hard to maintain. These types of spaces are better
absorbed as private open spaces.
- Negative outcome where private front yards with multiple dwelling entries are turned
into a long (hotel-like) communal front yard. Some areas of the front yards are better
absorbed as private open spaces to achieve greater sense of street ownership from
multiple owners.

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the discussion paper)
The inclusion of landscape considerations in the design response requirements is welcomed and
supported. Moreland’s experience is that landscaping over basement car parks is becoming more
prevalent and that the durability of landscaping watering and drainage infrastructure is critical to the
success of the landscaping. Moreland also values sustainable water sources irrigation from
greywater to close the loop and integrate with ESD policy aspirations. These matters are currently
being dealt with at Moreland by way of permit conditions.
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APPEARANCE OF THE BUILDING
5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion paper)
The introduction of new content into Clause 58 to guide the appearance of buildings is welcomed
and supported, however in practical terms the proposed objectives and standards could benefit
from being further refined. High quality design is difficult to standardise and requires high quality
contextual analysis and design response. The primary objectives should be that buildings respond to
their context and be designed with a coherent use of form and materials.
Moreland’s experience is that the context analysis and design responses received are commonly so
weak that when issues are raised with how proposed buildings respond to their context, that
applicants do a total flip and provide a completely different building language. If the design concept
derived from contextual analysis, the design language would be refined, but not substantially
transformed throughout the process of determining an application.
An illustrative example, a current apartment development in the Brunswick Activity Centre is
outlined to demonstrate this issue.
•

Contextual analysis which accompanied the application. The context includes a building of
individual heritage significance.

•

Architectural concept informed not by the analysis of the context, but by a cultural centre
located within a school campus, in Brighton, the rationale being that the Wurundjeri people
were the original inhabitants of Moreland and large parts of Melbourne.
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•

Design language as lodged

•

Extract from feedback from Moreland City Council regarding the exterior appearance

The façade design is an appropriation of indigenous motifs and is not considered appropriate. There
is no documentation which demonstrates consultation of indigenous community members,
therefore the expression is an applied and appropriated motif which is considered unacceptable.
Consider using one main material for the primary façade expression, to achieve a cohesive
architectural expression. The proposed layering of materials, and amount of variety of façade
treatments is resulting in an unresolved architectural expression. Reconsider how the elevations and
compositional elements of each elevation of the building can achieve some consistency and
integration.
Concerned about the feasibility and resolution of the proposed perforated metal façade system. It is
unclear how the perforated panels fix to the concrete and windows and how access will be achieved
for maintenance to each of these elements. The reference images which have been shown as
references for the façade design are quite abstracted and conceptual, and do not provide any
certainty around a quality outcome. The timber cladding to the southern elevation does not have a
strong relationship to the elements of architectural expression elsewhere.
Consider using one main material for the primary façade expression, instead of layering materials, to
ensure ease of maintenance. To achieve a cohesive architectural expression, reconsider how the
elevations and compositional elements of each elevation of the building can achieve some
consistency and integration.
It is unclear what the ‘metal mesh’ material detail is. This material has been specified at the ground
floor interface with the public realm, so needs to be of a high quality and respond to the building use
at ground level.
•

Design concept currently under consideration
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The proposed objective that buildings be ‘visually interesting’ and the proposed standard which
requires external materials to provide ‘variation in materials, colours and textures’ do not
necessarily result in an attractive building. The most frequently pointed out unattractive building in
Moreland is this building on Bell Street in the Coburg Activity Centre. It includes variation in
materials, colours and textures. The materials are also durable. But the design language does not
relate to the context or result in a high-quality design outcome.
In approving this development, the Tribunal referred to parts of the State and local planning policy
framework which encourage new development to respond to its landscape, built form and cultural
context and achieve high quality urban design and architecture. VCAT held that this development is
a well-mannered “signature” building with a “sinuous and interesting form” that exhibits a high level
of architecture excellence and provides an active frontage to the public realm.

By contrast, this building, used as an illustrative example in the Discussion Paper within the
‘Appearance of the Building’ section provides very little variation in materials, colours and textures,
but is clearly a high quality design and an attractive, contextual outcome.

Another Moreland example is the Neometro development adjacent to Jewell Station. Neometro are
acknowledged as one of Melbourne’s premium residential apartment developers. This building is
visually interesting, it has variation in materials, colours and textures, and is built of durable low
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maintenance materials. It is being likened by the community as looking like 1970’s housing
commission flats or a prison.

High quality façade design is very difficult to reduce to four objectives and three standards. Some
buildings are so ‘visually interesting’ with variations in materials, colours and textures, that they
might be described as a pizza building. Others are so simple, that they elicit the critique illustrated in
the example above. Ultimately decision makers need make a qualitative assessment, as there is little
meaningful content in the proposed standard, or decision guidance within the proposed clause,
which would assist in making an assessment as to whether the standard has been met.
Some of the content within the Moreland Apartment Design Code 2015, may be of assistance in
refining the proposed external walls and materials standard.
https://www.moreland.vic.gov.au/globalassets/areas/amendments/amendmentslib7208/c142/madc-reference-doc-september-2015.pdf
Moreland City Council would welcome the opportunity to participate in a workshop of planning and
design professionals to refine a Batter Apartment Design Standard which seeks to guide
attractiveness and quality of apartment buildings.
The proposed new content relating to the appearance of buildings, integrates broad aspects of the
attractiveness of façade design, along with requirements relating to the quality and durability of
materials. These matters may be better addressed in different standards.
In relation to the proposed objective that external materials are durable, whilst clearly this is a highly
desirable outcome, is difficult to assess and problematic to enforce within the planning system.
Durability needs to be defined in order for an assessment to be made. Clarity is also required about
timeframe over which durability is to be assessed. Further, the quality of workmanship is not
something which can be assessed in determining a planning application, and this is an important
consideration in the durability of a building. The proposed standard and suggested permit conditions
imply that Council Planning Departments will be responsible for an ongoing legacy of checking how
materials are ageing and being maintained. This is beyond the reasonable expectation and expertise
of Planners and the planning system.
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If this objective is to be progressed, it is suggested that it is equally as relevant in Clause 55 as in
Clause 58. The use of thinly rendered blue board and polystyrene for upper levels of townhouses is
prevalent across inner and middle Melbourne and it ages poorly as sections of the render fall away.
It is also suggested that the sustainability of materials, their life cycle impacts, and their long term
reusability, are important considerations. Content could be drawn from the Green Star, Built
Environment Sustainability Scorecard (BESS) and similar rating tools in this regard.
The use of sustainable, recycled, re-used content material, integration of renewable energy
technology and optimised shading and glazing design in the building façade should be considered in
the design development and design response.
A design response that addresses optimised passive design initiatives such as optimal daylight, views
and thermal comfort etc should be encouraged.
As matter of detail, a further issue which frequently arises in apartment façade design is exposed
downpipes being added as an afterthought and not as an integrated component of the facade
design. It is requested that some thought be given to addressing this issue in the new objective
proposed.

6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
The inclusion of the design rationale for the external walls, and the selection of the external
materials in the design response requirements is welcomed and supported.
7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and
materials (Section 3.6 in the discussion paper)
The suggested change in this regard is the inclusion of suggested permit conditions in the Apartment
Design Guidelines for Victoria. Details of such conditions have not been provided for comment. If
DELWP wishes to give guidance to planning decision makers on writing planning permit conditions,
this could be done by updating the Model Conditions within the state government’s ‘Writing
Planning Permits’ guidance document.

Appearance of the building – suggested policy changes
Some specific detailed wording changes are suggested below:
3.4 Proposed new external walls and materials standard (all apartment developments)
Objectives:
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To ensure that the design and finish of external walls makes a positive contribution to the
public realm.
To ensure that the external walls and materials of buildings are visually interesting and of a
high-quality design standard.
To ensure that the external materials are low maintenance and durable.
To ensure that the external walls of the building are readily accessible for maintenance.
Standard:
The external walls exterior of buildings should provide articulation through variation in depth,
form and composition fixtures.
The external materials should:
• provide visual interest through variation in material, colour and texture.
• be durable for the life of the building.
Safe and convenient access to external walls should be provided for maintenance. Decision
Guidelines Before deciding on an application, the responsible authority must consider:
• Any relevant building design and urban design objective, policy or statement set out
in this scheme.
• The urban context report.
• The design response.
3.5 Proposed changes to the design response
Include the following new requirement:
The design response must include a design rationale for the exterior presentation, material
palette and how it fits within the context. external walls, and the selection of the external
materials.
3.6 Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria
Include as suggested permit conditions:
• Section details at a scale of at least 1:20 illustrating the building’s external walls
external wall system, including materials and construction details.
• Information about how the external walls will be maintained.

WIND IMPACTS
8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
The proposed inclusion of a wind impact standard is welcomed and supported. However, the
requirement that a wind impact assessment for all development of 5 or more storeys in considered
unnecessary and onerous.
The Activity Centre Zone for Coburg includes a requirement for a Wind Impact Assessment, as
appropriate. This application requirement is being sought in the following circumstances:
•
•
•

for buildings of 10 or more storeys
for buildings of 8 storeys or more storeys if the building has a sheer facade
for buildings adjacent to the Upfield Bike Path.

In mid-rise buildings it is possible to include design standards, such as a requirement for podiums,
awnings or canopies, which would ensure that adverse wind outcomes at ground level do not arise.
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Appreciating that the proposed standards relate to comfort and safety of balconies and roof tops, as
well as public and private outdoor areas at ground level, it is suggested that the numerous wind
reports which have been submitted with apartment developments across Melbourne could be
reviewed to determine a building height at which wind impacts on balconies and roof tops is
genuinely unreasonable and unacceptable. Moreland’s experience is that wind impacts on balconies
and roof tops can readily be designed out in mid-rise buildings and in buildings under 10 storeys,
such matters could be standardised.
9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts (Section 4.5
in the discussion paper)
Clarity about the circumstances and contexts where a desktop wind study or wind tunnel analysis is
required, would be welcomed. It is considered that such matters ought to be an ‘Application
Requirement’ within the scheme, rather than sitting outside the scheme in a reference document.

STREET INTERFACE
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the discussion paper)
The proposed improvements to the existing integration with the street standard are positive
improvements. As a matter of detail, it is suggested that the terminology ‘street fronts’ could lead to
debate about which façade of a building is the ‘front’ where a development has multiple street
frontages. The term ‘all street frontages’ is preferred to ‘street fronts’.
Moreland’s experience is that retail and other commercial uses are generally quite successful in
achieving activation objectives along major shopping strips, but off corridor, more decision guidance
on how to achieve successful street activation would be helpful. This article provides a useful
context to the nuanced consideration of this issue. https://www.echelonplanning.com.au/singlepost/2019/06/12/%E2%80%98Ghost-Shops%E2%80%99-%E2%80%93-is-the-problem-oversupply-ora-lack-of-imaginationIn this Brunswick example, currently nearing completion, there is virtually no sense of passive
surveillance of the street.

Achieving ‘eyes on the street’ activation where residential uses are permitted at ground level
presents a different set of challenges. In these Brunswick examples, ground level dwellings have
been designed with habitable rooms facing the street, a landscaped setback (as called for by
Standard D10) and open fencing. The response from occupants has been to install screening to
increase privacy.
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In this Coburg example, the three apartment buildings have all been designed with active uses
(home offices) at street fronts. The window coverings at ground level, of every dwelling, are
permanently closed.

A technique sometimes employed by designers and advocated by Urban Designers and planning
scheme policies, is that the finished floor level of ground level dwellings sits 1-1.5 metres above
street level, but this also has mixed effectiveness and has accessibility implications. Raising the
ground floor for the residential-use ground floor had proven to be one of the best design interface
solution for apartments and is strongly required in NSW's Apartment Design Guide. Refer to
https://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/-/media/Files/DPE/Guidelines/apartment-design-guide-part-4designing-the-building-2015-07.pdf?la=en
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Additional decision guidelines on how active uses at street fronts, be they residential, commercial,
retail, can be designed to ensure the objective is met, would be welcomed.
The connection to the street is often compromised with the design of ramps at building entries. A
standard or decision guideline that direct ramps at ground floor be designed to minimise the
reduction of active uses directly interfacing the street would also be welcomed.
The discouraging of high fencing is supported, however, where there is no other option an
acceptable high fence design is possible by creating gaps on a long fence, use different materiality to
improve fine grain, staggered fence line, and layering using planting. It is suggested additional
decision guidelines are included on how high fencing could be designed, such as guidance that the
high fence provides adequate street activation and is well-articulated.
11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)
The proposed refinements to the existing vehicle access standard are supported.
12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
The proposed changes to the site services standard to require metres, utility services and service
cupboards be designed as an integrated component of the façade, are well understood and strongly
supported.
In this ‘boutique luxury’ Coburg example (albeit a Clause 55, rather than Clause 58 proposal), an
architect designed façade has not integrated gas metres, water metres and mail boxes, which has
compromised the simplicity and quality of the street presentation.
It is suggested that Standard B34 of Clause 55 be amended at the same time that Clause 58 is being
amended, as the same issues arise in medium density and apartment typologies.

From the Moreland Medium Density Housing Review we have numerous examples of poor
integration of metres and utility services in medium density housing across inner and middle-ring
Melbourne. Here is another example. This one is from Darebin, rather than Moreland.
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The use of the term ‘integrated’ within the proposed standard, is a particularly strong and useful and
is supported.
It is unclear whether the Florence Street example within the Discussion Paper, is an example of a
poor street interface, or an example of an acceptable outcome which could be achieved by the
proposed changes to the standard.
Some architects deliberately expose building services; The Centre Pompidou, being one of the best
known examples. The example of water pipes and taps in the Florence Street building in the
Discussion Paper, employs this design approach throughout the building, including other
components of this building visible from the public realm (illustrated below). In this case, the design
is responding to the industrial and rail corridor context in which the building sits and the water
infrastructure has been exposed as a visually appealing design feature. This design language is also
employed by this Architect in the building across the road and is considered appropriate in this
context. In a different context, an alternative design approach would be appropriate.

13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services (Section 5.7 in
the discussion paper)
The suggested changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria are supported.
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Street Interface – suggested policy changes
Some specific detailed wording changes are suggested below:
5.4 Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (all apartment developments)
Objectives:
To integrate the layout of development with the street.
To encourage active street fronts. [new]
Standard:
Developments should provide adequate vehicle, pedestrian, and cycling and vehicle links that
maintain or enhance local accessibility. [amended]
Development should be oriented with primary outlook and entrances to front existing and
proposed streets.
High front fencing should be avoided if practicable. Where these are necessary, above 1.2m
should be visually permeable [amended]
Development next to existing public open space should be laid out to complement the open
space.(DELETE - THIS STANDARD DOES NOT RELATE TO INTEGRATION WITH STREET)
Buildings should provide for residential, commercial, retail or other active uses at street fronts
with direct access from the street. [new]
Car parking and internal waste collection areas of buildings should be located behind
residential, commercial, retail or other active uses along street fronts. [new]
Blank walls should be avoided along street fronts. [new]
Decision guidelines:
Before deciding on an application, the responsible authority must consider:
• Any relevant urban design objective, policy or statement set out in this scheme.
• The design response

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion paper)
It is agreed that construction of mid to high-rise buildings can have a range of impacts and that there
is potential across Melbourne for construction to be better managed.
A key priority of the Moreland Council Plan 2017-2021 is to proactively manage construction
impacts. The Construction Management Project within the Moreland Council Plan is looking at the
best way to manage and minimise the impacts on residential amenity and reduce complaints
relating to construction sites. Moreland’s Construction Management Review Report is attached.
It is considered that the planning permit process is by and large not the most appropriate time to
holistically deal with how buildings will be constructed. Matters commonly considered in
Construction Management Plans include public safety, amenity, site security, protection of public
assets, protection of street trees and trees on adjoining properties, operating hours, noise and
vibration controls, air and dust management, stormwater and sediment control, chemical
contamination, waste and materials re-use and traffic management. These matters go well beyond
the matters considered in the assessment of planning permit applications and the expertise of
Planners and Planning Enforcement personnel.
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Moreland’s Construction Management Review found that at Councils that are at the forefront of
construction management, this is done by personnel with local laws and construction expertise,
most commonly in specialist teams within Council Building Departments.
Further, construction impacts from mid to large scale construction projects can occur not just from
buildings to be used for apartments, but also from office, retail, education, hospital and other
commercial and institutional buildings.
15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts
(Section 6.5 in the discussion paper)
The change suggested is the inclusion of a construction management ‘suggested permit condition’
within the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria. These guidelines guide apartment design, not
apartment construction. As suggested previously within this submission, if DELWP wishes to give
guidance to planning decision makers on writing planning permit conditions, this could be done by
updating the Model Conditions within the state government’s ‘Writing Planning Permits’ guidance
document.
https://www.planning.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0017/102149/Writing_Planning_Permits.p
df
It is hoped that this submission and the illustrative examples given, provides some helpful insights.
Moreland City Council would welcome the opportunity to participate in further engagement as the
Better Apartment Design Standards review progresses.

OTHER COMMENTS
Moreland Council would support changes that raise the bar of apartments quality for smaller
apartments in Residential Growth Zones (in Moreland’s Neighbourhood Activity Centres). Residential
Growth Zones is an area where it is difficult to push to get apartment typology and achieved the
preferred density and appropriate street interface outcomes. The gap of quality requirements
between ResCode (applicable to RGZ) and the stricter BADS, added with the lack of minimum garden
area requirement, led developers to choose townhouses over apartments. We received several
applications of overcrowded townhouses (6-pack or 8-pack 'toast rack') with poor internal amenity
and poor street interface, which could have been avoided by choosing the apartment typology for
the desired density.
As part of Moreland’s Medium Density Review's Moreland Council had issued a letter to Minister for
Planning regarding the ResCode review to ensure consistency between equivalent standards in
ResCode and the Better Apartment Design Standards (TRIM D18/439235) on 2/1/2019 to address
this issue.
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At the April 2016 Council Meeting, Council (DED 24/16) resolved “to note the 2016-2017
budget proposal to undertake a thorough independent study into current performance and
practices including analysis of other Council’s construction management practices and
recommended areas for improvement”. This report presents the findings of this study.

Why a review of management of construction is required
Moreland is facing a large increase in residential dwelling construction between 2011 and
2036 according to forecasting carried out by id consulting. The majority of construction will
be starting between now and 2021.

As the 2011 to 2016 time period has passed a more up-to-date time period of 2016 to 2036
is used. The map shows the forecast for the number, and per cent change, in dwellings for
each of Moreland’s suburbs. Brunswick East is facing an unprecedented change in dwellings
during this time period. Unsurprisingly Brunswick, Coburg, Brunswick West and Coburg
North will also undergo a rapid rise in the number of dwellings as gentrification moves
northward.

3

Figure 1: Forecast change in number and per cent of residential dwellings in Moreland
between 2016 and 2036: per suburb (source: id forecasting website)
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When looking at the south of the municipality in comparison with the north it can be seen
that our southern suburbs are going to experience around two and a half times the growth in
residential dwellings compared with the northern suburbs.

Change in residential dwellings between 2016 and
2036: northern vs. southern suburbs
Numerical change

+16,000
+14,000
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+10,000
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Figure 2: Forecast change in residential dwellings in Moreland between 2016 and 2036:
northern vs. southern suburbs (source: id forecasting website)

An analysis carried out by council’s Strategic Planning Unit demonstrates that the north and
south of our municipality are going to experience dwelling growth in very different ways. The
map of planning permits approved for medium density housing between 2013 and 2015
indicates that the south is going to primarily experience a number of sites where the
construction will be of dense apartment blocks along with some 1 to 2 storey townhouses.
Whereas in the north the vast majority of construction will be of 1 to 2 storey townhouses.
These will consist of smaller infill sites such as a site that formerly contained a single
dwelling being converted into 3 to 7 townhouses of 1 to 2 storeys.
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Figure 3: Dwelling type for MDH planning permits approved in Moreland 2013-2015 (Source:
Moreland Pathways Planning Permit Data; compiled by Moreland Strategic Planning Unit)

Given Moreland’s imminent increase in dwelling construction and that there has been a rise
in the number of developments considered by the Urban Planning Committee that are
subsequently asked to provide a Construction Management Plan (CMP) consideration of
how construction is handled is timely.
Council’s Asset Protection Permit system was introduced in 2008 under Council’s
Environmental and Civic Assets Local Law 2006. This process and the associated
inspections by Asset Protection Officers have already increased Council’s dialogue with
builders during construction. Most significantly, this process ensures Council assets
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damaged by private building works are reinstated at the cost of the builder at the end of the
works. It also ensures that essential drainage infrastructure for the development sites are
built in a manner integrated with Council’s drainage infrastructure. Prior to the Asset
Protection Permit system and local law, these damaged assets and incomplete drainage
works were regularly not being identified, creating long term impacts to the Moreland
Community.
In other Councils, CMPs are required for large, complex and problem sites as a means to
thoroughly consider proposed construction methods prior to commencement (or for problem
sites to review activities after commencement). CMPs are only required for a proportion of
building sites and each Council has their own set of criteria for requiring them, which in turn
must be balanced by resources to assess and inspect them. This report considers how
CMPs are currently required, assessed and inspected, but is also considering the systems in
place for non-CMP sites.
The review included interviewing key internal stakeholders to find out what they currently do
in relation to residential plans and/or construction, benchmarking against other councils and
gathering relevant data.

Interviews with internal stakeholders
The key stakeholders identified who have input into residential planning permits, or are
involved in/impacted by residential construction, were: Statutory Planning and Planning
Enforcement, Building Services, Environmental Health, Open Space Maintenance, Road
Construction and Maintenance, Strategic Transport, and Amenity and Compliance.
Each service was asked what they do in relation to residential planning permits and/or
construction, job design and whether they supported the introduction of CMPs for certain
sites. All of the internal stakeholders were in favour of requiring CMPs for certain building
sites.
One of the main findings of this exercise was that improvements are required to gain a
shared responsibility for assessing CMPs.
One example is noise mitigation on construction sites. Due to current permit conditions, local
laws and EPA guidelines there can be a lack of clarity about how this is assessed in a CMP
and which should enforce at construction sites. Enforcement of noise issues can be dealt
with by both the Environmental Health and Amenity & Compliance branches which are
acting under different legislation and local laws. Environmental Health are under the Public
Health and Wellbeing Act 2008 (PHW Act) and their remit is to ensure that people are not
exposed to enduring noise which would have an impact on long-term health. Local Laws
officers are governed by the Local Government Act 1989 and are responsible for what can
be characterised as intermittent noise such as barking dogs or air conditioning units being
run late into the night. Noise from construction sites can have either a long term impact (in
the case of a larger development) or a short time disturbance.
The fact that the PHW Act only allows for the issuing of Improvement Notices or Prohibition
Notices limits its usefulness as a tool for deterrence compared with Council’s General Local
Law 2007 which allows the issuance of fines. Offenders cannot be fined under the PHW Act
but can be taken to court if they do not comply with the Notice.
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Statutory
Planning and
Planning
Enforcement

Current state/role re CMP
assessment
• Statutory Planning
can make a CMP a
condition of a
planning permit.
They do not currently
do this because
planning is generally
related to the
approval of the
development, not its
construction. At
times, for
complicated
construction sites
VCAT or the Urban
Planning Committee
(UPC) may place a
CMP as a condition
of permit and
sometimes impose
CMP conditions.
•

Expertise to assess their
aspect CMPs
• Not applicable for
either team

Proactive/reactive
•

The Planning
Enforcement team
check adherence to
permit conditions
and that sites are
built to plan. They
are currently carrying
out reactive and
some targeted
proactive planning
enforcement for UPC
and VCAT
determined cases,
within existing
resources.

Their CMP feedback
•

In favour

•

The
developer/builder
knows Council’s
expectations

•

Stronger protection
of council assets

•

A dedicated CMP
officer or unit –
outside of planning is required to
coordinate, assess
and monitor CMPs.

If a CMP is required
the planners send it
out to various parts
of the organisation
for their expert
assessment of the
suggested mitigation
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Current state/role re CMP
assessment
measures. The
collated feedback is
then used to either
approve the CMP or
require changes to
the mitigation
measures in the
CMP.
Building
Services

Environmental
Health

•

•

Nil

Nil. Under the PHW
Act the noise it
covers is long term

Expertise to assess their
aspect CMPs

•

They cannot assess
whether public
protection works
such as gantries are
correctly designed to
withstand impact
from (e.g.) a dropped
slab. Their expertise
lies in going on-site
and checking
whether the public
protection works
have been built to
the plans.

•

Check plans for
hoardings.

•

Their training
undertaken to
become an

Proactive/reactive

•

•

Their CMP feedback

Reactive as this is
the nature of the
work.

•

In favour

•

Lets the
builders/developers
know what is
expected

N/A

•

There is overlap with
Amenity and
Compliance in
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Current state/role re CMP
assessment
issues that could
result in health
issues.

Expertise to assess their
aspect CMPs
Environmental
Health Officer does
cover noise and its
mitigation. Given that
the mechanisms for
noise mitigations are
not currently part of
their role some selfdirected review of
past training would
be needed to allow
assessment of
CMPs.

Proactive/reactive

Their CMP feedback
receiving and
responding to noise
issues. To make
appropriate use of
CMPs, clear roles
need to be defined
for assessment and
inspections.
•

Make sure that
anything we do fits
within any relevant
legislation – e.g.
local laws must
consider the
Environment
Protection Act 1970
and its guidelines. In
this way we can be
sure it is a good legal
tool.

•

We need to end up
with a team who has
dedicated
responsibility for
making CMP
happen.
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Open Space
Maintenance

Road
Construction
and
Maintenance

Current state/role re CMP
assessment
• They are keen to be
involved from the
beginning in
assessing CMPs and
assessing proposed
mitigation measures
as well as requiring
pre-condition reports
so that the land/flora
can be returned to its
original state.
•

Nil

Expertise to assess their
aspect CMPs
• Yes

•

Not involved in the
assessment of
CMPs. Focus would
be on inspections.
Existing teams have
a variety of skillsets.

Proactive/reactive

Their CMP feedback

Currently reactive as
there is no
mechanism to alert
the team to
instances where a
build adjoins open
space.

•

In favour

•

Clarification of who
should be monitoring
permitted occupied
open space and who
should be monitoring
building works
adjoining open
space.

•

Reactive. (Note – a
recent change to a
new structure is
being trialled to try
and shift to proactive
inspections,
19/04/2017)

•

In favour.

•

Building Services
assess the hoarding
design and Road
Construction issues
the permit.

•

Carry out site visit to
make sure hoarding
has been erected.

•
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Current state/role re CMP
assessment

Expertise to assess their
aspect CMPs

Proactive/reactive
•

Inspect council
assets around
building sites to
ensure they are not
damaged.

•

Inspect drainage to
ensure they are built
to the plans
approved by
Engineering
Services.

•

Manage the
construction and
alteration of vehicle
crossings at building
sites.

•

Can be involved in
occupation of open
space permit
(Property Services
manage this when
works are being
carried out by a
service authority or
government body)

Their CMP feedback
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Strategic
Transport

Current state/role re CMP
assessment
• They issue road
closure and opening
permits.
•

•

Strategic Transport
give advice to
Statutory Planning
about the impacts
development will
have on traffic,
potential issues with
parking and waste
(which inputs to
Planning Permit, not
CMP).
Assess how trucks
will access the site
and if the proposed
work zones meet
council criteria and
how a new
development will be
connected to
services such as
water and gas as this
will require opening
the road surface and
disrupting traffic.

Expertise to assess their
aspect CMPs
• Yes.

Proactive/reactive
•

•

Reactive:
Responding to
applications for a
road opening or
closure permit. Also
requests for work
zone parking
restrictions will be
investigated by this
branch.
Assess traffic
impacts of building
applications for
precautions beyond
the building
alignment.

Their CMP feedback
•

In favour.

•

They are in favour of
the need for CMPs
for certain sites as
the builder will tell
Council how they
intend to manage the
build and it will make
applicants think
through potential
issues before they
start the build.

•

There were
statements around
the need for absolute
clarity about
assessment,
inspection and
enforcement roles in
relation to
construction sites.
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Amenity and
Compliance

Current state/role re CMP
assessment
• Nil.

Expertise to assess their
aspect CMPs
• N/A

Proactive/reactive
•

Reactive in response
to complaints

Their CMP feedback
•

There needs to be
clarity around which
area deals with each
site matter (e.g.):

o

Noise.

o

Need to improve
efficiency between
Amenity and
Compliance, Asset
Protection and Open
Space when
responding to reports
of damage to council
nature strips, trees,
mud/concrete/litter
on the road.

o

Need a significant
tree register so trees
on private property
can be protected.
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Which areas have the skills to assess CMPs, issue permits,
inspect/enforce sites
A detailed analysis was undertaken to identify which areas of council would be able to
assess each aspect of a CMP to identify if the suggested approach was adequate. For both
CMP and non-CMP sites, the analysis also identified which areas issued the required
permits, and who can currently inspect and enforce at construction sites. This assessment
did not include ascertaining the ability of each area to absorb the extra workload if either
CMP assessments or additional proactive construction site inspections were to be
introduced.
After listing aspects of residential building sites that council is involved in and can enforce
there were 42 factors 1 to cover when determining which area could assess a submitted
CMP, which area could issue a required permit (at both CMP & non-CMP sites), and which
area currently (or could) inspect and/enforce aspects of residential building site construction
(at both CMP & non-CMP sites).
This exercise highlighted that some areas of council:
• are able to enforce, but do not have the knowledge/skill inspect
•

have the knowledge/skill to inspect, but do not have the authority to enforce

•

have both the knowledge/skill to inspect and the authority to enforce (i.e. the desired
situation)

•

have the expertise to assess a CMP.

This part of the review does not consider the specific Council area’s resources to inspect.
Officer time currently is a factor affecting all departments and limits both proactive and
reactive inspections levels.
The preferred state is where one area can both inspect and enforce at residential building
sites, and one area is able to assess CMPs and/or certain permit types. The consequence
of, for example, having one area that can inspect and one that can enforce means two
officers would have to go to a site. There are also instances where no officers possess the
knowledge to inspect a factor and no officers are able to enforce. There are instances where
there is a double up in areas that handle the various factors involved with residential building
sites.
Currently 18 factors associated with residential building sites are characterised as being in
the ideal state and 24 are characterised as not being in the ideal state.
The Lean 8 wastes methodology was used to identify the impacts on the organisation of
having 24 factors that were not in the ideal state. There were 24 instances of defects and
extra processing. These can be characterised as rework caused by (e.g.) one officer going
to a building site and during the inspection identifying a permit violation but not having the
delegated authority to enforce. The officer then has to return to council and ask a delegated
officer to attend the site with them in order to issue an infringement. This is also an example
of overproduction as more resources are used than are required, and of transportation and
motion as two trips are required. Having areas that have the knowledge and skill to inspect

1 e.g. 604s (both hoardings and gantries), building over easement, noise controls, mud on road, road
closings, vehicle crossings, work zones, skips.
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building site factors, but who are then unable to issue infringements, is a very good example
of non-utilised talent.
Waiting occurs when (e.g.) one area is given a CMP or permit application to assess and they
say it should go to another area. This is due to a lack of organisational clarity around roles
and responsibilities for each factor of residential building sites.

Characteristics of residential building site complaints
The number of planning permits approved for multi-dwelling developments for 2014 to 2016
was reported from Pathway. Most approvals were for sites with 2 to 5 dwellings although
there has been a slight increase in permits approved for 6 to 10 dwellings.

Number of planning permit approvals for multidwelling developments
500
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300
200
100
0

2-5
6-10
11-20
21-50
51-100 101-200
200+
dwellings dwellings dwellings dwellings dwellings dwellings dwellings
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Figure 4: Number of planning permit approvals for multi-dwelling developments for 2014 to
2016 (Source: Pathway)

This data was then interrogated through Pathway to cross tabulate multi-dwelling site
addresses that had a planning permit approved in 2014, 2015 or 2016 where the property
was also associated with a CRS complaint about a building site related issue (e.g. mud &
debris – building works, noise – plant & equipment, obstruction footpath - building works).
Please note that this data does not include multi-dwelling construction sites that received no
CRS complaints about building site related issues.
Figure 5 shows that there has been a rise in CRS complaints associated with residential
building sites. It should also be noted that the largest percent change in complaints was in
Pascoe Vale South, followed by Brunswick West and Brunswick. With the predicted growth
in Brunswick East we can expect a sharp increase in building site related complaints in
future years.
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Figure 5: CRS complaints associated with residential building sites by suburb for the calendar
years of 2014 and 2016 (Source: Pathway)

Further analysis of building site related complaints was undertaken. Unsurprisingly, given
that the greatest number of sites in the municipality comprised 2-5 dwellings it appears that
most complaints concern sites of this size (Figure 6).
However, to obtain a true reflection of projects that attract the most complaints, a percentage
rather than whole number is a more accurate measure. This is seen when the data is
analysed in terms of the average number of complaints per dwelling site type (Figure 7). As
shown in Figure 6 the largest number of building site related complaints are associated with
sites of 2-5 dwellings. However, when this metric is the average number per site it shows
that these sites receive a low number of complaints, averaging at 2 complaints per site. A
visual scan of the data revealed that the majority of sites with 2-5 dwellings receive 1
building site related complaint. The average of 2 per site is due to a few sites receiving many
complaints which affects the overall result.
As can be seen in Figure 7 as the number of dwellings on a site increases the average
number of complaints increases. Generally speaking, sites of 51 or more dwellings are
impacting on public amenity and this result in a large number of complaints to council.
It is worth noting that sites with a larger number of dwellings may take longer to complete
than those with a smaller number of dwellings and this could have an impact upon the
number of complaints associated with sites over time.
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Figure 6: Total number of building site related CRS complaints 2014 to 2016 (Source: Pathway)

Figure 7: Average number of building site related CRS complaints 2014 to 2016 (Source:
Pathway)

An analysis of the most common complaints associated with the residential building sites
was undertaken in order to understand the knowledge and skill set that officers require to
address these complaints. This applies both to officers who would assess an incoming CMP
and those who would inspect and enforce the sites as the build was taking place (for both
CMP and non-CMP sites).
Based on the 15 most common complaints, officers assessing CMPs would need to
understand how effective suggested noise mitigation measures would be, question the
impact of site workers on nearby parking, consider measures suggested to prevent mud and
debris, and assess whether site storage is adequate to prevent footpath obstruction etc.
Officers who inspect sites would need to be able to identify if the builder was adhering to all
of the measures aimed at minimising the effect of the build on public amenity, public safety
and council assets. These measures would be either outlined in a CMP or required by a
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Local Law or Act of parliament. For example, they would need to be able to determine if the
noise mitigation measures either stated in a CMP, required by a Local Law or the
Environment Protection Act 1970 (including guidelines for determining unreasonable noise)
were those being used on-site.
They should also be able to measure noise levels to ensure that the mitigation measures
were effectively reducing the impact on public amenity.

Figure 8: Top 15 building site related complaint types 2014-2016 (Source: Pathway)

Benchmarking against other councils
Benchmarking visits were undertaken with Yarra City Council, Port Phillip City Council,
Melbourne City Council, Kingston City Council, City of Whitehorse and Moonee Valley City
Council. These councils were chosen as they are known to have a process for the
requirement of CMPs at certain sites and be good at ensuring residential construction sites
are acceptably managed, or were similar to Moreland, or were suggested during the
benchmarking interviews.
The information gathered included their journey to requiring CMPs at certain sites, the
structure, job design, CMP specific information, the effect of having a CMP inclusive
construction management regime and their definition of success. This report will be limited to
the models that were encountered and their benefits and limitations.
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One thing all of the councils had in common is that officers had a caseload of 30 to 40 CMP
sites at any one time (with the exception of Kingston which is at the early stages of the
residential building boom and Whitehorse who do not have a co-ordinated approach). The
other was that CMPs were not required for all residential building sites in their municipality.
All benchmarked councils had a list of criteria that acted as a trigger for requiring a CMP.
Yarra City Council
Their Construction Management Branch is comprised of:
• Municipal Building Surveyor – building permits, building compliance, essential safety
measures
• Construction Management Support Unit – issue the permits, building administration
support, infringement management
• Construction Enforcement Unit – CMP enforcement officers
• Construction and Development Unit – reinstatement officers and construction
engineers.
At Yarra Council CMP officers generally have a background in occupations which involve
customer service and conflict resolution (e.g. hospitality, insurance assessors) and are then
upskilled on the job. Cases are assigned based on areas which enables officers to patrol
within set localities. Officers carry out a pre-inspection, inspections during the build and postinspections. The number of inspections undertaken depends on the characteristics of the
site. CMP officers monitor and issue fines for all site matters – asset protection, noise, dust,
spoil, hours of operation, road openings/closings, parking, checking that the site is being
built as per the plans and the landscape is as per the permit. They also deal with non-CMP
sites but just check on asset reinstatement, give the road occupation consent, check noise
and dust issues, and monitor start/finish times. They do not check that the structure is built to
the plans.
Site visits by CMP officers are proactive and occur regularly. Yarra take an ‘enforcement is
education’ approach. When a CMP officer sees a violation they approach the building site
manager, explain the issue and let the manager know that an infringement will be
forthcoming. Their zero tolerance policy tends to result in a number of infringements being
issued at the beginning of the build which halts once the builders realise they are highly
likely to be caught and fined for non-compliance.
Melbourne City Council
Melbourne Council handles residential building sites and CMPs through their Construction
Management Group. While the branch has a Municipal Building Surveyor, a Deputy
Municipal Building Surveyor and building surveyors they mainly deal with POPEs (places of
public entertainment) and illegal buildings. Melbourne Council does have a planning
enforcement arm. These officers make sure that the build is as per the plan. If they see a
breach of the local law on a building site they contact the Construction Management Group.
The Construction Management Group consists of 2 seniors and 5 support staff, all of whom
are authorised officers. The support staff issue the permits and administer the bond
deposits. While the two seniors manage the large building sites they are encouraging the
support staff to go out and carry out inspections of the simpler aspects such as ensuring the
builder has a skip permit and that the work zone is not being used out of hours.
One of the seniors triages the work as it comes in and issues the 604s (public protection
works e.g. gantries). Major sites are allocated to the seniors based on workload rather than
looking after specific areas. The seniors rotate after hours call outs (week on, week off). The
team act as the central point of reference when they receive a CMP. They go out to the
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experts in council to review their aspect of the CMP (e.g. arborist if a tree may be affected).
They collate the information and either approve the CMP or ask for alterations based on the
feedback from the experts.
All team members are recruited for their people skills and as the bandings increase there is
an expectation that the candidate has some local laws or construction experience.
They try and carry out regular, proactive site visits but are frequently unable to do so due to
competing work commitments. The group take an educational approach to their sites,
preferring to identify issues and point them out to the building site manager. Unless the
breach is endangering public safety the building site manager is given time to rectify the
issue. At Melbourne City building site management is based on having a good relationship
between the builders and council’s officers.
Port Phillip City Council, Kingston City Council, Moonee Valley City Council
At the councils of Port Phillip, Kingston and Moonee Valley they have one CMP officer. Each
council has chosen a different job title:
• Construction Liaison Officer
• Major Projects Permitting Officer
• Planning Intervention and Enforcement Officer.
For the sake of simplicity they will be referred to as CMP Coordinators. In each case the
addition of a CMP Coordinator is fairly recent and they are still refining their approach and
the materials available to developers and builders.
All three CMP Coordinators act as the central point of contact for CMPs and send them out
into the organisation for assessment. This information is collated by the Coordinator and
sent back to the builder/developer.
Site management is based on having a good relationship between the builders and council’s
Coordinator. Each Coordinator preferred to educate rather than enforce. Two of the
Coordinators were unable to enforce as they are not authorised officers. If they do see
something that is of concern they contact the local laws officers to inspect the site and issue
an infringement. One Coordinator was an authorised officer. In all cases the Coordinators
were reporting/enforcing public safety violations. They chose to point out other site issues
and give the builder a timeframe in which to rectify the matter.
At the time of the interview Kingston and Moonee Valley councils were thinking about
moving to having a CMP team headed by a Coordinator. As this was at its very early stages
there were no further details.
Whitehorse City Council
The visit to Whitehorse Council did not inform this review as they are handling CMPs sites in
much the same manner as we do here at Moreland.
Summary of benchmarking models
It was found there were three models for dealing with CMP assessment and handling sites
with a CMP:
1. A branch which deals with most aspects related to residential building sites: assess
CMPs, issue permits, asset protection, CMP site officers, infringement issuing and
follow up. This allowed for most CMP related issues to be dealt with by the one area.
They were able to proactively inspect sites with CMPs to ensure compliance.
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2. A team with CMP senior officers and a small team who mostly handle the
administration matters (e.g. issue fines, issue permits, follow up fines etc.). CMPs
were assessed by the areas in council who were subject matter experts. It was found
that proactive inspections were carried out on an ad hoc basis as the seniors often
had to prioritise other work matters.
3. A single CMP Coordinator who sent CMPs out for assessment by the areas in
council who were subject matter experts. They acted as a liaison between builders
and council. Their ability to proactively visit sites with CMPs was limited and they
relied on their relationship with builders to get them to rectify non-compliant site
matters.
Benchmarking revealed that proactive enforcement of CMP sites was the most successful
way in which to identify non-compliance with CMP conditions. This resulted in issues being
dealt with and a concomitant reduction in complaints.

Information available to owners/builders
Work was undertaken to find out how easy it was for builders/developers to know what
permits were required for residential building sites and to know what Council’s expectations
are in terms of mitigating effects of the build on public amenity, public safety and council
assets.
Information about building in Moreland was categorised as proactive and reactive. Any
information that was available to a builder/developer to acquaint themselves with our
expectations before sending in their building permit was deemed to be proactive as they
could search this information out for themselves at any time in the planning process (or even
before the process started). Any information that was received after sending in their building
permit was deemed to be reactive as it was only when they received information from
council that our expectations were made clear.
Council’s website is the main source of proactive information gathering. Contacting council is
the other method but we are unable to source data to find out how often this happens. An
assessment of the website showed that there is step-by-step information about the process
when wanting to apply for a planning permit. However, there is no such information once the
build begins. Additionally, the permits that may be needed are all on separate web pages
and people cannot get a single overview about what may be required.
When a building permit is submitted to council a letter is sent to the submitter outlining the
requirement for an asset protection permit. It is at this point that the owner/builder is
informed of some of the additional permits that may be required and told that there are Local
Laws which must be obeyed. If a vehicle crossing permit or a hoarding permit are required
once again the owner/builder is given additional information that was not easily available to
them prior to receiving communication from council. This places the owner/builder in the
position of reacting to information which they had not previously known, nor could it be easily
accessed via our website.
Are Builders Obtaining the Required Permits?
Permit types routinely required at multi dwelling construction sites include Asset Protection
Permits, Hoarding/Street Occupation Permits, Road Opening Permits, Temporary Road
Closure Permits, Skip Permits, Drainage Connection Permit, Legal Point of Discharge, and
Vehicle Crossing Permits. Many of these permit types are consistently applied for as there
are unavoidable planning and building controls that provide a suitable trigger. In the case of
achieving a final subdivision approval, it is possible to ensure that many key permit types
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have been taken out for the type of work that has occurred. However, it should be noted that
Road Opening Permits and Temporary Road Closure permits are the most likely to be
avoided or misused by builders. For any new development, up to seven Road Opening
Permits could be required (Gas, Water, Sewer, Telecommunications, Power, Stormwater
and reinstatement of damaged assets), but will not be required at every site. Temporary
Road Closure Permits are required where works are occurring in the road reserve (where
there is no excavation of the road, footpath or nature strip). Typical examples of works
requiring Temporary Road Closure Permits include concrete pours from the road, mobile
cranes, operating scissor lifts and cherry pickers for façade works. They can also be used for
exemption from parking restrictions for planned works. Since these permits are not always
required, workers operating without a permit are only detected by proactive inspections or in
response to a complaint.
Open Space permits and Council Property licence agreements are rare for construction sites
and are assessed on a case by case basis. Without a clear and predictable process, it is
likely that open space areas alongside construction sites will be impacted without a permit or
licence in place.
Voice of the developer
Unable to pre-empt all construction methods of builders who are competing to deliver the
project. This level of detail should be available by the time a building permit is applied for.
Voice of the builder
Builders regularly complain that is difficult to determine what permits are required and when
they must be applied for. Builders would benefit most from being advised of all required
permits and processes at the start of the job, or better yet, be able to know before they quote
the jobs. There is frustration with multiple permits relating to the same thing, such as
drainage connection permits, legal point of discharge and a road opening permit for a
stormwater connection. At present, the builder finds out about required permits from the
Asset Protection Officer attending the site. There is also frustration where approvals from
VicRoads are required, but the process is managed by Council, as is the case with Vehicle
Crossing Permits.
Asset damage and cost to Council due to errors in processes or missing steps
Whilst it is common for footpath and nature strip damage to occur during building
construction activity, the Asset Protection Bond and final inspections required by Asset
Protection Officers is an effective means to ensure all assets damaged by construction
activity are reinstated at completion of building works. A more complicated issue is the utility
service connections required to new developments, which include power,
telecommunications, water and gas. All of these can require trenching across the road,
footpath and nature strip. Furthermore utility companies have a number of exemptions under
the Road Management Act 2004 and their respective acts. This limits Council’s ability to
coordinate their activities with Council inspections and works at nearby construction sites.
This also wastes officer time when determining the group responsible for poor
reinstatements and can cause confusion about who is ultimately responsible for hazards
near reinstatements. Furthermore, members of the public are likely to associate utility works
crews with the builders and request enforcement from Council which is not always possible
with utility exemptions.
Do current local laws and civic laws cover all issues?
Council’s General Local Law 2007 and Environmental and Civic Assets Local Law 2014
neither include any reference to construction management plans, nor do they include
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reference to activities for which a Temporary Road Closure Permit would be required (ie
crane, concrete pour, cherry picker being used on the road/footpath). It is recommended that
Council’s Local Laws be revised to include reference to both these items, to streamline the
efficiency of future enforcement activity and to be more transparent in what is expected of
builders working in Moreland.
There is opportunity to utilise powers under the Road Management Act 2004 for
enforcement of works occurring in the road reserve without consent of the Coordinating
Road Authority.
There is also opportunity to utilise powers under the Environment Protection Act 1970 for
addressing unreasonable noise at construction sites. There is also scope within existing
General Local Law 2007. Benchmarked Council’s utilised sound sampling equipment to
support their enforcement activity. Council’s Authorised Officers could benefit from acquiring
this equipment and being trained in its use.

Summary
With the large amount of residential building growth about to be experienced a review of how
such construction is handled in Moreland was timely. This growth is going to occur differently
in the North of the municipality compared with the South. The North will grow due to a large
amount of infill development consisting of 3 to 7 townhouses of 1 to 2 storeys whereas the
growth in the South will mostly consist of large apartment blocks.
Interviews with internal stakeholders revealed that improved systems for requiring or
assessing CMPs is required, and that current resource levels do not allow the capacity to
proactively monitor sites which have CMPs. An assessment of which areas have the
knowledge/skill to inspect sites and identify violations and those that have the authority to
enforce revealed some mismatches. Some areas were able to enforce, but did not have the
knowledge/skill inspect while others had the knowledge/skill to inspect, but did not have the
authority to enforce.
Work was also undertaken to find out how simple it was for builders/developers to know
what permits were required for residential building sites and to know what council’s
expectations are in terms of mitigating effects of the build on public amenity, public safety
and council assets. This review revealed that council does not have a one-stop-shop that
builders/developers can use to proactively understand council’s expectations, nor
understand what permits are required at each stage of development.
Benchmarking with other councils took place and it was found there were three models for
dealing with CMP assessment and handling sites with a CMP:
1. A branch which deals with most aspects related to residential building sites: assess
CMPs, issue permits, asset protection, CMP site officers, infringement issuing and
follow up. This allowed for most CMP related issues to be dealt with by the one area.
They were able to proactively inspect sites with CMPs to ensure compliance.
2. A team with CMP senior officers and a small team who mostly handle the
administration matters (e.g. issue fines, issue permits, follow up fines etc.). CMPs
were assessed by the areas in council who were subject matter experts. It was found
that proactive inspections were carried out on an ad hoc basis as the seniors often
had to prioritise other work matters.
3. A single CMP Coordinator who sent CMPs out for assessment by the areas in
council who were subject matter experts. They acted as a liaison between builders
and council. Their ability to proactively visit sites with CMPs was limited and they
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relied on their relationship with builders to get them to rectify non-compliant site
matters.
One thing all of the councils had in common was that officers had a caseload of 30 to 40
CMP sites at any one time (with the exception of Kingston which is at the early stages of the
residential building boom and Whitehorse who, in common with Moreland, do not yet have a
co-ordinated approach). The other was that CMPs were not required for all residential
building sites in their municipality. All benchmarked councils had a list of criteria that acted
as a trigger for requiring a CMP.
In order for council to ensure that the influx of residential development has minimum impact
on assets and resident amenity it will be necessary to make CMPs a requirement for sites
that reach certain triggers. These triggers will need to be carefully defined as it was found
during benchmarking that officers dedicated to CMP sites are able to proactively inspect 3040 sites.
A coordinated approach to CMP assessment will need to be developed and agreed upon by
the respective areas of expertise throughout council. Benchmarking revealed that proactive
enforcement of CMP sites was the most successful way in which to identify non-compliance
with CMP conditions. This resulted in issues being dealt with and a concomitant reduction in
complaints.
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26 September 2019
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
Po Box 500
EAST MELBOURNE VIC 3002
Dear Sir/Madam,
Re:

Submission to Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper 2019|Hansen Partnership

This submission is made by Hansen Partnership Pty Ltd, an award winning planning and design practice that has been
working across the public and private sector since 1997. We are a balanced voice within our profession, a collaborator
with the architectural sector, and an advisor to a range of State and local government organisations.
We have worked on a wide range of metropolitan projects, including many notable examples of exemplar medium and
higher density housing developments. This experience allowed our practice to make an informed submission to the
previous 2016 consultation on the Victorian Government’s Better Apartments Draft Design Standards (BADS).
We are pleased to provide the following submission to the consultation on the Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
Discussion Paper 2019.
Overview
Generally, we feel that the proposed changes to the BADS are a move in the right direction towards improving built
form outcomes and liveability. We are concerned, however, that prescriptive requirements of standards can
sometimes stifle innovation.
In considering changes to the BADS standards, it is critical that the Victorian State Government carefully considers the
implications of prescriptive standards and ensures that this approach does not place overly onerous requirements on
applicants or have adverse cost implications on project feasibility.
In order to encourage better design outcomes, we suggest an alternative would be to develop a performance-based
format. This could adopt the approach used by the 2004 Guidelines for Higher Density Residential Development or
complement the framework used by the NSW 2015 Apartment Design Guide, where flexibility can encourage
innovation and design leadership.
Our more detailed comments in relation to the five policy review areas is provided below.
Green Space
We believe that the proposed changes are a positive move towards achieving more sustainable and better integrated
apartment developments within existing neighbourhoods.
Appearance of the building
We consider the proposed appearance standards to be rather ambiguous in their current form. There are varying
perceptions of ‘good design’ principles in the urban planning and architectural realm and, as such, it would be helpful if
the building appearance-based standards could be applied in a flexible manner, striving for innovation and potential
incentives for good design.
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There is also ambiguity surrounding the durability of natural materials. For example, whilst timber stains over time, this
is a natural process and we question whether the standards would account for this. We suggest the standards need
to consider the sustainability benefits of utilising natural materials, and recognise the varying perceptions of durability
when it comes to natural v man-made materials.
It would be beneficial to incorporate project examples, illustrations and images of well-designed apartment buildings
which have been vetted by industry organisations such as the Australian Institute of Architects or an assessment
panel such as the Office of the Victorian Government Architect (OVGA). These could illustrate aspirations, and provide
practical examples of industry leadership and project benchmarks for high quality apartment development.
We acknowledge there is a clear failure of the existing planning approval and building regulations processes to
regulate longevity, and something needs to be done to improve this situation. Planning is only part of the equation and
building regulations also need to be held accountable for quality control in developments.
Wind impacts
While it is important that wind impacts are considered in the building design, our thoughts are that wind analysis
should generally be applied at a strategic level - large buildings or groups of buildings are more likely to exacerbate
wind impacts than individual smaller-scale developments. This is very much dependent on context, however, as midrise buildings could create wind impacts, resulting in changes to micro-climate.
The above said, the implications of requiring wind analysis reporting for smaller developments could have significant,
and unnecessary cost implications on project feasibility, noting that wind tunnel analysis reporting is very expensive.
As such, we would expect the requirement for a wind tunnel analysis to be reflective of the scale and cost of
development.
We question whether the threshold of five or more storeys for the application of this standard could lead to a false
assumption that every building over five or more storeys could result in adverse wind impacts. Surrounding built form
will also have a significant influence on cumulative wind impacts.
In light of the above, the new standard will need to be crystal clear in determining when a desktop wind study or a
more thorough wind tunnel analysis is required. Changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria should also
consider the cumulative impact of large buildings or groups of buildings, particularly within the Central City areas, in
stating the circumstances when a desktop wind analysis of wind tunnel analysis is required.
Street interface
The revised standards are welcomed and we expect will facilitate higher quality public realm outcomes, if applied
appropriately.
Construction impacts
We acknowledge that there is not always sufficient consideration of construction impacts during the planning approval
phase of development but note that construction impacts are already regularly dealt with via permit conditions
requiring a Construction Management Plan.
That said, requiring additional reporting such as the production of a draft Construction Management Plan at an earlier
stage in the approval process could be beneficial for all parties. For example, draft Construction Management Plans
could be distributed to neighbours and objectors to provide additional information which may assist with alleviating
their concerns with the impacts of developments on the neighbourhood.

Hansen Partnership Pty Ltd
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Conclusion
In conclusion, we appreciate the work being undertaken by the Victorian Government and feel that the proposed
changes are a positive step toward improving built form outcomes and liveability for apartment developments.
We would welcome the opportunity to elaborate on this submission should this be of assistance. The undersigned can
be contacted on 9664 9809 or diles@hansenpartnership.com.au.
Yours faithfully,
Hansen Partnership Pty Ltd

Damian Iles| Director

Hansen Partnership Pty Ltd
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Who are we?
1.1

This submission has been prepared by Andrea Towson, Special Counsel on behalf of the
Property and Development Practice of Arnold Bloch Leibler (ABL), in response to the Better
Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper (Discussion Paper) released by the
Department of Environment Land and Water (DELWP) on 1 August 2019.

1.2

ABL’s Property and Development Practice is a ‘one-stop-shop’, covering all aspects of
property development – from site due diligence, obtaining a planning permit, through to
project finance and construction.

1.3

ABL has first-hand experience of how planning regulations impact the entire life cycle of a
residential apartment project and is therefore uniquely positioned to make submissions on
the proposed changes to the Better Apartments Design Standards (BADS).

1.4

In this submission we do not propose to comment on the merits of the various performance
standards of the updated BADS. There are other design and planning experts, much better
qualified to comment on this. Instead, consistent with our legal expertise, our submission
will outline the supporting legal framework required to enable the development sector
(working collaboratively with Government) to deliver better apartments in a certain, timely
and cost-effective manner; for the ultimate benefit of the end consumer and their
neighbourhood.

Background to the Discussion Paper
2.1

In 2017, the Victorian Government first introduced the BADS, in order to improve the
internal amenity of new apartments. The BADS covered a range of controls including
building setbacks, room sizes, natural ventilation and private open space.

2.2

A key driver of the development of the original BADS was the Government’s desire to crack
down on ‘dog box’1 apartment product and encourage the delivery of a broader mix of
apartment types.

2.3

In August 2019, DELWP announced the release of the Discussion Paper, which proposes
changes to the BADS, focused on improving external building and streetscape amenity
(Updated BADS).

2.4

The Updated BADS propose five key changes for new apartment developments, namely:
(a)

Green space in common areas of buildings, which preferably include trees to
provide shade and landscaping that softens the street.

(b)

High quality building facades made from robust, durable and attractive materials
that complement surrounding buildings and provide visual interest.

(c)

Protection from wind impacts on surrounding streets and open space, so the
spaces are comfortable to use and likely to be used more often.

(d)

Attractive, engaging streets that enhance the amenity, safety and walkability of
the neighbourhood.

(e)

Better managed construction impacts on existing neighbourhoods.

For details see “Victorian Government to crack down on Melbourne’s ‘dog box’ apartments”, published on 14
August 2016, 1:37pm on http://www.abc.net.au/news/2016-08-14/melbourne-dog-box-apartments-targeted-innew-design-guidelines/7732678
1
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2.5

Collectively, it is the aim of these changes to create greener, more robust apartment
buildings that make a positive contribution to their neighbourhood and provide a legacy of
quality housing stock for future generations.

Will the Updated
neighbourhoods?

BADS

deliver

better

apartments

in

3.1

The Updated BADS will not, in and of themselves, result in better apartments in
neighbourhoods.

3.2

The Updated BADS (once finalised) need to be accompanied by radical reform of the
overall planning framework; which:
(a)

specifically rewards developers for the early adoption of, and voluntary compliance
with, the Updated BADS;

(b)

fast-tracks the planning permit approval process for better apartments, to enable
the State Government to be able deliver more better apartments to market sooner,
consistent with its policy aspirations as set out in the Discussion Paper; and

(c)

depoliticises the planning permit process at a local government level, through the
establishment of an independent, multi-disciplinary design review panel, which will
deliver an increased level of expertise and understanding as to assessing whether
a proposed apartment building design, complies with the Updated BADS.

What is preventing
neighbourhoods?

the

delivery

of

better

apartments

in

4.1

In our experience, the majority of developers want to deliver quality apartments. It is what
the market demands and what sells. However, the difficulty many developers experience
in delivering quality apartments is uncertainty during the planning permit application
process.

4.2

The feedback we receive from many developers is that innovative apartment building types
are often refused at the Council level (where the approval process is often highly political)
and the matter is then referred to VCAT for determination. Refusal at the Council level tends
to occur even if the apartment design:
(a)

has been peer reviewed and endorsed as reflecting best practice as part of the
planning permit application process; and

(b)

has the support of Council Officers and DELWP Officers (in respect of major
projects).

4.3

The VCAT appeal process (even if a matter is eligible for inclusion on the fast-tracked major
cases list) is both time consuming and costly.

4.4

These litigation costs in turn increase the overall project cost2 and are reflected in the end
price of the development and are preventing the timely delivery of better apartments in
neighbourhoods.

4.5

There is presently a disconnect between state and local planning policy about where more
dense housing types can and should be supported. To put it simply, the state planning
policy aspires to have increased density in in-fill areas within established suburbs, which
already have access to services and public transport. This will enable housing stock to be
delivered to those areas where it is needed most, in order to accommodate projected future

2

including additional development holding costs as a consequence of time delays.
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population growth across Greater Melbourne. In contrast, many Councils have adopted
directly contrary local housing policies, focussed entirely on neighbourhood preservation.
4.6

As a result of this policy disconnect it is taking developers a long time to bring apartment
product to market – irrespective of the scale or quality of the apartment types being
delivered.

4.7

We have received feedback numerous developers that on average:
(a)

it is taking well over 12 months (in best case scenario) for planning permits to be
issued. These timeframes appear to apply even if a development comprises of 3
townhouses, 20 ‘world best ESD’ apartments or 100 conventional apartments;

(b)

it takes at least 4 years to complete a development, from the date a planning permit
application is first lodged. This does not factor in the additional time associated with
actually transacting to purchase the development site.

4.8

The apartments to be delivered in emerging and outer neighbourhoods are likely to be in
the smaller scale, by smaller, boutique or ‘mum and dad’ developers. The reality is, this
end of the market cannot afford to sit on capital and bear development holding costs of 4
(or more) years.

4.9

Given that under the current planning system land prices are largely fixed, the planning
permit and VACT appeal costs and timelines are fixed for all projects (irrespective of scale),
the only variable is building quality. In this context, we are highly unlikely to see the delivery
of better apartments – particularly in emerging and outer neighbourhoods.

How can planning certainty be improved and red tape reduced to
deliver better apartments in neighbourhoods?
5.1

In our view, developers would more willingly adopt the performance standards set out in
the Updated BADS if this resulted in increased certainty as part of the planning process.

5.2

We would go so far as to say, in order to encourage early adoption and voluntary
compliance with the Updated BADS, compliance by developers should be expressly
recognised and rewarded, and the legal framework amended to reflect this.

5.3

There has now been two extensive public consultation processes, which have resulted in
the development and further refinement of the Updated BADS to address community
concerns regarding apartment developments.

5.4

The Updated BADS (once finalised) will be an exhaustive set of best practice standards
relating to apartment building design – both from an internal and external amenity
perspective.

5.5

In light of this, appropriate provisions should be drafted into the Victorian Planning
Provisions, which exempt BADS complaint applications from third party notice and review
provided that:
(a)

each and every performance standard set out in the Updated BADS has been
complied with; or

(b)

if a particular performance standard cannot be met:
(i)

the objective of the relevant Updated BADS standard continues to be met;
and

(ii)

an independent multi-disciplinary, design review panel has endorsed the
apartment building design.
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5.6

If an apartment proposal fails to comply with the Updated BADS, it would be the case that
this application would have to be publicly notified and subject to third party appeal rights
under the Planning and Environment Act.

5.7

A switch to code assessable development in the residential apartment space in Victoria –
with an appropriate check and balance built into the application process, in the form of an
independent design review panel – would result in a performance-based approach to
planning, which incentivises best practice outcomes. A performance-based approach will
encourage the market to deliver the apartment stock which is aspired for by Government
under the Discussion Paper.

5.8

This performance-based approach to planning permit applications is consistent with the:
(a)

code assessable development applications under the Brisbane City Plan3, which
are exempt from public notification; and

(b)

approach which applies to variations of Building Regulations in Victoria, in the
context of residential houses (including alterations and extensions), where a
Building Surveyor may determine that proposed building works are compliant where
it considers a performance solution meets a performance requirements of the
Building Code of Australia4.

5.9

A switch to code-assessable development will also remove the ‘NIMBY’ mentality from the
planning decision making process at the local Council level, in circumstances where an
apartment is BADS compliant and can therefore be exempted from third party notice and
review.

5.10

Fast-tracking the planning permit application process for BADS compliant apartment
buildings will deliver better apartments in neighbourhoods – as a more certain planning
framework, will incentivise developers to deliver better apartments, as they can bring this
better apartment product to market more quickly.

5.11

Integral to the successful implementation of code assessable applications, is the formal
establishment of an independent, multi-disciplinary, Victorian design review panel. This
panel must have the legal power to give a Council specific independent design advice,
which must hold legal weight (such as the inclusion of the panel’s recommendations in the
council officer’s report).

5.12

If the design review formal panel form the view that a design is acceptable as it meets the
objectives of the Updated BADS, this decision must be upheld at the Council level.

5.13

This is similar to the position which already exists in New South Wales (NSW). In NSW:
(a)

The NSW State Environment Planning Policy No. 65 (SEPP 65) allows a Council
to appoint a design review panel during the development assessment process. The
design review panel can advise on whether an apartment development meets the
design principles and, if not, make recommendations on ways to comply.

(b)

The general function of the NSW design review panel is essentially advisory and is
to:5
(i)

provide independent expert design advice on applications and policy for
apartment buildings; and

(ii)

assist in improving the design quality of apartment development in NSW.

The Brisbane City Plan defines code assessable development as - A Code assessable development application
is expected development. It does not require public notification.
4 Building Regulations 2018 (Vic) reg 38.
5 NSW Apartment Design Guide, Part 5 Design Review Panels
3
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(c)

5.14

5.15

The advice and recommendations of the NSW design review panel hold legal
weight and can be relied on by Council when determining a development
application under SEPP 65.

This multidisciplinary design review panel should comprise of the following appropriately
qualified professionals:
(a)

architect;

(b)

urban designer;

(c)

ESD consultant;

(d)

planning lawyer; and

(e)

builder6.

The implementation of an independent design review panel in Victoria will deliver an
increased level of expertise and understanding as to assessing alternative design solutions
to comply with the Updated BADS (once finalised and implemented). This specialist
expertise will:
(a)

provide Council and the local community with expert advice that an apartment
design meets the overall objectives of the Updated BADS; and

(b)

help deliver better apartments in neighbourhoods.

Conclusion
6.1

To summarise, in isolation the Updated BADS will fail to deliver better apartments in
neighbourhoods.

6.2

In order to achieve the policy aspirations set out in the Discussion Paper and deliver better
apartments to neighbourhoods in a timely fashion, there must be a corresponding, radical
change to the planning framework, shifting it to an entirely performance based approach,
with real incentives (in the form of planning certainty and time savings) for developers who
adopt and deliver the objectives of the Updated BADS.

6.3

ABL would welcome the opportunity to discuss our submission face-to-face with the
relevant DELWP advisors.

Andrea Towson
Special Counsel
Property & Development
Arnold Bloch Leibler
+61 3 9229 9970
atowson@abl.com.au
Click here to view profile

September 2019

To confirm the ‘buildability’ of a proposed design, as this may be the reason a particular BADS standard cannot
be strictly met.
6
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City of Monash

Officer Submission to Building Better Apartments in
Neighbourhoods Review 2019

Introduction
This submission represents the view of officers from the City of Monash and provides
feedback following the review of the discussion paper for external amenity standards for
apartment developments (2019).

General Comments
It is understood that it is proposed to introduce potential changes to the Better Apartments
Design Standards and the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria.
It is understood that the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria will introduce additional
tools such as suggested Permit conditions and further information requirements to assist
Planning Officers to make informed decisions which is commended.
It is not clear from the discussion paper how these revised standards and guidelines will be
implemented, and whether or not transitional provisions will be drafted into the controls. It
is our position that current applications should have transitional provisions as applications
already submitted have likely undergone rigorous assessment. It is recommended however
that any new application submitted after the introduction of the revised standards should
be subject to the new provisions, to avoid a rush of sub-standard applications being lodged
to avoid assessment against the revised policies.

Green Space
Proposed Changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4)
The City of Monash is experiencing a high rate of vegetation removal from development
sites. The Vegetation Protection Overlay is currently limited in area, and Council struggles
to require the retention of vegetation with the current Standard D10 requirements. The
proposed standard seeks to encourage development which retains existing canopy trees on
a site. A canopy Tree is not defined in the Planning Scheme, and therefore officers utilise
the requirements of the Vegetation Protection Overlay which defines a ‘canopy tree’.
However this is not substantially justified. It is suggested that further description /
clarification of a ‘canopy tree’ is introduced into this standard (possibly referencing the tree
provisions within column 2 of Table D2).
It is celebrated that the revised guidelines provide standards regarding the provision of
planters (in place of deep soil planting) given limited guidance currently in place surrounding
soil requirements for planters to remain viable. It is queried however, if 0.8 metre minimum
depth within a planter is sufficient for the planting of a small tree with a height of 6-8
metres?
The landscaping Objectives and Standards apply to all types of apartment developments
which are five or more storeys within a Mixed Use Zone, or any apartment development
within a Commercial Zone, Special Use Zone or Activity Centre Zone. These zones are
1
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typified by buildings constructed boundary to boundary with activated frontages at the
ground floor. Therefore limited (if any) provision for canopy tree planting is available within
such developments. The proposed objectives and standards should provide guidance in
relation to these sites, whether it be that landscaping should be incorporated into the
design of the buildings (such as within balconies, within entry spaces or on rooftops), or
whether canopy tree planting within developments in these zones (i.e. Table D2) is exempt.
It is worth noting that land smaller than 750 square metres is currently exempt from the
deep soil planting provision under the current provision in Standard D10 of Clause 58. This
exemption has been working well as most of the properties within the Commercial 1 Zone
have land sizes smaller than 750 square metres, as they are the ones that would be difficult
to provide room for canopy tree planting given the usual boundary-to-boundary
developments consistent with the existing street setting. This exemption should be retained
unless the proposed canopy tree planting provision is exempt for development within
commercial zones.
Using provisions outlined in Table D2, the following trees would be required to be planted,
meeting the minimum requirements for various land sizes:
Site Area
800sqm
1000sqm
1200sqm

Deep soil area required (5%
of site area)
40sqm
50sqm
90sqm

1500sqm

112.5sqm

1750sqm

175sqm

2000sqm

200sqm

2500sqm

250sqm

3000sqm

450sqm

Number of Trees required
1 small tree
1 small tree
1 medium tree or 1 large
tree
2 medium trees or 1 large
tree
2 medium trees or 1 large
tree
4 medium trees or 2 large
trees
4 medium trees or 2 large
trees
10 medium trees or 5 large
trees

The table above recognises that only a maximum of 1 small tree would be required for any
site up to 1,000sqm in area. It is considered that this is not sufficient planting within the
residential areas of Monash. A minimum of 2 small trees should be provided per 30sqm of
deep soil area.
The table also suggests that an applicant can supply only 2 medium trees on a site of up to
1750sqm which is not considered sufficient. It is suggested that for sites between 10012
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1500sqm, that 2 medium trees per 50sqm / 1 large tree per 60sqm. It is also suggested that
1 large tree can be accommodated within 60sqm for the latter categories being land with
area of 1501sqm and greater.

Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5)
The proposed standards require development with 10 Dwellings or less to provide a
minimum area of communal open space of 25 square metres. It is not considered that
communal open space for this number of dwellings is a necessity. A total of 25 square
metres is also likely to result in a small, unused area of the site and compromise the size of
the apartments.
The draft guidelines require further guidance regarding the location of proposed communal
open space. It is unclear if this provision allows for internal communal open space (such as
a gymnasium, pool or lounge area), or solely requires external open space. If external
communal open space is required, the proposed guidelines are likely to result in most
developments providing communal open space within the front setback of the site which is
not a good design outcome. Guidelines should deter these spaces being located within the
front setback of the site. It is also recommended that minimum width requirements be
provided for the communal spaces, thereby avoiding a narrow ground floor setback or
internal corridor being utilised as communal open space.
It is likely that the requirement for communal open space for developments with less than
40 dwellings will lead to communal open space being located on rooftops given limited
building footprints. This will result in additional structures (such as shade structures) being
located on the roofs of dwellings, and high balustrades limiting overlooking to adjoining
properties. Whilst rooftop spaces are appropriate in some areas (particularly where views
are available), however these structures may result in additional and unreasonable bulk
impacts. These structures should be set back from boundaries of the site to limit amenity
impacts on adjoining properties.

Proposed changes in the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6)
The proposed changes to the design response are considered to facilitate a positive
outcome with respect to landscaping.

Proposed Changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for
Victoria (Section 2.7)
Whilst information about how the landscaping will be maintained is important, it is also
important to know who will be maintaining the landscaping i.e. will it be the body corporate
or property owners? In many cases, planting and planters within balconies or green walls is
a key element to a design which is maintained by owners / occupiers which traditionally fails
to be maintained and remains as empty planters or filled with dead plants and weeds.
Suggested standard permit conditions to require automated irrigation connected to water
tanks for planters is required and regular maintenance of this system is prescribed.
3
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Appearance of Building
Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4)
Further guidance is required for planning officers to understand what constitutes ‘high
quality’ and ‘durable’ materials. Is a cement render wall considered to be of low
maintenance and durable? Whilst a section diagram of the proposed external walls may
assist in determining what materials are proposed (included in Section 3.6), further
guidance may be required to determine what width, or what base materials make a durable
material.
Further guidance is also required for officers to determine what makes a wall readily
accessible for maintenance? Does this require setback variations between each level for
access? Or does this require a report to determine how the building will be maintained in
the future?

Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5)
The proposed changes to the design response will facilitate a positive outcome with respect
to plan detail of external materials.

Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls
and materials (Section 3.6)
As outlined above, further clarification of what information regarding how external walls
will be maintained is required. Is this to be a façade maintenance strategy prepared by a
qualified builder? What is required for external walls to be accessible?
An issue that arises with the maintenance of buildings is determining what defines
inappropriate maintenance of a building, and how this can be enforced. For example, if
cement render has water markings, is this considered to be improperly maintained?
One of the primary issues with architecturally designed buildings is that during construction,
materials and designs get ‘cheapened’ through the process. Amendments are readily
applied for after a Permit is issued to dull down the design. It is recommended that a
suggested Permit condition be included within the Guidelines which may be as follows:
As part of the ongoing consultant team, XX Architects or an architectural firm which is
acknowledged to have comparable skill and expertise to the satisfaction of the
Responsible Authority must be engaged to:
(a)
(b)

oversee design, materials and construction of the development; and
ensure the design quality and appearance of the development is realised as
shown in the endorsed plans or otherwise to the satisfaction of the Responsible
Authority.

4
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Wind Impacts
Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4)
Wind tunnel impacts from a proposed development are typically only problematic from
greater than eight storeys in height. Therefore it is suggested that consideration of wind
tunnel impacts should not be a requirement for developments of up to 8 storeys in height.
It is therefore suggested that a desktop wind analysis would be sufficient for any
development of 8 to 10 storeys, with a wind tunnel analysis to be undertaken for any
development with more than 10 storeys. It is recommended that this clarification be
introduced into the relevant standard.

Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts
(Section 4.5)
Refer to response to Section 4.4.

Street Interface
Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4)
The primary item which is typically a point of contention with the presentation of apartment
developments within residential areas is the location of secluded private open space within
the front setback of developments, resulting in high fencing to the street. The standard
should specify that any secluded private open space should be located in-line or behind the
building line unless there is a strong character of open space within the front setback within
the surrounding area.
The draft standards seek to encourage ‘buildings [to] provide for residential, commercial,
retail or other active uses at street fronts’. This should be clarified that commercial, retail
and other active uses are not encouraged within Residential Zones unless the site has a
direct abuttal or located opposite to a non-residential zone.

Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5)
The proposed drafting of Section 5.5 is considered appropriate.

Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6)
The difficulty that officers face with respect to services, is that limited guidelines are
provided with respect to their location requirements. Applicants advise officers that the
authorities require these services to be located on the title boundary of the site and cannot
be located within basements due to access issues. Clarification is required surrounding
these requirements. It is suggested that the relevant authorities arrange a referral system
for such applications regarding the service locational requirements and are listed as a
recommending referral authority.

5
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It is recommended that design guidelines provide guidance that where the site is on a
corner, services should be located on the lower order road interface / sideage of the
development.

Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services
(Section 5.7)
The proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services is
considered appropriate.

Construction Impacts
Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4)
The requirement of a Construction Management Plan to be prepared for any apartment
development should be specifically drafted into the standard. The plan should identify the
following items in addition to those listed:




Cleaning and maintenance of surrounding road surfaces;
Parking of construction workers vehicles on and surrounding the site; and
Education of contractors / tradespersons of the contents of the Construction
Management Plan and contact details for key construction staff.

Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction
impacts (Section 6.5)
The drafting of a Permit condition for the requirement of a Construction Management Plan
within the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria will result in a consistent approach
across all Council’s, which will make the drafting of these reports clearer for consultants.
The suggested Permit condition is recommended to be drafted as follows, to incorporate all
aspects required to be addressed within the Construction Management Plan:
Prior to the commencement of any site works (including demolition and excavation), a
Construction Management Plan must be submitted and approved by the Responsible
Authority. No works are permitted to occur until the Plan has been endorsed by the
Responsible Authority. Once endorsed, the Construction Management Plan will form
part of the permit and must be implemented to the satisfaction of the Responsible
Authority. The plan must address the following issues:
a)

Hours for construction activity in accordance with any other condition of this
permit;

b)

Measures to control noise, dust and water and sediment laden runoff;

c)

Prevention of silt or other pollutants from entering into the Council’s underground
drainage system or road network;

6
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d)

Measures relating to removal of hazardous or dangerous material from the site,
where applicable;

e)

A plan showing the location and design of a vehicle wash-down bay for
construction vehicles on the site;

f)

Cleaning and maintaining surrounding road surfaces;

g)

A site plan showing the location of any site sheds, on-site amenities, building
waste storage and the like, noting that Council does not support the siting of site
sheds within Council road reserves;

h)

Public Safety and site security;

i)

A plan showing the location of parking areas for construction and sub-contractors'
vehicles on and surrounding the site, to ensure that vehicles associated with
construction activity cause minimum disruption to surrounding premises. Any
basement car park on the land must be made available for use by subconstructors/tradespersons upon completion of such areas, without delay;

j)

A Traffic Management Plan showing truck routes to and from the site;

k)

Swept path analysis demonstrating the ability for trucks to enter and exit the site
in a safe manner for the largest anticipated truck associated with the construction;

l)

Measures to ensure that sub-contractors/tradespersons operating on the site are
aware of the contents of the Construction Management Plan;

m)

Contact details of key construction site staff;

n)

Any other relevant matters, including the requirements of VicRoads or Public
Transport Victoria; and

o)

Hours of construction works.

7
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Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all Victorians to provide feedback about the
policy proposals in the discussion paper by making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:
•
•
•

state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the proposed changes
explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
explain any other change you would like

Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)

[Type here]
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General Comment:
Regarding Tree retention and provision (particularly Mature/Canopy trees) we view some of the wording as ineffectual.
In most cases trees will be removed unless stronger controls are put forward.
“Encourage” and “Should” have different legal meanings.
Objective:
To provide landscaping that supports the existing, or preferred future, landscape character of the area.
Comments/Position:
No direction provided on how a preferred future landscape character is to be defined.
‘Preferred future character’ will require leadership from local council through the provision of landscape character
expectations through possible LPPs to avoid disparate and disconnected landscape responses. Without this, landscape
responses may not provide consistent or valuable landscape for residents or local fauna.
Objective:
To provide landscaping that supports wellbeing and amenity
Comments/Position:
This needs a clearer and more robust definition.
Objective:
‘To encourage the retention of mature vegetation on the site’
Standard:
Development should retain existing canopy trees. Existing canopy trees can be included in meeting the number
specified in column 2 of Table D2
Comments/Position:
Retaining existing canopy trees has commercial implications that often make development difficult or impossible
depending on their location, health and significance.
Suggestion- include option for replacement/moving existing canopy trees in lieu of retention. This Standard could have
greater robustness. The removal of existing trees needs to involve an arborist and be considered as part of a greater
whole.
Suggestion- This standard could be better addressed by mandating that ‘an arborist should be engaged on all sites with
existing canopy trees to determine the health and viability of the tree’s retention in the context of the proposed
development, and to provide advice on tree protection during design and construction’
Objective:
To provide landscaping that is varied and supports biodiversity
Comments/Position:
Studies of what local fauna is common or likely or desired in a development area are not typically part of the scope of a
multi-residential development.
Suggestion -Steering/guidelines required from a local or state government to define types of flora and natural conditions
that are required in urban areas to facilitate biodiversity would be required to achieve a meaningful outcome from this
objective.
Objective:
Landscaping should be provided within building frontages to reduce the visual impact of buildings.
Comments/Position:
Consideration should be given to sites which have heritage or significant buildings for retention, and do not support the
traditional approach of at-street landscaping. Guidance should be provided by Local Councils with regard to desired or
future street tree provision, as this may achieve the objectives without necessarily incorporating new trees or
landscaping within a building frontage within the title boundary.
Objective:
To provide landscaping that reduces the urban heat island effect.
Comment/Position:
There is no outline as to how this will this be evidenced or adequately assessed?
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2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the discussion paper)
Objective/Standard:
Developments with 10 dwellings or less should provide a minimum area of communal open space of 25 square metres.
Comments/Position:
The removal of a threshold will have significant impacts on the commercial viability of small scale/small footprint sites in
urban areas. Small apartment developments (Approx. 10-15 apartments) should prioritise quality internal amenity and
private open space quality. Smaller sites will also struggle to provide 25m2 of communal open space. It is in these
circumstances where alternative responses such as façade planting and green roofs should be championed.
Decision Guidelines:
The availability of and access to public open space.
Comments/Position:
How will this be considered by the assessors? A mandate of 25m2 of communal space for a small development may be
too prescriptive.
Suggestion: Standard could consider the proximity to public open space in the vicinity (outlined in the design report) as
offset to the mandated square meterage.
Objective/Standard:
Be accessible, useable and capable of efficient management
Comments/Position:
Is this referring to compliance with AS1428.1?

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the discussion paper)
-

4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (Section 2.7 in the discussion
paper)
-

Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.
When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners and applicants need about design
quality and external materials to implement the proposed standards.
5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion paper)
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General Comments:
3.1 There is evidence such amendments sometimes result in less visually interesting external materials, or a loss of
depth in a façade design, such as balconies or structural elements. Currently, the planning system does not provide
adequate guidance to planners about which design changes are acceptable
Agree, and note that this is not always limited to the external finish. Planning amendments can also contain the
removal of building and façade elements.
A QUESTION TO REFLECT ON WHEN PROVIDING YOUR FEEDBACK
1. What support and information do planners need about design quality and external materials to implement the
proposed standard?
Precedent images
Explanation of why materials have been chosen. Planners should be provided with the tools to decide on
whether the materials have been considered holistically by the development team putting forward the
submission. Planners should not be in the position to determine whether the materials or colours are correct,
this is subjective, instead they should be confident that the due diligence has been completed by the applicant.
Physical samples are impractical at the town planning stage, and more imagery and drawings should be
provided to justify the selection of materials.
Objective:
To ensure that the external walls and materials of buildings are visually interesting and of a high-quality design standard.
Comments/Position:
‘visually interesting’ – This is a problematic/unclear definition as interesting can be subjective to the taste of many
different views. For example, A well-designed building consisting of a single façade material can be visually interesting,
however the implication of ‘visually interesting’ is implicitly that variation is necessary. Poorly articulated or proportioned
variation of materials or building mass can be a less desirable design and urban outcome than a clearly resolved
singular design response.
‘high quality design’ – This needs a more robust definition, high quality in what sense?
A clear definition of what constitutes a ‘high-quality’ external building design will need to be provided in the decision
guidelines to assist councils in their assessment, otherwise it risks becoming a subjective assessment.
Objective + standard:
To ensure that the external materials are low maintenance and durable.
To ensure that the external walls of the building are readily accessible for maintenance.
Comments/Position:
This should be clear about not discouraging the use of materials that ‘age’. Greater importance should be placed on
discouraging the use of materials which rely heavily on the maintenance and upkeep of applied surface finishes to
maintain their aesthetic qualities. Natural materials such as concrete, timber, brick and stone can ‘age well’, and there
are numerous examples of this represented within Melbourne’s building stock, including projects awarded for design
excellence by the Institute of Australian Architects. This objective is not just whether a building can be easily accessed
for maintenance and re-painted. Material selection, objectives and standard could be approached in a more holistic
manner.
Objective + standard:
The external walls of buildings should provide articulation through variation in depth, form and fixtures.
Comments/Position:
Buildings do not always have to be varied to be high quality – it should be up to the architect to design and argue a
position, rather than a set of predefined “variations.” This has the potential to lead to a poorer individual and urban
design outcome
Objective + standard:
The external materials should:
• provide visual interest through variation in material, colour and texture.
Comments/Position:
Similar to above, visual interest defined specifically by the 3 things listed may lead to buildings that are ‘bitsy’ for the
sake of compliance to ‘visual interest’. There are other factors that effect a buildings overall aesthetic, consider
fenestration, composition and aging.
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Objective + standard:
The external materials should:
• be durable for the life of the building.
Comments/Position:
What is the life of the building? Who defines this? If this will become a defined standard duration (i.e. 40 years), far
greater clarity in the standard is required to applicants (developers and architects) to understand the explicit
requirements. Furthermore, longevity is not necessarily a one-size-fits-all solution. Whilst concrete may have a long
durable life, a question of whether a building will be fit for purpose for 40 to 100 years (i.e. comply with building code
requirements, cultural expectations of housing, built-in services longevity) should also be assessed. In this regard, a
building made of highly sustainable materials and processes with a shorter life span may be a better outcome than a
rigid, inflexible, high carbon-based building.

6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
-

7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and materials (Section 3.6 in the
discussion paper)
Objective + standard:
Section details at a scale of at least 1:20 illustrating the building’s external walls, including materials and construction
details.
Comments/Position:
Disagree.
The purpose of town planning should not be to interrogate the proposed construction of an external wall. This is a
process that architects, clients, and builders co-ordinate together during the design development phase. If the wall is
proposed to be brick, this should be enough information for council planning to make a decision, it should not be
involved at town planning level to assess whether the structure to this is in concrete or lightweight.
It is not uncommon for details and construction methodology to change throughout the course of Design Development,
due to several factors such as ease of construction, builder preference or value management. What is the process of
approval and how onerous would it be as details evolve to update endorsed drawings to the proponent and council
having to review what is likely to be a greater volume of submissions? Another consideration is that to effectively
understand a 1:20 detail that will include construction detailing and methodology, Local Councils would need to refer to
suitably qualified persons that understand contemporary building methodology, the National Construction Code, and
other relevant regulations and standards in order to provide a satisfactory response to the proposed detail. On this
basis, this standard introduces significant further burden on Councils to assess items that are typically assessed by
Building Surveyors in the preparation of a Building Permit.

Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
• Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
• What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop wind analysis or a wind tunnel
analysis?
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8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
-

9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts (Section 4.5 in the discussion paper)
Objective + standard:
Clarify circumstances and contexts where:
• A desktop wind study is likely to be required.
• Wind tunnel analysis is likely to be required
Comments/Position:
There is insufficient information provided here.
When will either of these be required? Cannot provide constructive comments before that information is provided.

SOME QUESTIONS TO REFLECT ON WHEN PROVIDING YOUR FEEDBACK
1. Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
2.What factors should be considered in determining when to undertake either desktop wind analysis or wind tunnel
analysis?
A wind consultant should be engaged to provide feedback on this. It will depend entirely on the context that the
building is proposed within. A 5-storey building within a context of 10-storey buildings will likely have a different
impact and influencing factors than a 5-storey building within a context of 1-storey buildings.
The relevance of the desktop study is entirely dependent on the wind consultant engaged. In previous
experience a wind consultant can be highly conservative at the desktop study stage and suggest overcomplicated screening, chamfers and canopies to a building, which when later tested in a wind tunnel are
determined to have a negligible effect. Thus, the design can be un-necessarily compromised as a result of a
desktop study.
The design guideline does not consider the current wind conditions in a proposed building’s context. The
proposed building should not have an additional negative affect on the current wind conditions; however a
single building alone cannot improve conditions where there is already a poor level of wind condition amenity.

Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the discussion paper)
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Objective + standard:
Blank walls should be avoided along street fronts. [new]
Comments/Position:
This is too reductionist.
Blank walls are not always unattractive at street level and glazing at street level does not necessarily contribute to street
activation. Think of a beautiful brick or tile wall at street level, compared to a fully glazed tenancy with obscure glazing or
heavy advertising material.
Suggestion:
This objective should encourage architects to design and assessor to assess on the merits and not preclude good
architectural design outcomes without specific terminology such as this.

11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)
Objective + standard:
Car parking entries should be consolidated, minimised in size, integrated with the façade and where practicable located
at the side or rear of the building. [new]
The width of accessways or car spaces should not exceed:
• 33 per cent of the street frontage
Comments/Position:
Off-street car parking is defined in AS2890.1, this outlines minimum sizes of vehicular entries. The proposed standard
above as written is too prescriptive. This potentially creates significant issues with narrow sites. No developer or
architect seeks to make vehicle entries larger than they need to be – if an assessor believes the vehicle entry to be too
significant proportionally they should engage directly with the architect and traffic consultant to discuss.
Suggestion:
The focus should be placed on integration with the façade and streetscape overall.
Objective + standard:
Developments must provide for access for service, emergency and delivery vehicles
Comments/Position:
‘emergency’ – where on site? On large multi-stage developments, some buildings may not have direct access from the
main street. This would require specific vehicle pathways created through communal open space for emergency vehicle
access. This is especially onerous on any sites that are Subject to Inundation. In contrast, on a small site, why is there a
responsibility of a development to provide emergency vehicle access onto the site. Surely adequate access can be
provided from the street?
Suggestion:
Reword to ‘consider access for services, emergency and delivery vehicles, should it be required.’

12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
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Objective + standard:
The design and layout of dwellings should provide enough space (including easements where required) and facilities for
services to be installed and maintained efficiently and economically
Comments/Position:
This is unclear, economically for whom? The developer, or the relevant service authority?
Objective + standard:
Meters, utility services and service cupboards should be designed as an integrated component of the façade. [new]
Comments/Position:
As this is currently phrased it is in direct contrast to the streetscape objective above.
Which services is this referring to specifically? If there is a possibility that some services can be accessed from within a
lobby or internal space, locating them within the building should be taken as a priority over bringing them to the façade.
Suggestion:
Re-phrase to provide clarity and additional detail.

13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services (Section 5.7 in the discussion paper)
Objective + standard:
Include principles for well located, designed and integrated services
Comments/Position:
‘Principles’ are not sufficient to enforce proposed guidelines. Each project is a site-specific design response, and this
includes a service location and integration strategy. Further to comments above, the focus should be on integration (and
concealment where possible) of services to achieve a design that does not highlight or overemphasise service elements
at the cost of design elements, features, entries or urban response.

Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion paper)
Is this Objective and Standard referring to a Construction Management Plan?

15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts (Section 6.5 in the discussion
paper)
The provision of a Construction Management Plan to the satisfaction of the Relevant Authority is a common permit
condition.

Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods | Engage Vic Submission Template

Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
I am making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name

Organisation (if relevant)
FIELDWORK
Email
hello@fieldworkprojects.com.au
If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.
I agree to the privacy statement Required

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance with the principles of the Victorian
privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning rules for apartment developments in
the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to clarify your submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To protect individual privacy, DELWP will
remove your name and address from your submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in your submission that could identify you or
other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published, including the name of your
organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers under confidentiality agreements, in
preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email at
planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for access should be sent to the Manager
Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.
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Beulah International response to new proposed changes
within BADS
Beulah International acknowledges and support the five new
proposed changes within BADS. As property developers we agree
that these changes will create a better built environment through
committed delivery in design, ensuring longevity for future
generations.

Green space in common areas of buildings, which preferably include trees to provide shade and
urban cooling, and landscaping that softens the street.
Amend the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria to improve guidance about landscaping and
include a suggested permit condition requiring information about how the landscaping will be
maintained.
We see great benefits of incorporating biophilia and landscaping throughout the site and believe in
engaging great landscape architects in the curation and design for each project regardless of scale and
typology.
In our boutique developments, we endeavour to incorporate greenery through planters, climbers and a
variety of species within building frontages and residence’s private open spaces.
For example, The Grounds of Kew is a 20 Unit development on a 2400 m2 site due for completion in
2020 to which we have engaged Paul Bangay in the landscape design and have dedicated over 40% of
the ground floor area to outdoor and landscaping. We have retained 12 beautiful large existing mature
trees and included 28 more canopy trees with a total of over 15 varying plant species amounting to
over 2,000 planting pots.
Souhtbank by Beulah which is a mixed-use project in planning will be a new benchmark for high-rise
vegetation where apart from the generous amounts of public parks and green terraces on every floor
plate, private pocket parks will become communal spaces for residences.

High quality building facades made from robust, durable and attractive materials that
complement surrounding buildings and provide visual interest.
What support and information do planners need about design quality and external materials to
implement the proposed standard?
We believe that the facade of a building adds value to the overall street character of its
neighbourhood.Through thoughtful design and the use of robust material, the street frontage will make
a positive contribution to the public realm.
For example, Hallmark in Ivanhoe is a recently completed 35 unit residential development where our
architects Fender Katsalidis have designed the building with timelessness in mind. A textural porcelain
tile clads the strong rhythmic language of the facade creating both depth and articulation. Precast form
liner concrete planter boxes line the streetfront, creating layers of materiality which are also durable,
easy for maintenance and long wearing.
However, the standard should not be overly specific in which materials to avoid or utilise This may
discourage innovation and creativity in façade design. It should refer more to the performance standard
of these materials (e.g. low carbon footprint, non-combustible, robust).

Hallmark Ivanhoe - Photos by Tatjanaplitt (copyrighted)

Protection from wind impacts on surrounding streets and open space, so the spaces are
comfortable to use and likely to be used more often.
1. Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
2. What factors should be considered in determining when to undertake either
desktop wind analysis or wind tunnel analysis?

Five or more stories is an appropriate threshold. However, developments less than five stories with
an active street frontage or retail should consider wind impact as well.
The distance between kerb and building (ie. Setback plus width of footpath) should be taken into
account, a strong wind is more likely to be a safety hazard where there is traffic and a narrow
footpath, developments may be able to compensate by increasing the width of footpaths or
providing throughways for pedestrians.

Southbank by Beulah Townplanning Submission Imagery (copyrighted)
Attractive, engaging streets that enhance the amenity, safety and walkability of the
Neighbourhood.
We support the request to provide the following information within (5.5 & 5.6)
Better managed construction impacts of building work on existing neighbourhoods.
We believe in being good neighbours and are committed to provide the following information within
(6.5) before the development commences as part of the construction management plan .

Additional Comments
1. Consider BADS assessment for high rise developments
2. Consider affordability
We would like to suggest a tailored assessment of BADS for high density developments (High Rise
within Melbourne CBD). While we acknowledge that BADS leads to the creation of larger, more livable
apartments, these layouts are feasible in smaller boutique developments where factors such as
structure, services and wind play a small impact to the internal configuration of the units.
Review the standard for
- Private open space
- Cross ventilation

ATTACHMENT - BANYULE CITY COUNCIL – BETTER APARTMENTS DISCUSSION PAPER SUBMISSION
BetterGreenspace

Standard/Decision
guidelines
• Developments with 10
dwellings or less should
provide a minimum area
of communal open space
of 25 square metres.
• Developments with 11 or
more dwellings should
provide a minimum area
of communal open space
of 2.5 square metres per
dwelling or 250 square
metres, whichever is the
lesser.

Question to be reflected

Comment

It is considered that the changes proposed in the discussion paper for
What should be the minimum amount the provision of improved access to communal open space for all
of open space provided by an apartment developments are generally in the right direction
apartment development for creating including:
an attractive and liveable urban
environment?
•
Refining objectives and standards that prioritise canopy trees.
•
Encouraging landscaping in street frontages.
•
Requiring all apartments to include landscaped communal open
space; and
•
Improving guidance about landscaping and landscaping
maintenance.
There is merit to the changes which are broadly supported however,
Council believes that:
•
•

The requirement for landscaping in frontages should be
stronger than ‘encouragement’ unless there is a strategic plan
which is accepts a zero lot street setback.
The amount of communal space required should be increased
as outlined below and one third of this space should be set aside
for landscaping.

Following changes are suggested to the standard (Section 2.5) in
relation to the amount of open space required:
a. Developments of 10 or less apartments provide for a minimum
communal open space of 50 square meters;
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b. Developments of 11 - 20 apartments provide for a minimum
communal open space of 100 square metres;
c. Developments of 20 - 40 apartments provide for a minimum
communal open space of 250 square metres;
d. One third of Communal open space is used for landscaping and
two third for recreational needs.
It is also submitted that the definition of Communal Open Space
(Section 2.2) – be clarified that the communal open space (indoors or
outdoors) will be open to the air.
Building Facades

Standard/Decision guidelines Question to be reflected
•

The external walls of
buildings
provide
articulation
through
variation in depth, form
and fixtures.

The
external
should:

materials

•

provide visual interest
through variation in
material, colour and
texture.

•

be durable for the life of
the building.

Comment

What support and information do The changes proposed to address the design issues and achieve high
planners need about design quality quality building appearances are supported including standards,
and external materials to implement suggested permit conditions and decision guidelines.
the proposed standard?
It is however submitted that:
• This review should be considered in the context of the Urban
Design Guidelines for Victoria which requires consideration of
buildings in activity centres and higher density residential
buildings. The review could then understand and address overlaps
and gaps across the two sets of guidelines.
• The proposed changes do not appear to address the stated
summary change of ensuring what is built matches the standard of
the initial approval.
• The suggestion that cladding durability and construction detail be
assessed in the planning system raises fundamental questions
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•

around which system is adequately skilled to make this
assessment.

Safe and convenient
access to external walls
should be provided for
maintenance.

Council is also of the view that in addition to external colours and
building materials for improved appearance of buildings, the review
should also cover development of standards and guidelines covering:

Suggested permit conditions
•

Section details at a scale
of
at
least
1:20
illustrating the building’s
external walls, including
materials
and
construction details.

•
•
•
•
•

•

Information about how
the external walls and
landscaping
will
be
maintained.

As most Councils struggle to have a high level of skill set in areas of
urban design and architecture that is required for proper and full
assessment of as well as for giving professional advice on apartment
developments, it is suggested that the review should also cover

Building size
Building orientation,
Building separation;
Building layout and flexibility; and
Number, size and height of windows.

development of recommendations to the effect of making advice from
the Apartment Design Advisory Service a statutory requirement for

the development process of apartment development. It is to be noted
that a similar arrangement exists in NSW for apartment
developments.
Wind Impacts
Standard

Question to be reflected

• A new standard to apply to •
five or more storeys
apartment buildings to

Comment

The changes proposed to address wind protection issues are
Is five or more stories an
supported as these aim to ensure that apartment developments do not
appropriate
threshold
for
exacerbate windy conditions to public and private open spaces. The
considering wind impacts?
proposed standard ensure wind effects on streets and open spaces are
considered and also define comfortable and unsafe wind conditions.
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ensure wind effects are •
considered.

What factors should be considered
in determining when to undertake It is considered that five (5) storeys is an appropriate threshold as the
either desktop wind analysis or trigger for considering wind impacts. It is however suggested that:
wind tunnel analysis?
• A desk top wind analysis should be required where a single
apartment building is proposed and no other apartment building is
existing in the vicinity of the proposed development.
• A wind tunnel analysis should be required where an apartment
building is already existing or approved in the vicinity or two or
more apartment buildings are proposed at the same site.
• Training is provided to planning and building professionals by the
DEWLP on how to assess wind impacts.

Attractive and Engaging Streets
Standard

Question to be reflected

• Developments
should
provide adequate vehicle,
pedestrian and cycling links
that maintain or enhance
local accessibility.

What would be the best practice to
ensure better integration of street
interface design with building services
and other functional requirements?

• Development should be
oriented to front existing
and proposed streets.
• High front fencing should
be avoided if practicable.

Comment

The changes/standards proposed for achieving attractive and
engaging streets are supported as they seek to integrate apartment
developments with the street through active street fronts, minimise
the impact on the streetscape of vehicle entries and ensure site
services can be installed and easily maintained and site facilities are
accessible, adequate and attractive.
However it is suggested that the State planning department (DWLEP)
should work up guidelines for site services reflecting better
streetscape outcomes, the needs/bottom line of service authorities
and best practice in addition to encouraging developers to talk to the
service authorities early on.
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• Development next to
existing public open space
should be laid out to
complement the open
space.
• Buildings should provide
for residential, commercial,
retail or other active uses
at street fronts.
• Car parking and internal
waste collection areas of
buildings should be located
behind
residential,
commercial, retail or other
active uses along street
fronts.
• Blank walls should be
avoided along street fronts.
Better Managed Construction Impacts
Standard

Question to be reflected

Comment

• New requirements for What is the best practice for Council’s currently have the ability to address Construction
Management through Local laws and could choose to include a
site management prior to construction of site management?
planning permit condition so that non-compliance could be addressed
and
during
the
through enforcement processes under the Planning and Environment
construction period;
Act 1987. The inclusion of a suggested Construction Management
condition will provide limited support to this issue. In many cases, it
• New permit condition
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is premature to seek detailed information on construction
management during the permit assessment process.

24 September 2019
Mr Tim Westcott
Project Manager, Better Apartments
Planning Implementation
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
PO Box 500, East Melbourne VIC 3002
Dear Mr Westcott,
Victorian Young Planners – Submission to Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
Discussion Paper
The Victorian Young Planners (VYP) is a network of the Planning Institute of Australia (PIA)
comprising planning professionals in the first five years of their career and current planning
students. We are dedicated to furthering the careers of young planners and the planning
profession through a broad range of professional development opportunities and advocacy
work. We seek to provide a unique voice to advocate for better planning systems and
outcomes for Victoria’s future, including issues that affect young people and the future of our
industry.
With the latest Victoria in Future report forecasting Melbourne’s population to reach 9 million
by 2056, the provision of high-quality, high-amenity apartment dwellings to meet this
demand will be vital, to ensure that Melbourne can to remain a liveable, prosperous city. As
young people, it is likely that for many of us our first home will be an apartment, meaning
that we have a professional and moral imperative to advocate for the best possible design
outcomes.
The VYP recognises the work that the Department has undertaken in recent years to
improve the quality of apartment design, through the original Better Apartments Design
Standards (BADS), Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (ADGV) and more recently with
the Apartment Design Advisory Service, to assist with the implementation of these policies.
The measures detailed in the Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods discussion paper build
on the framework created by the BADS and ADGV, with amendments proposed for both
documents that would extend their scope to guide the design of external spaces, and the
interface of apartment buildings with the surrounding neighbourhood. The added emphasis
on external amenity and quality is welcomed, and is an important response to the issues
commonly seen with contemporary apartment design, particularly in the context of the issues
with combustible cladding in Victoria in recent years.
The VYP has evaluated the proposed measures across the five key policy aims of the paper,
with our key comments detailed below.
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Green space
Promoting improved landscaping within apartment developments will not only improve the
amenity of apartment living, but also to contribute to mitigating the heat island effect in our
city. The proposed changes to communal open space requirements are ambitious, however
the desired outcomes could be difficult to achieve, particularly for small scale developments,
with increased cost burdens potentially compromising the delivery of affordable housing. We
would therefore encourage the Department to consider the contextual appropriateness of
this requirement, particularly for sites with good access to open space within close proximity.
High quality building facades
Improving the quality of materials used in apartment developments, both to improve the
attractiveness of the building’s design, and to ensure that they stand the test of time, is a
proposal that is strongly supported. In order to ensure that these objectives can be
effectively implemented, planners will need to be supported with adequate information about
what constitutes high-quality, durable, low-maintenance façade materials. In this context, we
suggest that the Department seek appropriate expertise from bodies like the Office of the
Victorian Government Architect, to provide guidance to planners when considering
applications under the proposed standard.
Protection from wind impacts
The wind impacts of large buildings can have a significant detrimental impact on
pedestrians, and reduce the amenity of open spaces. Therefore, the VYP are supportive of
the proposed standard which would require proponents to demonstrate the compliance of
the building design through a wind assessment report. As wind effects are more common
with taller buildings, the decision to only require developments of five storeys or more to
consider wind impacts seems appropriate.
Attractive, engaging streets
The paper has correctly identified the challenges that building services, blank walls and
prominent vehicle entries present to creating attractive, activated street frontages. In this
context, the proposed changes to encourage active street-level uses are a positive measure.
It is important that these changes do not simply result in more retail and commercial
tenancies, which are often used by proponents as ‘activation’ of the street frontage. This
trend has become particularly problematic in some parts of the city, where the combination
of a decline in local retail shops and an oversupply of commercial space within apartment
buildings has left many tenancies vacant, creating inactive frontages as a result.
Better managed construction impacts
While the VYP believe that there is merit to the proposal for greater consideration of
construction impacts, we question whether the planning process is best placed to manage
these impacts. Though this outcome could be in part facilitated through a planning condition
requiring a construction management plan, the regulation and enforcement of many of these
impacts – in particular noise, air, waste and runoff – are the responsibility of the
Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) and local councils. Therefore, we would
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encourage the Department to work closely with both of these stakeholders, to understand
how existing regulations can be more effectively enforced.
In conclusion, VYP believes that the changes proposed as part of the Better Apartments in
Neighbourhoods paper represent a positive step in elevating good design through the
planning process. While we may have reservations about some of the proposed changes,
we are encouraged by the Department’s continued commitment to strengthening both the
BADS and ADGV, in pursuit of excellence in apartment design, and to ensure that we deliver
homes that meet a high standard of liveability and quality.
We look forward to providing the Department with further feedback in the future. Should you
have any queries about this submission, please contact Rick Clarke at 0401 763 577 or by
email on vic@planning.org.au.
Yours Sincerely,

Rick Clarke
Convenor, Victorian Young Planners
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Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods

• Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
• Have your say

Organisation:
City of Port Phillip
Introduction
The City of Port Phillip welcomes the opportunity to make a submission on the proposed external amenity
standards for Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods.
This submission has been prepared by Council officers and is not a formal position of Port Phillip Council.
We note that the City of Port Phillip has previously provided extensive, detailed submissions to DELWP on
previous iterations of the Building Better Apartments reforms in the following documents:
•

City of Port Phillip Submission to the Better Apartments Draft Design Standards (19 September 2016)

•

City of Port Phillip Submission to the Better Apartment Guidelines (April 2017).

•

City of Port Phillip Officer Submission to the Better Apartment Guidelines (August 2018)

•

Policy Proposals for Confidential Discussion – CoPP Officer feedback (April 2019)

In principle, Council officers strongly support the inclusion of building standards to improve the quality of
apartment design and provide greater certainty to the community and development sector. Further, we
consider that siting and setback standards are also required to ensure some objectives can be met and look
forward to engaging with DELWP in future as the external amenity impacts and standards are reviewed.
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Green space
We generally support the issues and outcomes under this topic.
•

2.2 Proposed Changes, p12, Point 4 - Amend text to: require a variety of trees, shrubs and grasses including
flowering native, drought tolerant and shade producing species that enhance the native vegetation character.

•

2.3 Outcomes, p12 - Add new Point: ‘Landscaping that avoids potential conflict with utilities above and below
the ground’.

•

2.3 Outcomes, p12 - Add new Point: ‘Basement parking designed to allow for deep soil planting’.

•

2.3 Outcomes, p12 - Draft permit condition: ‘Landscaping plans to illustrate potential growth, environmental
amenity and strategies to improve the appearance of buildings, communal open spaces and interfaces to the
street.

•

2.4 Proposed Changes, Objectives, p14 are supported.

•

2.4 Table D2, p15 - Include diagrams to illustrate planting and soil ratios outlined in Table D2.

•

2.4 Table D2, p15 – Maintain policy encouraging the retention of existing trees noted under Table 1, p32,
BADS, Deep Soil Areas: ‘Where and existing tree over 8m can be retained on a lot greater than 1000m2
without damage during construction period, the minimum deep soil requirement is 7% of the site area’.

•

2.4 Decision guidelines p15 – Replace point 2 with: ‘The design response to context and climate’. This is to
ensure an urban context report considers planting schedule, species, siting, potential canopy height and width,
drought tolerance, compatibility, risk and clearance, orientation, internal amenity, streetscape character,
irrigation, screening and seasonal variations in performance.

•

2.5 Proposed changes to communal open space Standard, p16, Point 4: Clarify the term ‘efficient
management’ in a planning sense.

•

2.5 Standard, p16, Communal Open Space, Point 1.4 – Replace text to: ‘Minimise noise impacts to new and
existing dwellings and designed for high level environmental amenity including wind, rain and sun’.

Appearance of the building
We generally support the issues and outcomes under this topic.
•

3.2 Proposed Changes, p20 – Add text: Once approval is given, alternative materials proposed through
secondary consent are required to perform equally or better to the same context and climate.

•

3.4 Proposed Standard, p21 - Amend text: ‘The external walls of buildings should provide articulation through
variation in design elements’. This is important because prescribed solutions in standards may constrain
creative interpretations of visual interest that should be explored and encouraged without limits.

•

3.4 Proposed Standard, p21 – Include new standard: Require openable windows and balcony doors along
street frontages (within the podium level). This is important to enhance the sense of connection, surveillance
and safety at ground level, and improve ESD performance with natural ventilation where possible.
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•

3.4 Proposed Standard, p21 – Include a new standard for the siting of building services: Standards should
specify the size and preferred location of services to avoid visual clutter and loss of active frontage. Standards
should have input from various service authorities, urban designers and architects so that planners understand
the feasibility of proposed solutions as they relate to context. Standards would guide designs early in the
process and strengthen Council’s ability to deliver high quality streetscapes, legibility and consistency.

•

3.4 Proposed Standard, p21 – Include a new standard for the Siting and configuration of car parking: Ensure
access and egress is located to the side and rear where possible and be located underground where possible
or sleeved when located above ground. Car parking should be configured for adaptation to alternative uses by
discourage half basement parking (as per UDGV 5.4.2a), specifying flat floor plates and provide floor-to-floor
heights that future proof for adaptive reuse. Garages doors should be perforated and enable natural ventilation
to reduce reliance on mechanical exhaust systems.

•

3.5 Proposed Changes to the Design Response, p21 – Add new Point:
o ‘Ensure the initial façade and external amenity concept is carried through to detailed design’ This is
important to avoid valued design elements being engineered out at a later stage.

•

3.6 Proposed Changes, Suggested draft permit conditions, p21:
o Change Text to ‘Information about how external walls and landscaping will be maintained’
o Requesting further information on material performance such as flash point, composition, material
systems, longevity, end of life potential, maintenance programme as well as the material’s reflectivity,
colour and texture.
o Requesting further information on detailed façade treatments in response to the urban context report,
design statement and/or a materials board as a requirement prior to building permit issue.

•

Reflective Question p20. What support/information is required:
o Additional technical training and ongoing support may be necessary for planners and designers that
are required to assess high quality external façade design.
o Provide updates of changes to standards, building codes or approved/endorsed materials. This needs
to be communicated publicly so that appropriate responses are supported in principle and there are
grounds for refusal when poor quality responses are proposed.

Wind Impacts
We generally support the issues and outcomes under this topic.
4.2 Proposed Changes on p24 are generally supported.
4.4 Wind impact standard, p25 - Add new Standard: ‘Consider the cumulative impact of a proposal at a precinct
wide scale, street level, outdoor communal spaces and outdoor spaces on neighbouring sites’.
4.4 Decision guidelines, p26 – Amend Point 4 to: ‘a wind report prepared by a suitably qualified specialist’
Reflective questions on p27
• The threshold should not be limited to consider only building height but to other additional factors such
as context and location. We recommend further collaboration with industry and experts to identify an
appropriate methodology.
•

For larger developments, wind impact assessments should be undertaken early in the design process to
inform the proposal’s massing and orientation. Such an assessment should be a mandatory application
requirement.
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•

Further research is required to understand opportunities to mitigate wind impacts in high density areas.
The design response should be informed by expert advice that investigates scenarios based on context
and climate as well as existing and future urban structures.

•

Comprehending the analysis of some reports is beyond the skills and training of most council officers
and will require further training for consistent reporting and assessment.

Street Interface
We generally support the issues and outcomes under this topic.
•

5.4 Standard, p31, Point 4: We suggest the word ‘complement’ needs to be further explained (i.e to provide
passive surveillance, responsive design: through appropriate material selection and articulation etc)

•

5.7 Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria, p33 - Reiterate technical standard for
Siting of building services. See response in 3.4 ‘Appearance of the building’.

Construction Impacts
We do not support the issues and outcomes under this topic.
•

The City of Port Phillip addresses construction impacts through local laws. These are applicable to all large
scale developments. It is recommended that further research of existing systems and management policies is
undertaken to understand the need for additional policies.

Other Comments
We reiterate our support of the previously proposed tactics of developing a building separation matrix (outlined
in City of Port Phillip’s previous submission dated 19 September 2016). We state that a separate sub-clause be
used rather than amending 58.04-1 that outlines building separation and light well conditions for all
developments regardless of their use. This would provide internal amenity and identify areas to improve
external amenity and equitable development outcomes across adjoining sites and bring together many of the
objectives outlined in the discussion paper such as deep soil opportunities for green spaces, improved
appearance and wind impacts at ground level.
After the engagement for Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods is completed and summarised,
Council would appreciate a summary of responses and an opportunity to view the changes in VPP format. This
would assist us to determine what resourcing, training or policy updates may be required in advance of their
release. Again, we thank you for this opportunity to contribute to a worthwhile policy review and would greatly
appreciate any future opportunity to provide input once the proposed standards are ready for release.
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Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all Victorians to provide feedback about the
policy proposals in the discussion paper by making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:
• state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the proposed changes
• explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
• explain any other change you would like

[Type here]
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Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)
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We support changing the landscaping standard. Please refer to comments below.
The local ESD Planning policies held by numerous Victorian Councils include the following objectives:
“- To protect and enhance biodiversity within the municipality.
- To provide environmentally sustainable landscapes and natural habitats and minimise the urban heat island effect.
- To encourage the retention of significant trees”.
The benefits of appropriate landscaping are many and can include:
- Direct economic benefits such as lower air-conditioning costs
- Indirect economic benefits such as increased market value
- Improved health and wellbeing
- Moderation of Urban Heat Island Effect
- Reduction of glare and ground temperature
- Reduction of penetrating winds
- Improved air quality
- Seasonal heat control
- Improved habitat ecosystems
We provide the following recommendations:
- that guidance is provided on where it would be acceptable to not provide canopy trees. In these instances, further
guidance on the extent (ie spatial requirements, species selection and diversity etc) of the ‘other alternative
responses’ (as outlined in the standards) is required.
- We are concerned that the space provisions included are inadequate for trees to establish, potentially leading to
ineffective outcomes.
- The decision guideline ‘Whether landscaping is part of the existing or preferred future landscape character’ should
be revised to ensure that the other objectives are met and that the landscaping provides a level to support
biodiversity, wellbeing etc. This is due to this type of statement having been used at VCAT to justify lowering
landscape requirements in areas with existing poor provision. All areas, no matter what the current landscape
provision, should be provided with equitable landscape provisions.
- Table D2, page 15 should also include: A minimum standard of one canopy tree for every 12m of street frontage,
and an incentive to retain existing trees (as per Table 1 – Deep Soil Areas p32 BADS)
- Use of containerised tree planting for canopy trees should be discouraged. Though where allowed, proposed
containerised tree planting should include a typical technical detail with the following information at a minimum;
‘proof of adequate soil volume to allow the tree to thrive, drainage and irrigation and tree anchoring systems.’
- The use of landscaping to shade sun exposed areas should be encouraged in lieu of shade structures. This should be
strengthened to introduce more greening in developments.
- Include a reference to using, where possible, preferred species as outlined by the local government.
- Encourage undergrounding of power lines suggested in areas where this will not impact on tree root development
of canopy trees.
- Aerial bundling and underground powerlines should be encouraged where greater canopy outcomes can be
achieved with fewer trees or reduced soil areas.
- Basement carparks should not extend from boundary to boundary and should allow for tree planting in natural
ground.
- Positioning of trees should not overly impact neighbouring properties and also provide equitable development
rights. Suggest this is quantified to ‘located trees so that no more than x% of the tree canopy at expected mature
growth will overhang the boundary’.
- Include reference to a broader range of landscape types like urban agriculture or green infrastructure.
- Include reference to the amenity required to make Green Space engaging and well used.
- Encourage spaces to be more diverse and useful. Landscape areas in developments are often submitted that are
simply edge treatments or circulation pathways that have planting.
- the proposed changes should be increased in landscaping provision (e.g. minimum tree provision) to assist councils
in achieving state government (and councils’) urban greening targets.
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2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the discussion paper)

We support the proposed changes to the communal open space standard as outlined in the Discussion Paper.
The policy basis behind the local ESD Planning policies notes that the policy provides a “framework for early
consideration of environmental sustainability at the building design stage in order to achieve … Improved amenity
and liveability”. Furthermore, the ESD Policies also “encourage the provision of space for productive gardens,
particularly in larger residential developments”. We are of the view that the proposed change to the communal open
space standard supports the policy basis and objective included in the local ESD Policies.
We provide the following recommendations:
- planting schedules and management frameworks be required for landscaped communal open space.
- where communal open space is connected to internal communal space, consideration should be given to the
provision of good daylight access to this internal space, such as the inclusion of atrium design features.
We support the ratio of open space per dwelling / person and are of the view that this will enable improved
landscaping outcomes and improved amenity and liveability, including access to daylight which is essential to human
wellbeing.

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the discussion paper)
We support the proposed changes to the design response as outlined in the Discussion Paper.
We suggest that the decision guidelines refer to not just ‘the design response’ but also to ‘Context and Climate’. This
is to ensure orientation and adjacencies; character and efficiency are at the forefront of design and decision making.
We support the requirement for landscaping site area allocation, including soil depth and width, and considerations
for plant types specified on plans.

4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (Section 2.7 in the discussion
paper)
We support the proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines as outlined in the Discussion Paper.
*Suggested Permit condition – Information on how the landscaping will be maintained.
Information could be submitted in the form of a Landscape Maintenance or Management plan which might include
the following information:
- The location of any landscaping infrastructure (to ensure it is accessible). Infrastructure might include planters,
climbing or support structures, water supply / taps and drainage.
- A detailed Landscape plan which might include:
• Information about plant species (deciduous or evergreen, native or exotic)
• Wind tolerance of plant species
• Shade cover potential / canopy size
• Water requirement (drought tolerant / xeriscape), etc.
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Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.
When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners and applicants need about design
quality and external materials to implement the proposed standards.
5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion paper)

We support the proposed inclusion of a new standard related to external walls and materials as outlined in the
Discussion Paper.
We emphasise that there may be unintended consequences of requiring particular materials, for example the
immediate carbon impact of heavy weight durable materials such as new brick or concrete. Opportunities exist to
mitigate these impacts, such as the use of recycled materials, or supplementary extenders for concrete. The
unintended consequences issue should be highlighted within any guidance material provided, and information on
alternative materials included.
Page 36 of this document provides some broad information about materials:
https://www.doncasterhill.com/sites/default/files/Sustainability/Sustainability%20Guidelines%20Main%20Text.pdf
Further information on materials impacts can be found here:
http://www.ecospecifier.com.au/knowledge-green/setting-priorities/eco-priority-guide-walls.aspx
We also note that the State Government is currently preparing a policy on the Circular Economy, which incorporates
draft options for addressing materials in the built environment. We encourage the DELWP apartment team to
collaborate with the circular economy team to ensure the two policy areas align. We provide the following references
to case studies related to circular materials.
https://gxn.3xn.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/2019/02/CircleHouse_ENG_2018.pdf
https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/assets/downloads/Built-Env-Co.Project.pdf
We note that the first reference (Circle House) enables an approach to cladding that allows less durable aspects to be
easily removed, up/recycled and replaced. This approach potentially has merit (depending on the environmental
impact of the original materials used) but would need to be soundly supported with evidence of the materials
stewardship process, and ease of maintenance / replacement.
We make the following recommendations:
- that a building’s design be based on End of Life Potential (EOL) to ensure waste is minimised during design and
construction, the inevitable demolition of the structure is considered in the design and that the quality of materials
ensure the apartment building ages well and remains attractive.
We note the importance of durability and safety of materiality for the entire life cycle of the building. While we
acknowledge that this is building legislation, with recent and escalating incidents of combustible cladding used on
apartment facades [especially within Melbourne], the specification of safe, non-combustible materials should be
mandatory to safeguard residents.
We support more robust acknowledgement of material selection specified at the planning stage to prevent cheaper,
sub-standard options being substituted during the construction phase.
We would support a verification process of specified and acceptable materials during the various stages of the
building procurement process.
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6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
We support the proposed changes to the design response as outlined in the Discussion Paper, in particular the
requirement for a design rationale for external walls. We are of the view that the submission of a design rationale for
external walls will encourage follow through of materials selected for façade treatments to the design development
stage and through to as-built.
We recommend that any changes are aligned with updates to the Urban Design Guidelines for Victoria.
Acceptable materials for external walls should not only be attractive and durable, but also safe. The Victorian
Cladding Taskforce has made some headway into determining what materials are acceptable, along with the Senate
report on non-conforming building products. Recommendations included a proposed ban on polyethylene core ACP;
expediating mandatory third-party certification scheme for high-risk building products, establishing building
information databases and further reactionary enforcement considerations.
Cladding Taskforce:
https://www.planning.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0019/426034/DELWP0124_Victorian_Cladding_Taskforce_F
inal_Report_July_2019_v9.pdf
Senate report on non-conforming building products:
https://aca.org.au/article/non-conforming-building-products-senate-report

7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and materials (Section 3.6 in the
discussion paper)

We support the proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines as outlined in the Discussion Paper.
Apart from acoustic and thermal performance for energy efficiency and comfort, external walls are not covered [in
detail] in the Apartment Guidelines.
Including the suggested permit conditions will document in detail the commitment to the cladding approach at the
planning stage and enable a more effective comparison between an approved cladding and any proposed revisions,
post permit issue.
We recommend that a Suggested Permit Condition be drafted to ensure all materials and systems can be assessed
per longevity, flash point and maintenance. Acquiring material data is important when comparing alternative
materials proposed in secondary consent to ensure quality and safety are not compromised and to attain information
as new technologies enter the market.
‘Avoid highly reflective or tinted finishes’ is important but needs a quantitative measurement to assist planners in
assessing applications.
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Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
• Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
• What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop wind analysis or a wind tunnel
analysis?
8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
We support the proposed inclusion of a new standard requiring wind assessment when considering buildings at 5
stories or more.
While we understand this standard relates primarily to the impacts of wind at street level, we also note that people
are unlikely to use private outdoor or communal outdoor space if it is too windy. We also note that a wind
assessment may identify site base micro wind opportunities.
The continuously linear density blocks consisting of taller buildings and narrower streets that create a man-made
canyon-like effect are increasing the phenomenon known as the canyon effect, exacerbating wind directions and
speed and increasing microclimate temperatures, reducing pedestrian and apartment dwellers comfort [and safety].
Streets flanked by buildings taller than five stories may experience reduced light penetration and increased noise
levels. Air quality may be adversely impacted due to a reduced capacity to dissipate pollutants from vehicles.
https://medium.com/the-machinery-of-government/canyon-effect-in-australian-cities-ce496190c760
Although trees and landscaping are not the primary mitigation measure for wind impacts, we note that established
and maintained landscaping elements can help alleviate negative wind effects.
Building separation is also a key factor in adverse wind outcomes. Podium setbacks provide an alternative to
continual linear vertical facades, that may help to offset the wind velocity effects throughout the development.
We support the submission of CASBE member council Whitehorse City Council on this item.

9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts (Section 4.5 in the discussion paper)

We support the proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines as outlined in the Discussion Paper.
We note that there is opportunity to support the Living Melbourne Strategy (Action 3 – 3.3) by providing more
technical information on how trees can be used to address wind impacts, including;
- Tree characteristic – evergreen, dense canopy, robust etc.
- Planting characteristics – located in response to prevailing breezes; tree species canopy type; planted in close
proximity; planting to create pleasant micro climates including other benefits like shade etc.
- Used in combination with other methods to lessen wind impacts.
We support the submission of CASBE member council Whitehorse City Council on this item including their conclusion
that “It is strongly encouraged that the Department develops a coherent Practice Note which includes detailed
examples, demonstrates certain practices, and manages expectations as to what each type of wind impact
assessment should entail and how it should be read, as well as, graphics/illustrations of wind mitigation measures
and how they are identified on Development Plans.”

Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods | Engage Vic Submission Template

Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods

Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the discussion paper)
We support the proposed changes to the integration with the street standard as outlined in the Discussion Paper, in
particular, the requirement to avoid blank walls along street frontages, and to include pedestrian links to enhance
accessibility.
We also support the location of carparking and waste facilities behind the active street frontages.
We make the following recommendations:
- Revised wording to: ‘High front fencing should be avoided.’ i.e. remove ‘if practicable’.
- Development next to existing public open space should be laid out to complement the open space. Add ‘to provide
outlook to and passive surveillance of open space’.
We suggest including guidelines for on-site flood mitigation requirements to limit the need to raise floor levels at the
street interface. Guidelines could be further explored (in consultation with the relevant authority) to explore new
techniques and technologies such as flood-proof doors, wet-flood proof materials, raised electrical points and
consideration of avoiding residential uses within affected areas.
We recommend incorporating a standard requiring openable windows and balcony doors within the podium level
along street frontages be considered. Openable windows at street level and within the podium can enhance the
sense of connection, surveillance and safety at ground level, and improve ESD performance by allowing for natural
ventilation. However, it is important to note that residential windows at grade to the street level should avoid direct
pedestrian sightlines.
Building separation components should be a separate sub-clause rather than amending 58.04-1. See Moreland clause
22.07 building separation and light well conditions for policy example. This strengthens the position that building
separation is not only a consideration for internal amenity, but it is also a key consideration for external amenity and
equitable development outcomes across adjoining sites. It should also facilitate deep soil opportunities for green
spaces and canopy trees, improved appearance of apartment buildings and offset wind impacts at ground level.
Consideration should be given to inclusion of related aspects of the Draft Central Melbourne Design Guide.
11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)
We support the proposed changes to the access standard as outlined in the Discussion Paper, in particular the
requirement to encourage vehicle access to be located to the side or rear of the building.
We also recommend that vehicle cross overs are separate to pedestrian access - not only for visual amenity but also
for pedestrian safety.
Consideration should be given to inclusion of related aspects of the Draft Central Melbourne Design Guide.
12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
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We support the proposed changes to the site services standard as outlined in the Discussion Paper.
Consideration should be given to inclusion of related aspects of the Draft Central Melbourne Design Guide.
13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services (Section 5.7 in the discussion paper)
We support the proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines as outlined in the Discussion Paper.
We support well-integrated, located and designed service provision, and re-iterate the early collaboration with the
Apartment Design Advisory Service (ADAS) if design guidance is needed in this regard.
Consideration should be given to inclusion of related aspects of the Draft Central Melbourne Design Guide.
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Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion paper)
We support the proposed inclusion of a new standard related to construction impacts as outlined in the Discussion
Paper.
Of particular concern are the impacts of stormwater and water run-off from construction sites.
Several CASBE member councils have local planning provisions related to Water sensitive urban design (WSUD) which
include the requirement to provide “A site management plan which details how the site will be managed through
construction.” which is to be “A statement is required outlining construction measures to prevent litter, sediments
and pollution entering stormwater systems.” The EPA’s ‘Reducing Stormwater Pollution from Construction Sites’
(Environment Protection Authority (EPA) Victoria, www.epa.vic.gov.au) provides a useful resource on this issue.
We make the following recommendation:
Consider including some minimum requirements such as recycling of construction and demolition waste and
protecting of stormwater drains from construction debris.
With urban densities creating closer ‘confines’ with neighbourhood and surrounds, the issues of construction noise,
air quality and neighbourhood access and safety is becoming more prevalent. We therefore support the new
standards proposed to help address these imposts on the neighbouring tenants.

15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts (Section 6.5 in the discussion
paper)
We support the proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines as outlined in the Discussion Paper that
suggests a permit condition requiring a construction management plan that sets out on-site operational issues that
may have off-site impacts, much of which are not monitored [including on-site].
Some CASBE member councils currently include permit conditions related to provision of Construction Management
Plans.
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I am making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name
Natasha Palich
Organisation (if relevant)
Council Alliance for a Sustainable Built Environment (CASBE)
Email
casbe@mav.asn.au
If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.
I agree to the privacy statement Required

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance with the principles of the Victorian
privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning rules for apartment developments in
the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to clarify your submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To protect individual privacy, DELWP will
remove your name and address from your submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in your submission that could identify you or
other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published, including the name of your
organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers under confidentiality agreements, in
preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email at
planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for access should be sent to the Manager
Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.
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1.0 ABOUT THE HOUSING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION
The Housing Industry Association (HIA) is Australia’s only national industry association representing
the interests of the residential building industry, including new home builders, renovators, trade
contractors, land developers, related building professionals, and suppliers and manufacturers of
building products.
As the voice of the residential building industry, HIA represents a membership of 60,000 across
Australia. HIA members are involved in land development, detached home building, home
renovations, low & medium-density housing, high-rise apartment buildings and building product
manufacturing.
HIA members comprise a diversity of mix of companies residential builders, including the Housing
100 volume builders, small to medium builders and renovators, residential developers, trade
contractors, major building product manufacturers and suppliers and consultants to the industry. HIA
members construct over 85 per cent of the nation’s new building stock.
The residential building industry is one of Australia’s most dynamic, innovative and efficient service
industries and is a key driver of the Australian economy. The residential building industry has a wide
reach into manufacturing, supply, and retail sectors.
Contributing over $100 billion per annum and accounting for 5.8 per cent of Gross Domestic Product,
the residential building industry employs over one million people, representing tens of thousands of
small businesses and over 200,000 sub-contractors reliant on the industry for their livelihood.
HIA exists to service the businesses it represents, lobby for the best possible business environment
for the building industry and to encourage a responsible and quality driven, affordable residential
building development industry. HIA’s mission is to:
“promote policies and provide services which enhance our members’ business practices,
products and profitability, consistent with the highest standards of professional and commercial
conduct.”
HIA develops and advocates policy on behalf of members to further advance new home building and
renovating, enabling members to provide affordable and appropriate housing to the growing
Australian population. New policy is generated through a grassroots process that starts with local
and regional committees before progressing to the National Policy Congress by which time it has
passed through almost 1,000 sets of hands.
Policy development is supported by an ongoing process of collecting and analysing data, forecasting,
and providing industry data and insights for members, the general public and on a contract basis.
The association operates offices in 22 centres around the nation providing a wide range of advocacy,
business support services and products for members, including legal, technical, planning, workplace
health and safety and business compliance advice, along with training services, contracts and
stationary, industry awards for excellence, and member only discounts on goods and services.

- ii -

2.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY
Whilst appreciating the opportunity to provide feedback, HIA has raised concerns throughout various
consultation processes and forums with the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
(DELWP), about the timing of this review and proposed expansion of the provisions of Clause 58 of
the Victorian Planning Provisions (VPP’s).
More specifically, HIA questions the timing of the introduction of the provisions proposed within the
‘Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper’ (the Discussion Paper).
HIA continues to advocate that this review/ expansion of Clause 58 of the VPP’s would be more
appropriate to be undertaken at a time when a larger amount of projects designed under the current
requirements have been fully constructed/ developed.
Despite concerns around to the early timing of this review and the possible expansion of Clause 58
of the VPP’s, HIA provides the feedback within this submission to assist DELWP within this review
process.
The feedback provided within this submission has been tailored so that to respond to the five policy
aims for new apartments developments as identified within the Discussion Paper; green space,
appearance of the building, wind impacts, street interface and construction impacts. The
commentary provided within this submission is consistent with the feedback which HIA, and our
members, have provided within consultation processes throughout this year. The feedback provided
within this submission does not seek to address the breath of all the views of individual members
which may be subject to the proposed provisions within the Discussion Paper. The commentary
provided within this submission are of a more general nature.
HIA would be pleased to meet with the Minister or DELWP representatives, to discuss and further
expand on any of the comments provided within this submission. Furthermore, given the
understanding and the intent of the review, HIA submit the following feedback to assist within this
review process.
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3.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
3.1 GENERAL FEEDBACK


A number of the proposed additions/ alterations within the Discussion Paper result in duplication
of existing, well established processes. An example of duplication is the proposed outcomes for
construction impacts, which duplicate existing local laws and work currently being undertaken by
the EPA subordinate legislative reform package. This is not supported. Outcomes should only
be pursued which strengthen existing processes and which assist in streamlining the planning
approvals process;



Where possible, performance based solutions, opposed to prescriptive outcomes, should be
implemented within the proposed standards;



Clarity should be provided over the use of ‘should have’. Member feedback indicates that the
use of ‘should have’ is interpreted to being a mandated requirement, which DELWP have
indicated within previous consultation processes may not always be the intent of the terminology;
and



HIA can appreciate common misconceptions individuals may have in distinguishing between
what forms building work and what forms planning work. However, it is vital that a clear
separation must be kept between these matters. HIA does not support technical regulation
introduced into the planning system in any capacity. Technical standards should only be applied
through the Building Code of Australia (BCA) and Australian standards. Therefore a clear
separation must be kept when considering all matters incorporated within the Discussion Paper.

3.2 GREEN SPACE


The proposed green space provisions discuss desired landscaping outcomes. Further
consideration should also be given to incorporating provisions which speak to providing
landscaping outcomes which are reflective and consistent to the existing vegetation of the
surrounding locality of a proposed development;



Site configuration is a major determinant of the landscaping potential of a site. The proposed
alterations and additions to the green space standards should take site configuration
determinants into account;



The associated uplift costs of meeting the proposed landscaping requirements must be taken
into consideration. Such uplift costs can often be extremely costly, ultimately resulting in an
additional cost worn by the home buyer;



Additional examples of integrated landscaping solutions will assist all parties involved. HIA
suggests that rigours consultation be undertaken with peak bodies and industry, in developing
such examples; and



Consideration should be given to including policy provisions which provide applicants with the
ability to negotiate with the responsible authority for the inclusion of green space/landscaping
requirements within the existing public realm, as opposed to only on the subject site.
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3.3 APPEARANCE OF THE BUILDING


The proposed objectives identifies that materials, designs and finishes of developments should
ensure to ‘make a positive contribution to the public realm’ and ‘ensure that external walls and
materials are visually interesting and of a high-quality design standard’. These matters are
considered to be largely subjective. Given the subjectivity of these matters, outcomes may be
resolved which lack planning merit and therefore create greater uncertainty within the planning
approvals process. The incorporation of any new outcomes should only result in consistent
planning regulation and standardised approaches. The proposed outcomes listed above are not
considered to achieve an efficient regulatory planning environment;



Innovative, emerging technologies and trends of external materials, such as fake green walls,
must be given consideration and support through policy provisions. The proposed outcomes for
appearance of the building currently lack this support and should therefore be amended;



Proposed outcome 3.5 states that a ‘design response must include a design rational for the
external walls, and selection of the external materials’. Implementing these proposed policy
provisions may result in facilitating further subjectivity within the planning decision making
process. Additionally, a planner is not considered to be the correct authority to be determining
such design rationale matters;



Proposed change 3.6 states that a ‘design response must include section details at a scale of at
least 1:20 illustrating the buildings external walls, including materials and construction details’. It
is suggested that DELWP may want to amend this terminology to ‘façade access management
plan’, which is the term commonly utilised by industry for such requirements;



The proposed standards do not take into account maintenance and longevity of materials. This
much be addressed as it is a major determinant as to what materials can be utilised; and



Although not listed as a proposed outcome, HIA consider it of importance to note that the Building
Code of Australia is not the appropriate place for building cladding materials to be controlled in
terms of fire and safety issues.

3.4 WIND IMPACTS


The discussion paper identifies that the proposed changes are only applicable to apartment
buildings of five stories or more. However, there are a range of other variables which impact the
wind effects of an apartment development, such a topography, surrounding locality, site
configuration, adjacent/ adjoining developments and future developments etc. It is considered
that such matters vary too broadly and therefore cannot be standardised through a specific
threshold such as ‘five stories’;



Although the intent of the proposed changes for wind impacts are understood, existing wind
testing practices already takes into consideration the impacts of wind at street level. The
enforcement of the proposed changes may result in duplication of existing, well established
practices. This is not supported and should be avoided; and



Wind tunnel testing can be extremely costly and further impede an applicant. Consideration must
be given as to the requirements for what form of development constitutes a full wind tunnel test,
as opposed to an online desktop wind assessment.
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3.5 STREET INTERFACE


Proposed outcomes seem generally positive. However there are a number of the proposed
outcomes which are already considered to be common practice, such as ensuring that site
services are easily accessible. It is suggested that the proposed outcomes be reviewed in light
of other existing provisions, so that to avoid any form of regulatory duplication; and



The proposed standard discusses ‘minimising the impact on the streetscape of vehicle entries’.
This proposed standard may be interpreted to result in sleeving as an outcome. Consideration
must be given to the range of potential unintentional consequences that may occur from sleeving
being incorporated into a development. This may include such matters as loss of natural
ventilation and potential negative impacts to the surrounding residential streetscape. Moreover,
sleeving will result in an additional, recurring cost due to ongoing maintenance requirements.

3.6 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS


As raised consistently in all feedback provided by HIA throughout this process, this matter is
considered inappropriate to be dealt with as part of the Building Better Apartments program and
should not be incorporated within the provisions of Clause 58 of the VPP’s. The planning permit
stage is not the correct time to be dealing with the intricacies of construction management. Such
matters must be dealt with at the building permit stage of a development;



Incorporating the proposed construction impact provisions at a planning permit stage may result
in stifling innovative construction methods; and



The Guidelines should avoid duplication of management of construction noise requirements.
Amongst other matters which are similar in nature, the EPA is currently working on reviewing
existing requirements for the management of noise, and will deliver the new requirements
through the subordinate legislative reform package. HIA suggests contacting the EPA to further
discuss this matter further and to therefore avoid duplication of work.
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4. CONCLUSION
The following points provide a brief summary of HIA’s positions raised within this submission:


The timing of the review is early as not many apartment buildings have been constructed as
yet under the provisions of Clause 58 of the VPP’s;



A number of the proposed outcomes duplicate existing, well established processes. This
should be avoided and is not supported;



HIA does not support technical regulation being introduced into the planning system in any
capacity. It is considered of vital importance that a clear separation is kept between matters
governed by the planning regulatory environment and the technical, building environment.
Provisions within the Discussion Paper must therefore only enforce outcomes governed by
the planning regulatory environment;



Where applicable, performance based solutions, opposed to prescriptive outcomes, should
be implemented within the proposed standards;
Green space policy provisions must take into consideration site configuration restrictions and
the detrimental impact it may have on the landscaping potential of site;
















Consideration should be given to including policy provisions which provide applicants with
the ability to negotiate with the responsible authority for the inclusion of green
space/landscaping requirements within the existing public realm, as opposed to only on the
subject site;
A number of the proposed outcomes for appearance of the building will result in creating
greater subjectivity within the planning approvals process. This is not supported and should
be avoided;
The proposed outcomes for street interface should be reviewed in light of existing provisions
within the VPP’s, so that to avoid any form of regulatory duplication;
Unintentional consequences that may occur from sleeving must be taken into consideration,
which may result as a product of the proposed street interface outcomes which discusses
‘minimising the impact on the streetscape of vehicle entries’;
Proposed policy provisions for appearance of the building must also take into consideration
the maintenance requirements and longevity of materials;
The proposed standardised threshold of five storeys to be subject to wind tunnel testing is
not considered appropriate. This is because the prescribed threshold does not take into
consideration other variables which may have a major influence on the wind impact of an
apartment development;
Construction impacts is considered inappropriate to be dealt with in any capacity within the
Building Better Apartments program. The planning permit stage is not the correct time to be
dealing with the intricacies of construction management; and
Incorporating the proposed construction impact provisions at the planning permit stage, may
result in stifling innovative construction methods.

HIA will watch with interest the progress of the outcomes of the Better Apartments in Neighborhoods
Discussion Paper and would welcome the opportunity for further consultation. Once again we thank
you for the opportunity to contribute at this stage. Please do not hesitate to contact Teresa Davis –
Planning Adviser on (03) 9280 8230 or t.davis@hia.com.au should you require anything further.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Urbis conducted a workshop regarding the proposed changes to the Better Apartment Design Standards
(“BADS”) as detailed in the Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper 2019 on 6 September
2019 which was attended by the following architectural firms:
•

Ascui & Co

•

BG Architecture;

•

Fender Katsalidis Architects;

•

Hassell Studio

•

Ian Perkins Architects;

•

Jackson Clements Burrows; and

•

McKimm.

This workshop analysed each of the proposed design elements to BADS inclusive of the following:
•

Green Space;

•

Appearance of the Building;

•

Wind Impacts;

•

Street Interface; and

•

Construction Impacts.

The workshop was in line with the questions identified in the Department of Environment, Land, Water and
Planning’s (“DELWP”) submission word template.
In summary, we support the continuing review of BADS and our findings are contained within each of the
following chapters.
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1.

GREEN SPACE

1.1.

LANDSCAPING STANDARD

1.1.1. Objectives
The workshop is in support of the objectives of this element other than:

Objective

Issue

Suggest Wording

To encourage the
retention of mature
vegetation on the site.

The location, type and health of
To encourage the retention of
mature vegetation should be
significant, healthy canopy trees on
considered in determining its potential the site where appropriate.
to be retained.

1.1.2. Standard
The workshop is generally in support of the standards other than the following:

Standard

Issue

If the development does
not provide deep soil
areas specified in column
3 of Table D2, a planter
should be used to
provide each canopy tree
with the minimum soil
volume as specified in
column 4 of Table D2.

Specifying a 1.5 metre minimum depth Planter soil volume:
for planter soil volume is not required
50-120 cubic metres.
as it will not assist meeting the desired
At least 1.0 metre in depth.
outcome.

Landscaping should be
In areas such as commercial areas or
provided within building
Activity Centres where zero lot line is
frontages to reduce the
supported, this standard is impractical.
visual impact of buildings.

Suggest Wording

Landscaping should be provided
within building frontages to reduce
the visual impact of buildings where
a front setback is the existing or
preferred character of the street.

1.1.3. Decision Guidelines
Following the above, the workshop is generally in support of the decision guidelines other than the following:

Decision Guideline

Suggest Wording

The health of any trees to The health of any trees to be removed and their impact on the development
be removed.
potential of land.
Whether landscaping is
part of the existing or
preferred future
landscape character.

2 GREEN SPACE

Whether landscaping, including within the front setback, is part of the
existing or preferred future landscape character.
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1.2.

COMMUNAL OPEN SPACE STANDARD

1.2.1. Objectives
The workshop is in support of the objective of this element but does not believe it should apply to all
residential developments.

1.2.2. Standard
The workshop is generally not in support of this standard but makes the following recommendation:

Standard

Issue

Developments with 10
The workshop raises the following
dwellings or less should issues with this standard:
provide a minimum area
• The necessity of providing
of communal open space
communal open space in all
of 25 square metres.
residential developments
Developments with 11 or
more dwellings should
• The constraint placed on
provide a minimum area
smaller lots with redevelopment
of communal open space
potential
of 2.5 square metres per
• The need to provide communal
dwelling or 250 square
open space for luxury
metres, whichever is the
apartments benefiting from
lesser
private open space areas
•

The standard does not account
for the locational attributes that
some sites have over others
(i.e. proximity to public open
space areas)

•

Increased body corporate fees
on smaller developments

•

The practical use and location
of communal open space of
25sqm in smaller projects.

Suggest Wording
Delete this proposed standard and
revert to existing BADS Standard D7
wording but amended to the
following:
Developments with 30 or more
dwellings should provide a minimum
area of communal open space of 2.5
square metres per dwelling or 250
square metres, whichever is lesser.

1.2.3. Decision Guidelines
Following the above, the workshop recommends that the following decision guideline be included within
existing BADS standard D7 but amended as per the below:

Decision Guideline

Suggest Wording

The contribution of
The contribution of communal open space towards supporting on site
landscaping including canopy trees when it is provided at ground level.
communal open space
towards supporting on
site landscaping including
canopy trees.
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Decision Guideline

Suggest Wording

New Decision Guideline

The size of proposed apartments and their private open space areas.

New Decision Guideline

The locational attributes of sites and proximity to areas of public open space.
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2.

APPEARANCE OF THE BUILDING

2.1.

EXTERNAL WALLS AND MATERIALS STANDARD

2.1.1. Objectives
The workshop is generally in support of the objectives of this element other than the reference to the external
materials being durable as this is a building code matter.

2.1.2. Standard
The workshop is generally in support of the standards of this element other than the reference to the external
material being durable for the live of the building for the reasons outlined below:

Standard

Issue

Suggest Wording

The external materials
should:

The workshop raises the following
issues with this standard:

The external materials should:

•

•

provide visual
interest through
variation in
material, colour
and texture.
be durable for the
life of the building.

•

Matters of durability are a
building code matter and
beyond the expertise of a
planner

•

The reference to the ‘life of the
building’ is too onerous

•

A building structure will outlast
an external material as it is not
exposed to the elements

•

The standard excludes the use
of material like timber as it
requires regular maintenance
and repair but is often used to
articulate, create warmth and
interest in a building façade.

• provide visual interest through
variation in material, colour and
texture.
• be readily accessible for
maintenance.

2.1.3. Decision Guidelines
The workshop is generally supportive of the decision guidelines of this standard.
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3.

WIND IMPACTS

3.1.

NEW WIND STANDARD

3.1.1. Objectives
The workshop is generally in support of the objectives of this element.

3.1.2. Standard
The workshop is generally in support of the standards of this element.

3.1.3. Decision Guidelines
The workshop is generally supportive of the decision guidelines (applying to building of 5 or more storeys) of
this standard however there should be specific reference to desktop assessments being undertaken as part
of the application process, prior to determining the requirements to undertake wind tunnelling assessments
pursuant to permit conditions.
As such, the workshop makes the following recommendation:

Decision Guideline

Suggest Wording

Whether it has been
demonstrated that the
development will meet
the specified wind
conditions in a wind
report prepared by a
suitably qualified
specialist submitted with
the application

Whether it has been demonstrated that the development will meet the
specified wind conditions in a desktop assessment or wind report prepared
by a suitably qualified specialist submitted with the application.
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4.

STREET INTERFACE

4.1.

INTEGRATION WITH THE STREET

4.1.1. Objectives
The workshop is in support of the objectives of this element.

4.1.2. Standard
The workshop is generally in support of the standards of this element.

4.1.3. Decision Guidelines
The workshop is generally in support of the decision guidelines of this element.

4.2.

ACCESS

4.2.1. Objectives
The workshop is in support of the objectives of this element.

4.2.2. Standard
The workshop is generally in support of the standards of this element.

4.2.3. Decision Guidelines
The workshop is generally in support of the decision guidelines of this element.

4.3.

SITE SERVICES

4.3.1. Objectives
The workshop is in support of the objectives of this element other than:

Objective

Issue

To ensure that site
The use of the word attractive is too
services and facilities are onerous and subjective.
accessible, adequate and
attractive.

Suggest Wording
To ensure that site services and
facilities are accessible, adequate
and integrated into the building
design.

4.3.2. Standard
The workshop is generally in support of the standards other than the following:

Standard

Issue

Meters, utility services
The workshop raises the following
issues with this standard:
and service cupboards
should be designed as an
• This level of detail is premature
integrated component of
as part of the planning
the façade
application process
•

Suggest Wording
Service areas should be designed
as an integrated component of the
building and be located for
convenient access as required by
the relevant authorities.

The authorities dictate site
servicing requirements and
their location (which is not
necessarily part of the building
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Standard

Issue

Suggest Wording

façade but rather within the site
frontage)
•

The authorities are not in a
position to provide this level of
detail as part of the application
process

•

This standard is too onerous
and will result in unnecessary
administrative burden as post
approval amendments would
be required to comply with
authority requirements.

4.3.3. Decision Guidelines
The workshop is generally in support of the decision guidelines of this standard.
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5.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

5.1.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS STANDARD

The workshop is generally in support of the inclusion of a permit condition to provide construction
management plans as part of residential developments. However, we are concerned about the application of
a BADS style objective and standard as this will require information that would typically be included in a CMP
to be provided as part of the planning application process. This level of information is typically not available
until a builder has been appointed which occurs following planning approval.
As such, this workshop recommends that this standard be deleted.
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Building Better Apartments in
Neighbourhoods

Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all
Victorians to provide feedback about the policy proposals in the discussion paper by
making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:
•
•
•

state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the
proposed changes
explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
explain any other change you would like

The City of Greater Dandenong (CGD) supports the Victorian Government’s Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
consultation paper. The draft design standards will provide Council with greater certainty in advocating for design
excellence. The standards will contribute positively to improving the external amenity standards for apartments and
facilitate the development of higher quality apartments across municipalities in Victoria.

Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.

1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)
GGD Support– Deep soil areas and canopy trees
CGD supports the proposed deep soil areas and canopy trees applicable to apartment developments. This will provide a
more consistent interpretation of landscape design requirements across areas of varying character and vegetation.
• The provision of tree canopies and landscaping will improve external amenity and neighbourhood character, soften
the visual impact of the building, and increase shade and its cooling effect onsite and to the building surroundings.
• The standard encourages the protection of existing mature canopy trees, to preserve the existing character of an
area.
• It provides specifications regarding the minimum planter size and soil volume requirements suitable for each of the
respective small, medium or large size of the canopy tree(s).
• Appropriate landscaping has a range of benefits that relate to temperature moderation, biodiversity enhancement,
improved health and well-being and increased market value.
The proposed landscaping standard supports CGD’s Neighbourhood Character Policy in Clause 22.09 that has been
currently implemented on a day to day basis including:
• Provide substantial, high quality on-site landscaping, including a range of screen plants and canopy trees;
• Encourage canopy tree planting, including at least one substantial canopy tree to each setback and each secluded
ground open space area;
• Using landscaping to soften the appearance of built form when viewed from the street and to respect the amenity
of adjoining properties;
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•
•
•

Protect existing mature canopy trees, by incorporating their retention into their site design;
Encourage the use of a variety of native species including to create landscaping outcomes that include indigenous
species;
Provide the minimum percentage of land to be used as deep soil areas for canopy trees to provide wellproportioned private open space areas to sufficiently accommodate the growth of trees until they reach maturity.

In addition, the intent of the proposed landscaping standard aligns with the objectives of CGD’s environmentally sustainable
development policy in Clause 22.06 including:
• To protect and enhance biodiversity within the municipality;
• To provide environmentally sustainable landscapes and natural habitats and minimise the urban heat island effect;
• To encourage the retention of significant trees.
Overall, this proposed landscaping standard together with CGD’s Clause 22.09 will address the common issue of the very
limited tree canopy cover and poor standard of landscaping/ external amenity of apartments, whilst contributing to
environmentally sustainable outcomes within the City of Greater Dandenong.

CGD Challenges – Deep soil areas and canopy trees
Based on CGD’s experience, some of the planning and urban design challenges in implementing the proposed landscaping
standard include the following:
• The common challenge to implement the landscaping standard within the building frontage (i.e. to soften the
visual impact of an apartment building and to conceal the ground floor carpark) is that this often conflicts with the
typical design response of utilising and fencing the front setback area for the SPOS of the front unit (also relevant
for section 5.4- p.10);
• For apartment buildings located near Activity Centres it is also not uncommon that developers negotiate for a less
than 3m front setback, which restricts the deep soil areas and space for accommodating the spread of canopy trees.
• In the CGD context, the typical ‘suburban’ residential lot has a 17m wide frontage with an average of 700-800sqm
lot size. The viability of providing a deep soil planting area and its associated tree canopy more often than not
relates to how the ground floor or the basement plan accommodates the most efficient carpark layout;
• The nominated spatial provisions for the 4m-16m canopy spread as per identified in table D2 may pose a challenge
for future redevelopment of the single suburban lot with a 17m narrow frontage (i.e. without land consolidation);
• Without a land consolidation scenario, this often means that the use of a series of tall ‘columnar’ trees along the
side and rear perimeter boundaries becomes the most realistic landscaping solution for providing the balanced
internal and external amenity objectives (i.e. to create outlook and to moderate the use of undesirable external
screening/ obscured glazed windows along the side and/ or the rear elevations);
• Deep soil planting and tree canopy planting become not viable due to the existing underground infrastructure
along the side or the rear boundary or overhead infrastructure along the street interface.

Recommended Improvements – Deep soil areas and canopy trees
Based on the above challenges, the planning and urban design recommendations include the following:
• Examples of good design for front landscaped setbacks preferably with a few ‘suburban’ scenarios where
landscaping treatments are effectively used to manage a successful transition between the private and public
interface would be helpful. And these could be included in the Apartment Design Guidelines or a Practice Note.
• As an alternative to the canopy tree spread (as per specified in the Table D2/ second column), CGD suggests that
the provision of typical tall slim columnar trees with their suitable deep root soil planting dimension can be added
as an alternative approach for suburban sites where providing the 4m+ spread of canopy trees becomes challenging
(i.e. along the side boundaries of the narrow suburban lot).
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•

•

CGD has developed a draft set of landscaping guidelines for development. The standards should include a reference
to the specification of preferred plant species outlined in each local government where applicable. This will ensure
species are appropriate to each region.
Where fewer existing trees or reduced soil areas are present, the standard should encourage consolidation or
bundling of infrastructure including underground services to achieve greater canopy outcomes.

CGD Support – Alternative Landscaping
CGD generally supports the ‘alternative’ landscaping standard to retain the flexibility to meet the minimum tree canopies/
landscaped requirement for private open space including:
• For example, if developers are unable to provide for open space on ground level, they can consider options for
vegetated planters, pergolas, green roofs or walls instead of canopy trees.
• However, this should not become an easy or default solution for not providing the preferred ground level
landscaping in the first instance. Instead, CGD view is that this ‘alternative’ landscaping must be used as the last
resort.

CGD Challenges – Alternative Landscaping
Some of the CGD’s challenges in implementing this ‘alternative’ landscaping standard include the following:
• To apply such an alternative landscaping on the private balconies would mean the success of such a landscape
features is reliant upon the ‘good will and commitment’ of the future apartment dwellers, which in our opinion is
too unpredictable in achieving the desired long term outcomes.
• CGD acknowledges that not all levels of developers will be skilled enough to construct this type of ‘alternative’ or
non-conventional landscape construction including above the basement or roof top garden, green wall, planter
pits, etc. This landscape work may involve a more complex building/ maintenance works and infrastructure
including irrigation.
• And for the ‘average’ developers in CGD unfortunately the lack of skills/ experience in doing this type of landscape
works often results in the discrepancy between the design intent and the design outcome (i.e. non-compliance
issue or maintenance failure), which ends sometimes with the deletion of these landscape features from the plan
and/or later stripped down to more basic landscape elements.

Recommended Improvements – Alternative Landscaping
Based on the above challenges, the planning and urban design recommendation includes the following:
• CGD is more supportive for this alternative standard to be applied on the communal areas subject to the adequate
provision of a body corporate tool (i.e. and landscape management plan) that is put in place to ensure the long term
maintenance and good appearance of these alternative landscape features.
• Examples of good alternative landscaping are used on the roof top planters/ creepers and how they are used for
greening and shading the communal open space would be helpful. And they can be included as parts of the
Apartment Guidelines and or Practice Note.

2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the discussion paper)
CGD Support– Communal Open Space
CGD generally supports the proposed 250 sqm communal open space for developments of 11 or more apartments, on the
basis that:
• It will maximise landscaping opportunities within apartment developments which further supports the adoption of
the landscaping standard;
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•
•

If it is done well, it will enhance space activation and safety of the apartment building complex through passive
surveillance;
The standard will enhance the liveability and amenity of the development and will encourage other uses in the
space such as space for food productive gardens and the like.

CGD Challenges – Communal Open Space
CGD acknowledges the potential benefits of a 250 sqm of communal open space for residents in developments of 11 or more
apartments. However, CGD questions if applying the proposed standard of 25 sqm communal open space to developments
with 10 or less apartments will add value due to the following reasons:
• The functionality of a 25 sqm (i.e. 5x5m) of shared open space for the 10 dwellings or less is questionable. What
would be the potential use of this small space? If not frequently used, this may become a ‘wasted’ space or worse a
liability;
• In CGD, the small to medium scale of apartment developments are not typically provided with communal open
space due to the price-sensitive nature of the property market. This and in combination with the lower socioeconomic demographic profile would not respond well to absorbing the ‘extra’ construction cost as well as the
potential ongoing maintenance costs of such a common facility (i.e. the higher rates of body corporate fees);
• In summary, the maintenance/ ongoing body corporate costs for residents may be considered to outweigh the
benefit of environmental/ recreational/ social value out of this small 25 sqm space.

Recommended Improvements – Communal Open Space
Based on the above challenges, some of the planning and urban design recommendations include the following:
• CGD suggests a threshold of 11 dwellings or more for requiring a communal open space, which is consistent with
the NSW’s Medium Density Design Guide. It is also equally important to provide a set of qualitative criteria and
guidance in terms of what typical design features are expected in the well-designed communal spaces;
• Some examples/ illustration of a good design of communal open space would also be useful particularly in
demonstrating the successful transition between the private to the public realm. And these could be included in
the Apartment Design Guidelines or a Practice Note;
• CGD suggests that the communal open space standard should include more qualitative criteria such as, but not
limited to the provision of direct access/ view lines into communal open spaces from entries and passageways, etc.
This includes taking into account relationships between indoor and outdoor communal space and the need for
provision of suitable daylight access to the communal open spaces;
• Furthermore the provision of direct access and passageways to communal open spaces should consider other
environmental features such as lighting, visibility, access for disabled residents and legibility, etc;
• For a large key redevelopment site requiring a site context analysis and masterplan, the provision of communal
open space should also consider the connectivity and relationship between communal open spaces and adjacent
streets and open spaces, provided that open spaces are situated on ground level;
• Reference to stormwater management would be appropriate for the irrigation of communal open space areas.

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the discussion paper)
CGD agrees. No more comment on this section.

4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (Section 2.7
in the discussion paper)
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CGD agrees subject to below improvement.

CGD Challenge –Landscaping Maintenance
Based on CGD’s experience, the planning and urban design challenges in implementing the proposed landscaping
maintenance standard include the following:
• Including information about how the landscaping will be maintained as part of the permit condition does not
always necessarily guarantee successful landscaping maintenance unless this can be effectively monitored and
enforced;
• Apart from the one site inspection before the subdivision permit being issued, Council has no resources to conduct
ongoing monitoring and enforcement of (if any) non-compliance or on-going maintenance issue on the landscaping
works;
• If after the subdivision permit has been issued, the resident removes/ relocates some landscaping elements or
alters the tree species for any reason, Council has limited resources to monitor and to enforce this non-compliance
issue even if they are part of the planning permit conditions.

Recommended Improvements –Landscaping Maintenance
Based on the above challenges, some of the planning and urban design recommendations include the following:
• Ensure that how the landscaping maintenance is planned will not put an unrealistic expectation on the future use of
Council’s resources including monitoring and enforcement.

Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.
When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners
and applicants need about design quality and external materials to implement the
proposed standards.

5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion paper)
CGD Support– Building Materials and Appearance
CGD supports the proposed changes to the apartment façade appearance standard which is applicable to all apartment
developments. This will provide a more consistent expectation and interpretation of high quality façade design and
requirements across all apartment developments.
CGD supports the proposed change because they are in line with our Neighbourhood Character Policy Clause 22.09 that has
been currently implemented on a day to day basis. This proposed building appearance standard will further strengthen
CGD’s local planning policy in achieving;
• The use of high quality, durable materials and finishes that require minimal maintenance or replacement over the
life of the development;
•
The use of high quality materials, colours, finishes and architectural detailing;
• The use of materials that are energy efficient to improve the affordability and sustainability performance of all
apartment developments;
• The use of materials that take into consideration their whole of life impact including source, durability, recyclability
and supplementary content.
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CGD Challenge – Building Materials and Appearance
Some of the CGD’s challenges in implementing the building appearance standard include the following:
• Council has been pursuing the objective of the ‘durability’ and ‘high quality’ building material policy through design
negotiations with the developer/ planning applicant during pre-application discussions and/ or a further information
request, etc. And this has generally delivered some successful outcomes. However, in the event where the
developer/ planning applicant challenges the request, Council rarely battles it out at VCAT because more often than
not this will be easily dismissed by VCAT in favour of a developer’s viewpoint;
• CGD also acknowledges that not all levels of developers have the skills and experience to deliver a high-end ‘highrise’ residential construction involving concrete prefab or other innovative materials. In CGD there are a significant
proportion of apartment developments that are built in conventional ‘light-weight’ construction materials;
• The recent issue raised regarding the specification of non-compliant external building materials (i.e. combustible
cladding) remains a concern for the safety of our residents.

Recommended Improvements – Building Materials and Appearance
Based on the above challenges, some of the planning and urban design recommendations include the following:
• CGD strongly advocates before the adoption of this new design standard/ policy VCAT must to be engaged so that
they will share the same appreciation about the importance of this low maintenance and durable building
materials;
• Example of the good building materials achieving the ‘durability’ and ‘visually interesting’ façade objectives would
be helpful to illustrate of the types of building materials that are considered favourable or less favourable. And
these could be included in the Apartment Design Guidelines or a Practice Note;
• Raising the building appearance standard should be sensitively scoped in a broad enough reference that does not
preclude the ‘small’ developers from the property markets or, at least, provide options/ leverage for them to
upgrade their skills/ experience in response to the raised standard;
• Support for more robust screening of materials selection at the planning stage to prevent inferior or sub-standard
materials being substituted during construction. This includes support for verification processes to ensure
acceptable materials are selected as part of the building material procurement process;
• It is acknowledged that compliance and certification of the compliant building materials is a building legislation
matter, the specification of non-combustible and safe materials should be a mandatory requirement that is echoed
at both the planning and building stages.

6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
CGD agrees subject to below improvement.

CGD Challenge –Rationale for External Materials and Appearance
Some of the CGD’s challenges in implementing the design rationale for external walls and the selection of the external
materials include the following:
• The design rationale for the external walls can be a subjective matter that often involves an ‘aesthetically-driven’
judgement or cannot be separated from the architect’s cultural value and intent. Thus, it is again perceived as a
weak ground for planning refusal at VCAT.

Recommended Improvements –Rationale for External Materials and Appearance
Based on the above challenges, some of the planning and urban design recommendations include the following:
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CGD strongly advocates that before the adoption of this new requirement VCAT must be engaged so that they will
share the same appreciation about the importance of this design rationale;
CGD strongly advocates that the new building appearance and design rationale should instead focus on a set of
sustainable building material objectives and criteria, in particular façade materials embodied energy and water,
virgin material content, source and ability to be recycled or re-used at their end of life;
The decision guidelines should emphasize on methods for balancing the sustainability performance of the façade
design amongst other aesthetic-driven building appearance design criteria.

7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and materials
(Section 3.6 in the discussion paper)
CGD agrees subject to below improvement.

CGD Challenge –Permit Conditions for Materials and Maintenance
Some of the CGD’s challenges in implementing the permit conditions relating to the building materials and construction
details include the following:
• CGD agrees that the permit conditions can include information about how the external façade will be maintained.
However CGD does not find the necessity for the 1:20 scale of Section details as part of the permit condition.
Providing section details would not guarantee that the building material and façade will be durable or visually
attractive or well maintained;
• From a planning permit compliance point of view, considering the building defects including the ‘cracking’ and the
‘staining’ won’t be appearing until typically a few years later, Council may not have the on-going resources to keep
up with the monitoring and enforcing of such a future non-compliance even when specified as part of a permit
condition.

Recommended Improvements –Permit Conditions for Materials and Maintenance
Based on the above challenges, some of the planning and urban design recommendations include the following:
• The inclusion of section details at a scale of 1:20 as parts of the permit condition should be a matter for a statutory
planner’s discretion rather than a mandatory requirement/ standard condition;
• It is best that the use of compliant and safe building materials is dealt with through the Building Code as a building
legislation matter, and not through planning permit conditions and/ or planning compliance/ enforcement. This
includes avoiding the use of low quality or sub-standard building materials in the first instance;
• Ensure that how the permit conditions about how the external wall will be maintained will not put an unrealistic
expectation the future use of Council’s resources (i.e. monitoring and enforcement).

Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
• Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
• What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop
wind analysis or a wind tunnel analysis?

8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
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CGD Support– Wind Impact Standard
CGD generally supports the proposed wind impacts standard, which is applicable to all apartments of five or more storeys
on the basis that it will introduce some of the following desirable outcomes:
• To ensure a comfortable level of pedestrian amenity in the public realm;
• To carefully consider the wind impacts on both private and communal open space so they are not adversely
affected, limiting use of these open spaces;
• To establish a standard of comfortable or an otherwise uncomfortable/ unsafe wind condition which allows a more
consistent benchmark on how to assess wind impacts and pedestrian amenity across Victoria;
• Justifying the requirement to prepare a wind analysis report will be made easier once it is set as a state wide
requirement.
CGD agrees that the threshold of five or more storeys is considered appropriate based on the rationales that:
• A five storey threshold would cover most scenarios of above the podium height in all Greater Dandenong Activity
Centres;
• This is also consistent with the 15 metres (5 storeys) threshold of the wind impact analysis requirement proposed
for the Springvale Activity Centre DDO.

CGD Challenge – Wind Impact Standard
Some of the CGD’s challenges in implementing the wind impacts standard include the following:
• Currently, the proposed Better Apartments Discussion Paper makes a reference to the desktop wind study but it
does not adequately explain what it means. Does this involve researching the best practice examples that are
appropriate for the site condition? And does this need to be done/ verified by the ‘qualified’ wind expert?
• Currently, the proposed Better Apartments Design Standards make a reference to the wind mitigation elements
such as canopies and screens, but it neither adequately explains on how they can work effectively nor the generic/
specific instances in which they should be used.

Recommended Improvements – Wind Impact Standard
Based on the above challenges, some of the planning and urban design recommendations include the following:
• This is relatively new territory for CGD and the building industry, so some basic training on how to read a wind
analysis report would be beneficial and should be provided through DELWP. This could also include a clearer
explanation on what the wind tunnel analysis vs. desktop study entails.
• If the 5-storey threshold is accepted as the threshold, then this policy should be broadened to apply to all other 5storey uses (i.e. mixed use, office, hospital, hotel, etc.) specifically those located within activity centres. This is to
ensure the equitable development standard across 5+ storey buildings and the effectiveness of this policy (i.e. in
delivering the sought objective).
• Examples of good design and how to mitigate the impacts of wind would be helpful and these could be included in
the Apartment Design Guidelines or a Practice Note. This will enable planners and developers to be more aware
about the typology and/or options of wind mitigation technologies considered appropriate and how they work in
different contexts.
• Those good design examples can inform the ‘generic’ wind mitigation treatments that can be used for the low risk
environment such as development below the 5 storeys threshold, or in the areas where it does not have any
sensitive interface to the public or communal areas.
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9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts (Section 4.5 in the
discussion paper)
CGD Support– A Desktop Wind Study vs. Wind Tunnel Analysis
CGD acknowledges the importance of considering the wind impact early in the building design process, although this can be
a costly exercise for developers. The wind analysis report needs to be prepared by a suitably qualified wind expert and
submitted with a planning application. Ideally, a wind expert is the best person to advise on the type of report required (i.e.
desktop wind analysis or a wind tunnel analysis, which is significantly more expensive).

CGD Challenge – A Desktop Wind Study vs. Wind Tunnel Analysis
Some of the CGD’s challenges in implementing the wind impacts standard include the following:
• From CGD’s limited experience, developers often are hesitant to undertake any ‘wind tunnel analysis/ simulation’
during the pre-application process due to the expensive/ cost-prohibitive nature of this design exercise;
• To impose this new requirement (i.e. additional upfront cost) upon the Central Dandenong Activity Centre (i.e. RCD
Declared Area) will significantly discourage developers from developing a 5-storey or higher apartment building
due to them currently being disadvantaged by the 5% Infrastructure Levy;
• This will have a negative impact on the already marginal investment in the city. (Note: The current market reality in
Central Dandenong is that, a townhouse unit (with land) at the fringe of the Dandenong Activity Centre is not much
more expensive than a small apartment in Central Dandenong.)

Recommended Improvements – A Desktop Wind Study vs. Wind Tunnel Analysis
Based on the above challenges, some of the planning and urban design recommendations include the following:
• Victorian Government must consider the negative economic impact of this new requirement on the developments
in already marginalised suburbs like Central Dandenong and find ways of minimising this developer’s up-front cost
unless it is absolutely necessary.
• Although a blanket 5-storey threshold may be ideal, there may be room to waive this requirement for the less
sensitive public space/ areas with no prevailing wind issue or for infill developments/ minor building works that do
not significantly alter the wind condition (see the table under the below recommended improvements). This will
save developers from an unnecessary up-front cost/ risk that potentially break the viability of their project.
Based on CGD’s experience on Springvale Activity Centre DDO, the wind expert advised that the type of assessment was
very much a factor of the height and design of the development being proposed and the location. In the efforts to minimise
the unnecessary up-front cost for the developers, alternatively, it may be logical to provide a clearer design decision criteria
to determine whether a desktop wind study or a wind tunnel analysis is likely to be required for a development of 5-storey or
higher apartment building. For example, the design decision guidelines could consider a series of questions like below:
• Would the building likely to have any impact on ‘sensitive’ site/ interface (including existing and future)? The
sensitive site/ interface can be defined as the key pedestrian street/ public space or communal open space where
pedestrian/ people are encouraged/ expected to linger for an extended period of time.
• Does the site or the precinct currently have any prevailing (uncomfortable) wind issue from the surrounding existing
buildings?
• Will the proposed building height and shape likely significantly alter the current wind condition on site and the
surroundings? For example, an increased building height of 3 storeys or more can be defined as a significant
change.
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And if the answers to those above questions can be used to determine whether a desktop wind analysis (for low risk) or a
wind tunnel analysis (for a high risk) is required (see the below example). In the above 8 scenarios, only 4 scenarios may
require a Wind Tunnel analysis.

Decision Criteria

Answers (Yes/ No) – Statutory Planner’s Discretion

Is it a sensitive site?

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

Does the site or the precinct
currently have any prevailing wind
issue?

YES

YES

NO

NO

YES

YES

NO

NO

Will the proposed building
significantly change the wind
condition on site and the
surroundings?

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

WTA

WTA

WTA

DA

WTA

DA

DA

N/A

WTA- Wind Tunnel Analysis required

DA – Desktop Wind Study required

N/A –Wind Analysis not required

Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.

10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the discussion paper)
CGD Support– Street Interface
CGD supports the proposed active street interface to all apartment developments as this is in line with the local design
principles of our Neighbourhood Character Policy Clause 22.09 that has been currently implemented on day to day basis.
This proposed street interface standard will further strengthen CGD’s local planning policy in delivering the following design
objectives:
• Incorporate active street level frontages that enable passive surveillance to occur;
• Ensure that the building articulation responds sensitively to existing residential interfaces, site circumstances,
setbacks and streetscape;
• Ensure that all domestic and building services are visually integrated into the design of the building and
appropriately positioned or screened to not be seen from the street or adjoining properties;
• On-site car-parking situated to the side or rear of the site so that they do not dominate the streetscape.

CGD Challenge – Street Interface
Some of the CGD’s challenges in implementing the street interface standard include the following:
• For the apartment building located in the residential areas the common challenge is that often this active frontage
objective conflicts with the tall solid fencing used around the ground floor secluded private open space/ SPOS of
the front unit (i.e. used to conceal the ground floor carparks). This issue also directly relates to the typical design
response to maximise the ground floor carparks due to the cost prohibitive nature of implementing the basement
carpark in the ‘cost-sensitive’ Greater Dandenong suburbs such as Dandenong, Noble Park and Springvale;
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•

•

•

Discouraging the use of high front fencing (if practicable) may prohibit the placement of the ground floor SPOS
along the street interface, or if not, takes away the viability of including the ground floor apartment unit all
together. However, this will certainly create a more challenging condition in concealing the ground floor car parks
in the residential areas as well as in activating the street interface along the residential streets;
For the apartment building located in the commercial or mixed use areas, statutory planning has little or no control
in terms of how the future tenants will fit out their shop/ shop window. This often manifests in the ‘generic’ glazing
windows that will later be covered with ‘opaque decal’ for a privacy/ functional reason (i.e. bank/ office/ back of the
house);
This common issue can be seen as a reflection and undesirable outcome of not designing a ‘fit for purpose’ building
interface in the first place or an ‘overly optimistic expectation’ on the frontage activation objective. This measure
also impacts passive design benefits of that space should future modifications take place.

Recommended Improvements – Street Interface
Based on the above challenges, some of the planning and urban design recommendations include the following:
• Good examples of street interface design particularly in sleeving the ground floor car-parking at both residential
and commercial street contexts could be included in the Apartment Design Guidelines or a Practice Note;
• Good examples of street fencing and treatments that would also be helpful in terms of illustrating the good internal
privacy of the ground floor resident whilst still achieving street activation objectives. And this can be included in the
Apartment Design Guidelines and a Practice Note;
• The standard should highlight the importance of the ‘fit-for-purpose’ retail façade response when it comes to the
commercial street interface;
•
In addition to this, enhancement of passive design principles (such as solar access, provision of natural ventilation
and daylight and suitable shading) is another important consideration that need to be balanced amongst the street
activation objectives;
• It is often balancing the intricate detailed design of purposeful ‘glazing’ size vs. the ‘solid’ walls can provide a more
visually interesting/ successful façade composition, better passive design performance, as well as a functional
design response than just the ‘generic/ soulless ’ all exposed glazing design response.

11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)
CGD agrees subject to below improvement.

CGD Challenge – Vehicular Access
Some of the CGD’s challenges in implementing the vehicular standard include the following:
• For the apartment building located in the commercial or mixed used area or in the Activity Centre (i.e. above the
shops), apart from the private vehicular access to the residential basement there may be a need to have a public
vehicular access to the commercial carparks or to the loading/ services areas that sometimes would work better by
segregating those access points (as opposed to being consolidated);
• If commercial ground floor involves any ‘bulky goods’ retail or large format retail including a supermarket, then this
can also create another design challenge for frontage activation. These types of uses often come with a large
expanse of blank wall and/ or a loading bay requirement that must be easily accessible from the street. In such a
situation, relocating the loading area to the laneway or the side street could only work for some cases where such
an opportunity exists. This opportunity may not always be available for middle lots or in cases where the block is
not served by rear laneway provision;
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•

The Greater Dandenong Sustainable Stormwater Strategy has identified flood risk as a key strategic challenge
across its northern catchment. It is this catchment where all in-fill development including high density development
will occur. This poses a risk to high density development, in particular development with a basement car park or
habitable spaces at ground level. As a result, flood mitigation measures will need to form a key consideration for
this type of development and should be reflected in the standard.

Recommended Improvements – Vehicular Access
Based on the above challenges, some of the planning and urban design recommendations include the following:
• Good examples of street interface design particularly in accommodating the mixed residential and commercial
accesses in a mixed development site could be included in the Apartment Design Guidelines or a Practice Note;
• Good examples of street interface design particularly in accommodating large format retail and bulky goods in a
mixed development site could be included in the Apartment Design Guidelines or a Practice Note;
• The standard should also include guidelines for on-site flood mitigation measures that do not require significant
alterations to the development at the street interface (such as raised floor levels or basement ramps);
• Guidelines should focus on alternative technologies and techniques such as flood proof doors, flood proof gates,
design standards for services location and materials resistant to water.

12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
CGD agrees subject to below improvement.

CGD Challenge – Site Services
Some of the CGD’s challenges in implementing the site services standard include the following:
• It is all too often that ‘screening’ site services along the street interface becomes an easy or a default design
response. The quality of the screens could be vary from the ‘ugly’ to at best ‘inconspicuous’;
• The accumulated site services along street interface over the time have compromised the green space and the
street interface objectives. This also often relates to their ‘dilapidated’ or ‘vandalised’ and/ or unmaintained
appearance (i.e. becoming the areas where collecting litters).

Recommended Improvements – Site Services
Based on the above challenges, some of the planning and urban design recommendations include the following:
• Good examples of street interface design particularly in integrating and/ or concealing the site services along the
street frontage could be included in the Apartment Design Guidelines or a Practice Note;
• If placement of site services along the street interface will have a potential noise/ odour/ littering impacts, then they
should be also managed/ treated so that it does not conflict with the adjoining existing/ future uses as well as the
general amenity of the street.

13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services (Section 5.7 in the
discussion paper)
CGD agrees subject to below improvement.

CGD Challenge – Site Services Integration
The CGD’s challenge in implementing the site services integration includes the following:
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•

There is no clear standardised approach about how the integration and placement of the site services should be
done in an apartment development.

Recommended Improvements – Site Services Integration
Based on the above challenges, some of the planning and urban design recommendations include the following:
• The standard and guidelines can better explain the circumstances when a site service ‘cupboard’ can be located
perpendicular to the street (i.e. to minimise its street exposure) and when it cannot (i.e. due to the access
requirement). This guidelines or Practice Note should be developed in consultation with the relevant service
authority;
• If possible, the guidelines and the principle around the ‘standard’ site service access and placement could be made
as a standardised approach than leaving them out as a negotiated outcome that varies from site to site/ suburb to
suburb.

Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.

14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion paper)
CGD agrees subject to below improvement.

CGD Challenge – Construction Impacts
Some of the CGD’s challenges in implementing the construction impact standard include the following:
• A key environmental issue faced by Greater Dandenong is poor water quality in our waterways. This is largely
attributed to pollution from operations for existing businesses (mainly industrial). However, another contributing
source is pollution from construction operations. Council currently implements a monitoring program called
Connecting Planning and Land Use Controls with Source Pollution Monitoring, which aims to monitor stormwater
pollutants in industrial areas in collaboration with other agencies. This program reaffirms the need for additional
regulatory measures to be implemented to mitigate pollution issues in our waterways;
• Another challenge faced by the development industry and local council’s is adherence to any associated
construction management plan. Despite comprehensive management plans being in place, contractors may not
fully adhere to these due to lack of awareness or training, leading to issues during the construction phase. This
outcome will then have an adverse effect on the ability of Council compliance officers to effectively monitor these
operations as they are already thinly resourced dealing with other compliance matters.

Recommended Improvements – Construction Impacts
Based on the above challenges, some of the planning and urban design recommendations include the following:
• The requirement for a construction management plan should be extended to consist of a site-wide environmental
management plan in compliance with best practice guidelines and must be implemented from the beginning of
construction works, including any excavation and demolition. It is recommended to align the requirements of the
EMP with the NSW environmental management best practice guidelines. This includes mandatory progress
reporting requirements to the relevant authority to ensure adherence to any Management Plan;
• Supporting guidance for developers, builders and contractors be developed to support understanding and guidance
for the construction sector to ensure plans are developed effectively and implemented correctly.
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Measures to support resourcing of Council planning compliance and enforcement officers to ensure they have the
capacity to effectively monitor and provide guidance to builders during construction;
A requirement for the builder/s to sign and acknowledge the construction management plan/s;
Supporting guidance for developers and builders to the minimum standards for the proposed construction
management plans.

15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts (Section 6.5
in the discussion paper)
CGD agrees subject to below improvement.

CGD Challenge – Construction Impacts Permit Conditions
The challenge in implementing the construction impact standard includes the following:
• Currently the Section 24 (c) of the Building Act 1993, states the relevant building surveyor (RBS) must not issue a
building permit unless he or she is satisfied that any relevant planning permit or other prescribed approval has been
obtained. However, if a planning permit is issued with the condition that a construction management plan to be
submitted to Council at later date, there is no current mechanism to prevent a relevant building surveyor (RBS) to
issue a building permit.

Recommended Improvements – Construction Impacts Permit Conditions
Based on the above challenge, the planning and urban design recommendation includes the following:
• Legislative change would be required to the Building Act and/or Building Regulations to ensure that a building
permit is not issued until such time construction management plan has been approved by Council.
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I am making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name
Agus Batara (Urban Designer)
Organisation (if relevant)
City of Greater Dandenong
Email
abatar@cgd.vic.gov.au
If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.

I agree to the privacy statement Required

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance
with the principles of the Victorian privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning
rules for apartment developments in the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to
clarify your submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To
protect individual privacy, DELWP will remove your name and address from your
submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in
your submission that could identify you or other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published,
including the name of your organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers
under confidentiality agreements, in preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email
at planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for
access should be sent to the Manager Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or
contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.

Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods | Engage Vic Submission Template

Tim Westcott
Project Manager
Better Apartments
Planning Implementation
DELWP
Level 9 / 8 Nicholson Street
East Melbourne
VIC 3002

26/09/2019

Sent by email: tim.westcott@delwp.vic.gov.au

Dear Tim,
Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper
PIA applaude DELWP for talking the lead in introducing the Building Better Apartments
Standards. PIA welcome the opportunity to be a part of this conversation and are
happy to continue to work with DELWP through this aspect of the project.
We attach a response in relation to Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion

Paper for DELWP’s consideration.
Whilst these particular initiatives are limited to Apartments, many of the issues being
raised are also challenges with regard to Two or more Dwellings on a lot and Residential
Buildings, and it is inconsistent that these forms of development are treated differently,
particularly in relation to the matters being considered here - Green Space, Appearance
of Buildings, Wind Impacts, Street Interface and Construction Impacts. PIA recommend
that a consistent approach be applied to all forms of applicable development whether
this be through Guideline material or policy to ensure a high standard of development
is achieved across the State.
We very much support a diversity in housing product making its way into the market
including potentially more diverse, affordable and flexible forms of housing
(apartments), however would caution the application of the additional standards to
smaller scale developments that may add unnecessary costs to such development.
Planning Institute of Australia
Australia’s Trusted Voice on Planning
VICTORIA Level 3, 124 Exhibition Street, MELBOURNE VIC 3000 | ABN: 34 151 601 937
Phone: 03 9654 3777 | Email: vic@planning.org.au |
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Planning Institute of Australia planning.org.au/vic
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Equally, we encourage the Department to ensure that the drafting of any new proposals
are as clear and easy to understand and assess as possible, for the developer, designer,
neighbour and decision maker.
We welcome the opportunity to discuss our submission further with you at an
opportune time.
Yours Sincerely,

Laura Murray
PIA VIC President
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Green Space
Whilst PIA support the proposed Objectives to respond to this issue, we note the
importance of ensuring each site is assessed on it’s individual merits and that the
proposed Standards do not become a “tick box” requirement for all Councils when
assessing new developments.
Further to our last submission on the Better Apartments policy work, we continue to
encourage that this issue be paired with stronger disincentives for hard surface
treatments (non-permeable paving, etc) and continue to encourage Local Councils to be
required to prepare local interpretations of Green Space guidelines to reflect local
variables based on a State-wide generic guideline.
PIA do not support the proposed Standard where less than 10 dwellings should provide
a minimum area of communal open space of 25square metres. Again, this matter
should be treated on an individual site by site basis especially for smaller scale
developments where a Body Corporate arrangement is a potential burden to the overall
size of development. In addition, any communal open space to be provided should not
be tokenistic but should be meaningful space.
Appearance of the Building
PIA are supportive of the Objectives to respond to this issue. PIA also support the use
of the Apartment Design Guidelines as a means to include recommended materials,
consideration should be given to ensure such materials are differentiated and specific
to the natural environments e.g. coastal landscape will differ to inner city infill.
It is unclear however how compliance will be demonstrated or assessed, in particular in
relation to the Standard – “the external materials should: be durable for the life of the

building”. Providing example durable materials in the Apartment Design Guidelines
may be a way to achieve this.
Wind Impacts
PIA supports this Objective. We reiterate the importance of ensuring each site and
proposed development is assessed on it’s individual merits, as not all developments of
five or more storeys will result in adverse wind impacts. Introducing the decision
guideline “whether it has been demonstrated that the development will meet the

specified wind conditions in a wind report prepared by a suitably qualified specialist
submitted with the application” makes it an unnecessary mandatory requirement that
all apartment developments of five storeys and above need to have a wind report by a
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suitably prepared. This will have unnecessary cost implications on development. PIA
support having a mechanism that allows for a desktop wind analysis for certain
development thresholds such as in significant change areas. Guidance around how to
apply this threshold should be included in the Apartment Design Guidelines.
In addition, this requirement should apply to other uses not just residential
development, this should be further investigated by DELWP.
Street Interface
PIA supports this Objective but recommend that flexibility be allowed where
development is proposed on a restricted site that does not allow for design flexibility.
Construction Impacts
PIA supports a suggested Permit Condition being included in the Better Apartment
Guidelines to this effect to encourage greater consistency across all Councils and to
clarify the timing of such requirements.
PIA continue to advocate for better compliance and enforcement of Planning Permits
across all Councils as a means to manage such an issue.
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Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all Victorians to provide feedback about the
policy proposals in the discussion paper by making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:
• state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the proposed changes
• explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
• explain any other change you would like

[Type here]
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Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)
Objectives
Some objectives could be combined for a clearer statement:
Objectives about supporting mature vegetation and supporting the existing landscape character
Objectives regarding wellbeing and amenity, and the urban heat island effect.
Standards
The below points are suggested inclusions for standards listed in section 2.4.
Regarding existing vegetation:
There is a focus on existing trees. Development should also consider existing juvenile vegetation to semi-mature vegetation.
Regarding alternative responses to a canopy tree e.g. green walls:
Consider building orientation when selecting appropriate plants for climbers and green walls, in order for these options to be
suitable alternative responses.
Encourage other sustainable initiatives such as green roofs. These can be integrated into the overall drainage and irrigation
system of the development.
Regarding shade structures or pedestrian shelters:
Encourage permanent structures to ensure the appearance can be maintained for a longer time at a minimal maintenance cost.
The design of shade structures should be complementary to the approved materials and colour palette.
Regarding landscaping along building frontages:
Require strong minimum standards for landscaping along street frontages. Building frontages are important to amenity and a
sense of place for the residents and wider community. Suggested addition:
“planters along the street frontage should have a minimum of 0.3m in order to accommodate a properly softened edge”
Regarding irrigation:
Encourage the use of water tanks for irrigation standards.
Water tanks must be appropriately located and designed so as not to detract from visual amenity of the development, via
integrating the tank into the built form or landscape design.
Regarding landscaping themes:
Reword: “… and how the landscaping considers irrigation (requirements and source) and low maintenance.”
Encourage use of native species.
Table D2
For clarity, a definition of “deep soil” should be provided.
The planter soil volumes are reasonable, however there should be an accompanying standard which requires that the soil areas
are designed so as soil is connected and can be shared between trees.
Regarding site areas smaller than 1000m2, one small tree per 30m2 is less than the planting that is currently required in most
landscaping plans. Based on an unwatered, non-fertilised or mulched, poor quality site, there is opportunity to provide at least 1
small tree per 10m2 and 1 medium tree (8-10m high) per 20m2 of deep soil area.
The remaining minimum tree provisions (areas 1001m2 and greater) also do not promote planting to an appropriate density and
there should be a reduction of space required per tree in all site area categories. The figures appear to be based solely on canopy
cover calculations and should include calculations of what the soil area can accommodate and promote more planting of trees.
Decision guidelines
A development application should justify water source and usage through a Landscape Management Plan report.
A Landscape Management Plan report should detail the renewal timeline of landscaping, noting that smaller, manipulated
landscaping as would be provided in these types of development have a shorter life span that otherwise expected.
‘Health of any trees to be removed’ should be changed to: “Health, structural condition, risk, functionality and longevity in the
landscape of any existing tree within the site”
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2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the discussion paper)
The communal open space standards and decision guidelines are supported. However, there is opportunity to provide
greater amenity to neighbourhoods by including guidelines for natural lighting standards and more Crime Prevention
Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles.
In addition to the passive surveillance standard, CPTED principles of terrestrial reinforcement and maintenance
should be included to give residents a greater sense of safety and stewardship of communal open space areas.
- The standards should include provisions for lighting with a focus on using good orientation to achieve it. Indoor
communal open space should achieve a minimum of 50% direct sunlight to the main usable space for a minimum of
2 hours between 9am and 3pm during the winter solstice. A safe level of lighting should be provided in all
communal open space areas, without compromising internal amenity of adjacent dwellings. Development at 232237 St. David Street, Fitzroy provides good orientation for communal open space, with a north-south orientation to
maximise year-round solar access (Figure 1).

Figure 1

-

-

Where communal open space cannot be achieved, alternatives may be appropriate, such as increasing the balcony
size for apartments or creating an internal communal open space which has good daylight and natural ventilation.
The standards should also provide a link between the communal open space and landscaping guidelines at section
2.4, or otherwise advise on relevant landscaping items, where applicable. Items should include a minimum width of
planter to be provided in the communal open space, consider the retention and use of existing landscape features,
and include canopy trees in communal open space areas.
Standards for communal open space need to include a minimum dimension of 3m for small scale development.
Medium to large developments should also require that internal communal space be provided.
The terms “accessible” and “useable” need to be better defined so as to ensure communal spaces are direct,
inclusive and have equitable access, including for people with disability.

Nightingale House 1, Florence Street, Brunswick provides a good example of roof terrace orientation and communal
activity. It includes a laundry area and gardening activities (Figure 2).

Figure 2
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3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the discussion paper)
The new requirements are supported. Please consider including:
- Mandatory design elements of seating and play areas. A good example of these requirements is in
green square, Abbotsford (Figure 3).

Figure 3

-

The location of ventilation ducts, utilities such as substations and water tanks must be well screened
and integrated. View of the utilities should be minimalised and located away from the gathering areas.
Design of communal open space must be contained and designed for safety, particularly for children.
Communal open space must consider wind patterns to ensure barriers are provided for protection from
strong winds.
Provide clear delineation from public to private open space through landscaping, screening or stepping
up of the private space.
The design response should include canopy tree cover estimates and canopy coverage targets for all
trees (existing and proposed).

4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (Section 2.7 in the discussion
paper)
A permit condition requiring information about maintenance of landscaping is supported, however it should
be stronger. A Landscape Management Plan which is bound to any future body corporate through a section
173 agreement would ensure that appropriate future management and maintenance is adhered to.
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Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.
When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners and applicants need about design
quality and external materials to implement the proposed standards.
5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion paper)
External walls and material standards are important in responding to scale, proportion and streetscape rhythm. The
suggested standards are supported. Please consider including:
Materials should reduce the bulky and overwhelming appearance of apartment developments.
A maximum of 3 main materials is preferred to achieve a balanced look and avoid visual clutter (Figure 4).

Figure 4

-

Stronger standards about durable materials should be included. Poor quality materials can reduce visual amenity
and have shorter lifespans.
Supporting information and guidance about what materials can be considered durable would be helpful to planners
assessing applications.
Material choices must consider environmental impact, where possible including the use of recycled brick, timber
and other materials.
Where applicable, the development should consider how the façade can incorporate heritage principles.
Incorporating heritage design principles increases sense of place and ownership in the community.
Green walls have an excellent opportunity to become a design feature of the façade (link to landscaping guidelines).

Nightingale House 1, Florence Street, Brunswick provides a good example of a façade that incorporates recycled brick,
and a sophisticated yet practical colour palette. Note that the white party wall which maximises reflection for deep
daylight penetration into the lightwell. Figure 5.

Figure 5
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6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
A Panning Practice note would be helpful to accompany the design response. The Practice Note would include a matrix
for design rational, including:
Criteria 1: Quality of materials relating to craftsmanship, richness, tactility, detailing (visually well-resolved and
functionally effective), authenticity (being true to its form), robustness, durability/longevity, balance/contrast.
Criteria 2: Sustainability to improve environmental performance of the structure (e.g. thermal massing).
Criteria 3: Context, neighbourhood character and relevance (e.g. heritage, industrial). Enhancing existing rich character
(local materials that are available), materials and colours that build up character of the area.
Criteria 4: Commitment to excellence.

7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and materials (Section 3.6 in the
discussion paper)
The changes to design guidelines are supported. Additionally, 3D models can be used to demonstrate
articulation and depth of façade.

Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
• Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
• What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop wind analysis or a wind tunnel
analysis?
8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
Objectives
Suggested rephrase:
“To ensure the design and layout of the development maintains or enhances comfortable wind
conditions within the site and on surrounding land.
Decision guidelines
Include consideration of any wind study or analysis.
9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts (Section 4.5 in the discussion paper)
Question 1 – Is five or more stories appropriate for considering wind impacts?
Five or more stories is considered an appropriate threshold for consideration of wind impacts. However,
there may not be necessity for wind impact analysis should the building design include a podium, as a
podium redirects wind before it reaches street level. Developments with a podium (maximum 3 stories)
could be exempt from wind impact analysis.
Question 2 – What factors should be considered in determining when to undertake either desktop wind
analysis or wind tunnel analysis?
Developments should use a wind zone map, the built form of the development (inclusion of protruding
architectural elements will reduce wind velocity), and surrounding buildings/open space in any wind
analysis.
A desktop analysis should be used where there is open areas next to the development. Open areas have
little potential to cause a wind tunnel effect. Communal open spaces which are roof terraces should be
surrounded by built form so as to create comfortable wind conditions.
Wind tunnel analysis is required if the development is adjacent to buildings, laneways, or public spaces such
as town squares.
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Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the discussion paper)
Regarding accessibility:
- The term “adequate” is subjective and as such the standard needs to be defined or removed.
Regarding street/open space frontage:
- Delineation between public and private space is important and should be addressed in both the
objectives and standards. Delineation can be achieved through landscaping or elevation of private
space (overlooking public space).
- Include in the standards a provision for where the development includes retail or commercial street
fronts, continuous pedestrian flow must be maintained (Figure 6)

Figure 6

-

Encourage protection from weather by providing awnings or canopies, particularly along retail and
commercial interfaces. Where there is vegetation on the street that may have direct sunlight blocked by
awnings (especially on the southern edge of the development) materials used for awnings must be
carefully selected.
Regarding fencing:
- A “high fence” should be defined in the guidelines as 1.5m or higher.
- Avoidance of high fencing is supported, especially in cases where there is zero setback.
- Include a standard which encourages visually interesting fencing when facing a public street or laneway,
through varying depths or textures.
Visually interesting fences are safer and more inviting than a monotonous fences, as doors and
carpark/garage entrances are clearer. Varying depths of fencing can also offer space for small planters
in laneways, providing greenery in areas that may be otherwise unlikely to have any.
11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)
The standards listed in section 5.5 provide good minimum standards which are measurable. Standards
could be expanded to include:
- Add a standard regarding pedestrian safety: “Location and treatment of crossovers to minimise risk to
pedestrians, by ensuring sight lines are not obstructed and basement type entry to carparking should be
set back from the main façade“
- A traffic calming treatment may be required in the streetscape so as to ensure the safety of pedestrians.
- The percentage standard for accessway or car spaces is generally supported, however, the traffic
conditions and standards must also be considered.
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12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
The standards for site services are generally supported. Additions to standards could include:
- Encourage signage for site services should be minimal and conform with technical standards for service
utilities.
- External mailboxes should not dominate the streetscape.
13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services (Section 5.7 in the discussion paper)
Design guidelines should state a preference for site services to be located along the side setback,
perpendicular to the street frontage. A shared access with the driveway and service utilities would ensure
easy access for maintenance.

Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion paper)
The guidelines for what a Construction Management Plan (CMP) should consider are adequate. The CMP
should also include:
- How protected vegetation areas will be protected throughout construction.
- Address any service disruption that may be experienced by the neighbourhood.
15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts (Section 6.5 in the discussion
paper)
The suggested permit condition is supported.

Other
In general, the document provides some guidance for apartment development. It could be clearer by providing
more prescriptive standards for some sections including Wind Impacts and Construction impacts.
The policy aim “Green space” wording is also a little ambiguous and does not allow for performance based
measuring. Consider changing the wording to read:
“In common areas and interface areas between streetscapes and buildings must include the planting of
appropriate trees that provide, shade, urban cooling and functionality for open space users”
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper.
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I am making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name
Emma Butterworth
Organisation (if relevant)
City of Casey
Email
ebutterworth@casey.vic.gov.au
If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.
I agree to the privacy statement Required

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance with the principles of the Victorian
privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning rules for apartment developments in
the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to clarify your submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To protect individual privacy, DELWP will
remove your name and address from your submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in your submission that could identify you or
other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published, including the name of your
organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers under confidentiality agreements, in
preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email at
planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for access should be sent to the Manager
Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.
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22 CLEELAND ROAD
SOUTH OAKLEIGH VIC 3167
AUSTRALIA

(ACN 004 230 013)

25 September 2019
Department of Land, Water, and Planning
Dear Sir/Madam,
Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
Discussion Paper 2019
MEL Consultants Comments (Wind Effects)
MEL Consultants is a wind engineering consultancy that provides consultancy to
developers, architects, and responsible authorities on the wind impacts of buildings
and structures on the pedestrian environment. The Better Apartments in
Neighbourhoods discussion paper 2019 has been reviewed and our comments are as
follows:
1. MEL Consultants support the intention of the Better Apartments in
Neighbourhoods with respect to the Wind Impacts. The standardising of the
wind effects assessment requirements for proposed development throughout
Victoria will ensure consistent assessments by wind engineering practitioners.
2. The standard is to apply to developments of five or more storeys. This is a good
guideline for requiring a minimum of a desktop wind assessment, but the
building context of the proposed development and the surrounding built form
should be considered. A five storey building surrounded by single level buildings
could have significant wind impacts on the surrounding streetscapes. It would
be suggested that the five storey threshold be a discretionary threshold and the
responsible authority consider the building context when requesting a wind
effects assessment.
3. MEL Consultants agree with the minimum study area, although this is more
applicable to the wind tunnel study. A desktop wind effects assessment is a
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more general assessment of the wind effects based on the consultants’
experience.
4. The wind criteria proposed is consistent with the Capital City Zone wind criteria.
However, it is highlighted that there is an error in the comfortable criteria. The
correction should be as follows:
‘A mean wind speed for all wind directions combined with a probability of
exceedance less than 20% of the time, equal to or less than…’
Only the north wind direction in Melbourne occurs for more than 20% of the
time, so the criteria as stated (directional) can never fail the 20% exceedance.
5. MEL Consultants support the use of a consistent wind criteria for safety and
comfortable wind conditions throughout Victoria. However, MEL Consultants
have always had issues with these criteria as it is more lenient compared to the
wind criteria used prior to the C270 planning amendment. These current
comfortable criteria come from a research paper by Soligo et al (1998). Soligo
is a director of the wind engineering consultancy RWDI. MEL Consultants have
reviewed RWDI pedestrian wind comfort reports and RWDI state these criteria
are ‘the average tolerable wind conditions’. These criteria average the
exceedances for all wind directions combined to determine if a location satisfies
the various criterion. For example; if a location satisfies the walking criterion the
all directions combined would mean some wind directions exceed the walking
criterion and others are within the walking criterion, but on average satisfies the
walking criterion. The 20% threshold represents frequent (daily) wind events
and ignores wind events for weekly, monthly, etc return probabilities. The
Melbourne wind climate is biased for the southwest through west to north wind
directions so this average all directions criterion will neglect this biasing.
Furthermore, Melbourne has a wind climate that typically cycles, particularly in
the windy months, over a weekly period with the strong wind conditions of the
frontal changes occurring on this cycle. The 20% exceedance criteria will ignore
these frontal change wind conditions and MEL Consultants will continue to
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believe that these weekly, monthly, etc wind events are important to be included
for pedestrian wind criteria. MEL Consultants have always maintained that wind
comfort criteria based on a directional compliance provides a better outcome for
the pedestrian environment as they require a stricter compliance.
6. MEL Consultants would also recommend education of the responsible
authorities on wind effects of buildings and structures. The City of Yarra, City of
Parramatta, and City of Whitehorse have had MEL Consultants present an
overview of wind effects to the planning teams.
7. MEL Consultants would suggest that a desktop wind effects study would be the
minimum requirement for a planning application.

Yours sincerely,

M. Eaddy
MEL Consultants Pty Ltd
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The Australian Institute of Landscape Architects (AILA) is a professional organisation representing
landscape architects with core expertise in design of public space in cities including transport
infrastructure and open space. AILA champions quality design for public open spaces, stronger
communities and greater environmental stewardship, for which we advocate with all levels of
government.
We provide our members - which number over 3,500 in urban and rural Australia, and overseas –
with training, recognition and a community of practice to share knowledge, ideas and action.
With our members, we anticipate and develop a leading position on issues of concern in landscape
architecture. Alongside government and allied professions, we work to improve the design, planning
and management of the natural and built environment.
Following on from AILA’s feedback from 29 April 2019 we have undertaken a review of the Better
Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper 2019. We have drawn upon the expertise of our
members to provide further comments for consideration. For further information please refer to
AILA’s initial feedback.

2.0 GREEN SPACE
General
AILA supports green infrastructure in all forms on future apartment development for Victoria.
Melbourne's Metropolitan Urban Forest Strategy highlights the importance of drastically increasing
tree planting:
“With the population of Melbourne expected to double by 2050, there is increasing pressure on space
for trees and vegetation, both on public and private lands. It is essential that we recognise the
benefits that trees and other vegetation provide for people and nature across our metropolitan city.
Australian Institute of Landscape Architects
ABN: 84 008 531 851
Level 3, 248 Burwood Road HAWTHORN VIC 3122
+61422 404 224 | vic@aila.org.au | www.aila.org.au
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Doing so will help us to manage a range of chronic stresses and acute shocks that otherwise threaten
the liveability and, in extreme cases, viability of Melbourne.”

2.4 Proposed changes to landscaping standard (all apartment developments)
AILA supports the move to strengthen landscaping standards for apartments and the greater focus
on making allowances for canopy trees which includes sufficient soil volumes, solar access and head
room. Existing mature trees should be retained and setbacks from the trees to built form should be
based on the actual Tree Protection Zones (TPZ) as determined by a suitably qualified arborist. It is
important to highlight that trees are most likely to be needed where they are not part of the current
urban context; for example, in areas transitioning from industrial to residential uses.
AILA supports the implementation of landscaping; green infrastructure and canopy trees to all
developments and a minimum as stipulated in Table D2, however a definition for Deep soil planting
should be provided.
Suggested definition:
Deep soil planting is to a depth suitable for growing canopy and should be minimum 800mm1000mm dependent on species selection. Deep soil planting may be on structural slab but is set
down so that trees are flush with the finished surface.
In addition to deep soil planting these approaches to planting may be considered to increase
landscaping opportunities:
●

●

Areas of deep soil on natural ground (i.e. unimpeded by structures below and above ground) is
preferable for establishing trees as there is access to groundwater and generally more lateral
space for root development. However, the quality of the existing subgrade may not always be
suitable for tree establishment without improvement in accordance with Australian
horticultural standards.
Deep soil areas on structure raised in planter boxes should also be encouraged.

Additional notes on soil depths for canopy trees:
● Regarding soil depth for establishing trees - reference could be made to Hitchmough in the
Urban Landscape Management Handbook, or other best practice reference. This reference
suggests there is no horticultural benefit for providing soil depths greater than 1000mm, rather
the overall volume of soil is integral for large canopy trees. If soil volume is achieved in the
horizontal plane, then the minimum soil depth could be down to 800mm for small to medium
trees.
●

Specifying minimum soil volumes is dependent on the tree species proposed and as such it is
suggested that part of the design response shows evidence that soil volumes have been
calculated.

In addition to the above, AILA recommends that developments maximise tree numbers within the
overall volume proposed and the nominated tree species. In Soils for Landscape Development;
Selection Specification and Validation by Simon Leake, Elke Haege, the following equation is put
forward to estimate appropriate soils volumes. V=π (Radius of mature trees canopy)2
Australian Institute of Landscape Architects
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As the size of the development and area deep soil planting increases, so should the number of
canopy trees. This reference should be used only as a guide for minimum number canopy trees, as
some tree species thrive in reduced soil volumes and we also acknowledge that trees in
‘bonsai’/reduced soil volumes can be considered to increase planting.
While we agree that vegetation on facades positively contributes to urban amenity, and a sense of
health and wellbeing, we note that vertical greening opportunities should not be considered a
replacement for on-ground or on-structure landscaping which typically provides greater open space
and ecological benefits.
The following refinements are proposed to the Decision Guidelines:
●

●
●
●

The health of any trees to be removed; as advised by a suitably qualified arborist and cognisant
of the expected lifespan of the tree. Existing mature trees should be retained and setbacks from
the trees to built form should be based on the actual Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) as determined
by a suitably qualified arborist.
The suitability of the proposed location and soil volume for canopy trees; based on solar access
and tree species selection.
The suitability of the proposed planting palette.
Submissions should demonstrate allowances for sufficient soil volumes, drainage and
balustrade heights for all green infrastructure elements; including but not limited to green
walls, balcony planters, planter boxes and pergolas.

2.5 Proposed changes to communal open space standard (all apartment developments)
AILA supports the requirement for all apartment development to include a landscape communal
open space. We support the required size of the communal space be proportionate the overall size
of the development as well as the number of units.
The proposed amendment is around smaller apartment developments and would therefore address
the less dense, more landscape-dominant contexts of existing neighbourhoods, as sites of infill
development. As noted in AILA’s previous submission, the RMIT Centre for Urban Research states
that:
“it is the private realm that contributes the majority of urban vegetation in our cities, and this is
predominantly located on residential land. Given the development intensification pressure on the
inner and middle suburbs this poses a significant risk in terms of maintaining or enhancing the urban
forest.”
While the proposed change to the communal open space standard is supported, to ensure an
appropriate proportion of infill development to green open space and so as not compromise existing
urban and landscape character and ecological systems of suburbs, AILA proposes additional
requirements and detail around quantity and quality of open space for developments of this type.
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In regard to quantity, in addition to the proposed minimum areas of communal open space per
development and private open space per dwelling, we recommend that a defined minimum
percentage of all development sites comprise open space.
This is especially crucial in low-rise infill development in existing residential neighbourhoods. The
City of Fremantle Council, WA recently amended its local planning scheme (Amendment No. 63, AKA
‘The Freo Alternative’) to ‘facilitate a wider choice of housing in Fremantle’s suburban areas, whilst
still maintaining what people value about their neighbourhoods.’ Following extensive community
consultation into the appropriate balance between existing neighbourhood character and increased
residential density within the Council’s suburban fabric, this planning scheme amendment ultimately
requires that small-scale infill development requires a minimum of 70 percent of a development site,
be open space with some variation allowed to 60 percent open space.
In regard to open space quality, minimum areas or percentages around green open space not
dedicated to car parking are recommended, as well as designs that may allow for the transition of
open space dedicated to car parking towards alternative uses in the future. The Infill Opportunities
Design Research Report, prepared by Monash Architecture Studio (MAS) for the OVGA in 2011,
notes the dominance of multi-unit parking on open space in infill development projects, comprising
up to 25 percent of typical infill sites in Melbourne surveyed in the report and eliminating a
significant proportion of open space as paved, impermeable surface with low amenity and low
flexibility of use. Design ideas generated through the report, providing alternative approaches to the
typical sites surveyed, include car parking as ‘shared zone’ that may be transitioned towards
communal open space uses in the future, as suburbs become less car dependent.
Given the diversity of apartment types in Melbourne, and the potential cumulative impact of small
infill development on the character and landscapes of existing suburbs, we recommend that a set of
guidelines specific to small infill apartment development be developed moving forward.
Finally, the proposed amendment to the definition of ‘communal open space’ to include either
indoor or outdoor communal space is not supported. Indoor communal space should be provided in
addition to outdoor communal spaces. AILA also recommends that the two typically be co-located.
We suggest the Communal open spaces could include additional requirements in the standards:
● Be located to receive a minimum of 6 hour of solar access to allow for a diverse planting
palette
● Communal open space must be all accessible. As such, raised planters are not considered
areas of communal open space while at grade tree planting where residents can walk and sit
underneath canopy trees is counted as communal open space.
● Design responds to the principles of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design.

2.6 Proposed changes to the design response
AILA supports the nominated additional requirement on the design response. We suggest that
applicants submit soil volume calculations to demonstrate reasonable allowance for soil volumes
have been made.
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2.7 Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria
AILA supports the inclusion of a permit condition requiring information on the proposed landscape
maintenance. We note that access to some planted areas, particularly on balconies and facades, is
often overlooked and as such recommend that maintenance access should be considered in
maintenance plans.

4.0 WIND IMPACTS
General
AILA acknowledges the difficulty in ameliorating the impact of prevailing winds around Melbourne
and the increased speeds caused by medium to high density housing.
4.5 Proposed new wind impacts standard (apartment developments of five or more storeys)
AILA supports the recommendation that the form, layout and design of developments should be
used to mitigate wind impacts. In addition to careful building design, placement of trees and other
vegetation could reduce wind conditions. Wind screens should be considered as a last resort as they
can reduce visual connectivity.

5.0 STREET INTERFACE
General
AILA generally supports the change to the Street Interface with the aim of creating safer streets,
integrated communities and improved neighbourhood character. We understand that poorly
designed building functional requirements; building services, vehicles crossovers, level changes, etc,
can contribute to reducing the amenity provided by the building to the neighbourhood. These
elements must be considered upfront and reviewed a part of the approval process to ensure that
they are integrated.
Please refer to AILA’s previous submission dated 28 April 2019 for further detail.
5.4 Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (all apartment developments)
AILA suggestions for further refinement of the proposed standards:
● Developments should provide adequate and compliant vehicle, pedestrian and cycling links
that maintain or enhance local accessibility.
● Buildings should provide for residential, commercial, retail or other active uses at street
fronts in line with relevant Structure plans and street visions.
AILA proposes the following additional standards:
● Built form should be cognisant of CPTED design principles and avoid unnecessary setbacks in
built form.
● Building services should be integrated into the facade and/or landscape design.
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5.5 Proposed changes to access standard (all apartment developments)
AILA supports the standards outlined in this section. Ultimately it would be most desirable to limit
new car parks altogether on sites that have multiple sensitive interfaces, and which are located near
good public transport facilities. We understand that there is already a surplus of off-street space in
the CBD, given the convenient access to public transport and mode shift to share cars and other
rapidly evolving road travel services.
AILA suggestions for further refinement of the proposed standards:
The width of accessways or car spaces should not exceed:
● 33 percent of the street frontage, or;
● if the width of the street frontage is less than 20 metres, 40 percent of the street frontage;
and, AILA recommends removing this as it will result in cross overs of up to 8m wide. AILA
recommends that the maximum width of a vehicle crossover is 4.5m and where double
crossovers are required, sufficient space for pedestrian refuge be provided.
5.6 Proposed changes to site services standard (all apartment developments)
Regarding the integration of service cabinets, AILA supports the design intent outlined in the draft
Planning Amendment C308 Design in the Central City and Southbank and in the best practice
examples illustrated in the supporting Central Melbourne Design Guide.

OTHER
The following matters were also raised by our members regarding the Apartment Guidelines:
● Consider the alignment with the City of Melbourne Green Infrastructure Planning
Amendment and the Green Factor Tool (reviewing the amount of green cover required by
private developments). DELWP is being consulted as part of this project.
● Landscape character could be better identified as part of the urban context report and
design response.
● Water features are generally not encouraged due to on-going concerns regarding availability
of water.
●

Consider collaborative planning opportunities. For example, if two adjacent residential
developments join forces to create a purposeful, publicly accessible open space at ground
level, they might be eligible for some form of dispensation.

As previously mentioned, AILA suggests that it would be useful to provide pictorial examples of high
quality, integrated landscape solutions to support the policy wording and diagrams, similar to the
Central Melbourne Design Guide. AILA would be pleased to assist in sourcing images of highly
commended projects in Melbourne and other Australian urban centres. We attach an appendix of
images as examples.
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Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
Benchmark landscape designs for residential development

Knutsford development, Fremantle WA
by Spaceagency (2019)

Cairo apartments, Fitzroy VIC by Acheson
Best Overend (1936)

Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
Benchmark landscape designs for residential development1

Heller Street townhouses, Brunswick VIC
by 6 Degrees Architects and Simon Taylor
Landscape Architect (2012)

Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
Benchmark landscape designs for residential development

Molesworth Street townhouses, Kew VIC
by the Merchant Builders Architects and
Ellis Stones Landscape Architect (1968)

Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
Benchmark landscape designs for residential development1

Assemble apartments, Clifton Hill VIC
by Fieldwork Architects and MALA
Landscape Architects (2018)

Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
Benchmark landscape designs for residential development

BigYard development, Berlin by
Zanderroth Architekten (2010)

Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria
Feedback on policy proposals
28 April 2019

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on Building Better Apartments - Policy proposals April 2019. We welcome further discussion on our feedback below.
Green Space
Regarding Option A - AILA supports green infrastructure in all forms and we agree that vegetation on
facades positively contributes to urban amenity and a sense of health and wellbeing. However, vertical
greening opportunities should not be considered an equal replacement for on-ground or on-structure
landscaping, which typically provide greater open space and ecological benefits.
Regarding Option B(a) - AILA strongly supports greater focus on the need to allocate space for
canopy trees. We believe that developments should provide for the retention and planting of trees
everywhere. It is important to highlight that trees are most likely to be needed where they are not
part of the current urban context; for example, in areas transitioning from industrial to residential
uses.
Melbourne's Metropolitan Urban Forest Strategy highlights the importance of drastically increasing
tree planting:
“With the population of Melbourne expected to double by 2050, there is increasing pressure on
space for trees and vegetation, both on public and private lands. It is essential that we recognise the
benefits that trees and other vegetation provide for people and nature across our metropolitan city.
Doing so will help us to manage a range of chronic stresses and acute shocks that otherwise
threaten the liveability and, in extreme cases, viability of Melbourne.”
Furthermore the RMIT Centre for Urban Research states that “it is the private realm that contributes
the majority of urban vegetation in our cities, and this is predominantly located on residential land.
Given the development intensification pressure on the inner and middle suburbs this poses a
significant risk in terms of maintaining or enhancing the urban forest.”
Prior to our meeting at your office on 11 April 2019, we sought feedback from our expert members on
deep soil best practice and the current requirements of the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria.
The following points were raised:

1

•

Areas of deep soil on natural ground (ie. unimpeded by structures below and above ground) is
preferable for establishing trees as there is access to groundwater and generally more lateral
space for root development. However, the quality of the existing sub grade may not always be
suitable for tree establishment without improvement in accordance with Australian horticultural
standards.

•

Deep soil areas on structure (planter boxes) should also be encouraged.

•

Regarding soil depth for establishing trees - reference could be made to Hitchmough in
the Urban Landscape Management Hand Book, or other best practice reference. This
reference suggests there is no horticultural benefit for providing soil depths greater than
1000mm. There is also sound design guidance for establishing small to medium trees in a soil
depth of 800mm provide stability and root anchoring is provided.
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•

While defining a minimum soil volume for small, medium and large trees might be useful for
general guidance, it may be more prudent to require as part of the design response evidence
that soil volume has been calculated specific to the site conditions.

•

There are a number of tools available that can be used to determine suitable soil volume for
trees. These tools consider specific site conditions such as the amount of water available and
the tolerance of the species to the micro-climate. The following online tools could be
referenced, or some other verifiable technique:
• https://www.elkeh.com.au/soils-no-text/
• http://www.treesimpact.com.au/articles/estimating-soil-volumes-needs-of-trees-in-urbansituations

•

Regarding the wording on Pages 26 and 32 - where the deep soil standard cannot be met –
many members noted that this is being used as a ‘get out of jail card’ to avoid providing
meaningful open space and canopy trees. Guidelines are needed to explain what constitutes
equivalent canopy cover. For example, 10m2 of shrub planting does not provide the same
amenity as a tree with a 10m2 wide canopy.

•

Guidance needs to be provided regarding appropriate soil depths for planter boxes expected to
support vegetation on vertical (green walls) and horizontal planes (green roofs). Members
noted that they have seen many designs for buildings ambitiously covered by creepers over
multiple levels, yet only very small planter boxes (eg. 500 x 300mm) have been constructed.
Similar experiences were noted with planters associated with pergolas.

•

Regarding Table D2 on Page 27 - the minimum tree provision is very low. A small development
of 750m2 would only need to provide one small tree. A large development of 2500m2 only has
to provide 4 large trees.

•

Regarding the lower diagram on Page 28 - The S, M and L tree size diagrams should also
include the horizontal canopy spread.

Regarding Option B(b) - it would be useful to provide pictorial examples of high quality, integrated
landscape solutions to support the policy wording and diagrams, similar to the Central Melbourne
Design Guide. AILA would be pleased to assist in sourcing images of highly commended projects in
Melbourne and other Australian urban centres.
For discussion on calculating soil volumes, see our response above.
Regarding Option C - AILA supports an initiative to require that all apartment buildings must provide
some amount of communal open space, proportional to the density of the development. Communal
open space with planting should be provided at street level where possible so that it contributes to
neighbourhood character and is easy to access.
Street Interface
Regarding Option A(a) - in considering the effects of wind as part of the ‘design response’,
emphasis should be put on the impact to communal and private open spaces. Anecdotal feedback
from our members suggests that many communal open spaces in new developments have
inadequate wind protection and access to sunlight. AILA encourages the adoption of Drafting option i
- apply to all apartment building applications.
Regarding Option A(b) and (c) - AILA supports these policy proposals in addition to Option A (a).
Regarding Option B and C - AILA strongly supports policy to improve the pedestrian experience by
better integrating car parking and services.
2

Australian Institute of Landscape Architects – Victoria Chapter
008 531 851

ABN: 84

We agree that vehicle access, loading and service areas should generally be avoided on main streets.
For example, the car park entry and traffic signalling to service the QV Car Park off Russell Street is
particularly disruptive to pedestrian flow. Similarly, the inclusion of pedestrian signals at the intersection
of Caledonian Lane and Lonsdale Street to manage delivery vehicles that service Emporium is a
substandard outcome. On the other hand, the concentration of all service areas on Caledonian Lane
has obliterated 50% of a fine-grained laneway that had a thriving local economy. In the case of 108
Flinders Street, the location of the car park entry on the main, car-dominated street frontage protects
ACDC Lane and Duckboard Place. We therefore think that there are select sites with boundaries to
little streets and lanes that have equal or greater importance to the pedestrian experience and that
discretion is required to achieve the best outcome for a particular site.
The best streets and lanes are ones not marred by podium parking and we therefore advocate for all
parking to be located in basements. Where this is not possible due to ground conditions, all parking
above ground should be sleeved by active uses. Furthermore, AILA believes that all podium car
parking levels should be designed with a suitable floor to ceiling height to enable future conversion to
other uses (as occurred at QV on Little Lonsdale Street).
Ultimately it would be most desirable to limit new car parks altogether on sites that have multiple
sensitive interfaces but are located near good public transport facilities. In particular, we understand
that there is already a surplus of off-street space in the CBD, given the convenient access to public
transport and mode shift to share cars and other rapidly- evolving services.
Regarding the integration of service cabinets - AILA supports the design intent outlined in the draft
Planning Amendment C308 Design in the Central City and Southbank and in the best practice
examples illustrated in the supporting Central Melbourne Design Guide.
Other
The following matters were also raised by our members regarding the Apartment Guidelines:
•

Consider the alignment with the City of Melbourne Green Infrastructure Planning Amendment
and the Green Factor Tool (reviewing the amount of green cover required by private
developments). DELWP are being consulted on this project.

•

Landscape character could be better identified as part of the urban context report and design
response (see page 7 of the guidelines).

•

Water features are generally not encouraged due to on-going concerns regarding availability of
water (see page 32 of the guidelines).

•

Consider collaborative planning opportunities. For example, if two adjacent residential
developments join forces to create a purposeful, publically-accessible open space at ground
level they might be eligible for some form of dispensation.

Maintenance

3

•

The Guidelines do not cover maintenance, which is a vital part of the success of a landscape in
any development. A maintenance plan should be submitted as part of the development
application and include canopy trees, balcony planters, podium landscapes, green walls and all
other planted areas. For ultimate success the maintenance plan needs to be enforceable by the
responsible authority.

•

Access to planted areas, particularly on balconies and facades, is often overlooked.
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•

Automatic irrigation systems are critical and at a minimum should be required for all onstructure planted areas.

Please contact AILA Victoria for more information
Prepared by Mark Skiba, AILA Victoria Vice President
Direct
T: 0403 170 652 E: mark.m.skiba@gmail.com
AILA Office T: 0401 811 976 E: martha.delfas@aila.org.au
The Australian Institute of Landscape Architects (AILA) is the growing national advocacy body
representing over 3,500 active and engaged landscape architects, promoting the importance of the
profession today and for the future. Committed to designing and creating a better Australia, landscape
architects shape the world around us. They conceive, reimagine and transform the outside world from
streetscapes to parks and playgrounds, transport solutions to tourism strategies, new suburbs and
even cities. aila.org.au
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1. I think the proposed changes are a step in the right direction particularly limiting the
changes that can be made to building materials after a planning approval has been gained.
What is the point of a planning permit? I believe this should be extended to garden plans as
currently approvals are given for particular plants and trees but these are not necessarily the
ones that are planted which can substantially alter the appearance of a building.
2. I also believe that planning rules need to be tightened so that builders cannot walk away
from unresolved defects which impact the visual appearance of the property. These can
have a substantial impact on the local environment. While the architects can design
beautiful buildings if there is no minimum visual requirements or standards for the builders
to comply with, they can walk away without consequence from a planning perspective.
3. Below are some examples of a building designed by a very reputable architectural firm
where the builder has not responded to externally visible defects even though they are
advertising the property on their website as a luxury high end development.
4. Most of these water marks and stains have been visible since settlement 12 months ago and
have been cut to protect privacy.

Friends of Nillumbik Inc.
Submission to Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods

Friends of Nillumbik is a not for profit, non-political community group backed by about 1,000 local
residents. We care about the environment and the character of Nillumbik’s urban and rural areas and
are committed to protecting Nillumbik’s Green Wedge.
Friends of Nillumbik welcomes and strongly supports the DELWP initiative to improve further on
apartment design standards in Victoria. The Urban Growth Boundaries play a vital role in protecting
Melbourne’s Green Wedges, the lungs of Melbourne. If the expected increase in Melbourne’s
population is to be contained within the UGBs, apartments will have to play a significant role in
accommodating the growing population.
We support the changes outlined in the Better Apartments and Neighbourhoods discussion paper,
especially the points and suggestions regarding canopy trees.
The provision of appropriate and adequate green space is vital to both the appearance of apartments
and neighbourhoods, and the comfort and health of people occupying those environments. A recent
report indicates that between 2014 and 2018 Melbourne lost some 2,000 ha of tree canopy and
Nillumbik lost about 2 percent of its tree cover. With climate change well and truly upon us, we need
to focus even more of avoiding the creation of urban heat islands. Canopy trees are also a natural,
sustainable way of mitigating climate change. That is why the Discussion Paper’s emphasis on tall
canopy trees in apartment landscaping is so important.
Our experience matches the comments in the Discussion Paper to the effect that that the provision
of canopy trees is often an afterthought. Indeed, we would argue that developers seem to have a
record of trying very hard to remove all vegetation on their sites so as to maximise their already
profitable financial yields.
We consider the long-term interests of all Victorians will be best served by reigning-in these
demonstrated instincts and related attempts to “concrete everything in sight”.
If there is a conflict between building design and the use of adequate canopy trees, it is the buildings
which should be redesigned and the canopy trees maintained, not the other way around. We stress
that neither the Victorian Government nor Victorian councils have any obligation to underwrite the
profits of developers.
We urge great caution in allowing developers to substitute green walls and the like in place of canopy
trees. We certainly do see a role for green walls etc but stress they – along with lower storey
landscaping – should be used as an adjunct to landscaping centred around canopy trees. We also
urge that any new provisions around landscaping should stress the use of species sensitive to the
landscapes in the local area. Nillumbik was created with protection of the Green Wedge as its prime
purpose. That means that in Nillumbik we would expect landscaping based around local indigenous
plant species.
Henry Haszler for Friends of Nillumbik
27 September 2019
PO Box 258, Eltham 3095 | mail@friendsofnillumbik.org |www.friendsofnillumbik.org
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Department of Environment, land, water and planning

PO Box 500
East Melbourne
Victoria 3002

Dear Sir/Madam,
RE: Submission to Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
This submission is made on behalf of David Lock Associates (Australia) Pty Ltd and Rothelowman Architects. Our firms
are active participants within the Victoria planning system acting on behalf of public and private interests. Collectively
we appreciate the Departments ongoing commitment to the improvement of the planning system and relevant controls.
We appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback on the Better Apartment in Neighbourhoods (“BAN’s”) initiative
and broadly agree the rationale to review, renew and improve the suite of apartment design guidelines and standards.
We invite further involvement in the exhibition process subsequent to the consideration of the following submissions:
Overview
The intent of the proposed changes is supported; however, some of the methods to achieve the desired outcomes are
generic. As in nearly always the case in design matters a “one size fits all rule” is grossly inadequate. As written the
controls may render an increasing number of potential development sites no longer feasible for development. This, at
a time where affordability of housing and homelessness, not only in Victoria, but nationwide, is already at a crisis point,
will exacerbate a complex problem with unnecessary onerous controls.
Retaining existing mature trees
The proposed changes outlined in Section 2.2 and Section 2.4 includes clarifying that existing mature trees should be
retained. The intent for improved green spaces in apartment buildings is well founded; however, this specific change is
onerous to development and the consolidation of our urban environments, as is sought after within State and local
policy. The requirement for canopy trees in apartment developments can be facilitated through the provision of new
canopy trees without restricting development. There is no distinction as to the species of trees sought to be retained.
This proposed requirement should be further resolved.
Minimum soil volumes for planters
The proposed guidance about the minimum soil volumes for planters outlined in Section 2.2, Section 2.4 and Table D2
are problematic. Are the proposed soil volumes evidence based and/or have landscape architects been consulted? Our
consultation with reputable and qualified landscape architects informs us that additional planting depth beyond 0.8m
is not of any value. We would propose that rather than soil volume, there be a minimum depth and width for planting
canopy trees.

Threshold for provision of communal open space
The proposed standard in Section 2.2 and Section 2.5 to remove the existing threshold of 40 or more dwellings for the
provision of communal open space and ensuring a minimum of 25m2 of communal open space is provided in any
apartment development, to accommodate a canopy tree, is problematic.
We contend that useful communal open spaces can only really be achieved on larger sites or podium tops. Mandating
a minimum 25m2 communal open space may lead to poor design outcomes, where for examples, a 5x5 metres space
at the back of apartment buildings. In this case, a better amenity outcome would be to distribute this space requirement
into bigger courtyards for ground floor apartments, which would still allow for canopy tree planting.
If the minimum threshold of 40 or more dwellings is to be reduced, we recommend that the number be brought down
to a maximum of 20 dwellings, which would result in a 50m2 communal open space, which is useful and functional size.
Thought needs to be given to the appropriate need for communal open space, with the range appearing to be from 2040 apartments. Any change to the existing 40 dwelling threshold should be supported with empirical data and analysis
as to the need to the change.
Indoor or Outdoor open space
The proposed amending of the definition of communal open space to indicate that these spaces can either be indoors
or outdoors as outlined in Section 2.2 is also problematic as it goes against the overall direction for greater green spaces
and the provision of canopy trees.
Greater clarity is needed as to the provision of indoor/outdoor space for apartment buildings as there are no tests
proposed within BANNs. The use of communal spaces within apartments needs to be reviewed in detail. Better
understanding of behaviours of residents in using these spaces should dictate whether a minimum requirement is
required. The requirements for indoor/outdoor spaces need to not only be linked to the availability and access to public
open space, but also to infrastructure.
Landscaping within front setbacks
The proposed standard in Section 2.4 requiring that landscaping should be provided within building frontages to reduce
the visual impact of buildings is problematic. The intent of additional landscaping should not be to screen quality
development. In the appropriate areas architectural excellence should be announced to the streetscape. Poor design
responses should not rely on screening to address the inability of the development to respond to the context. If
landscaping is required to reduce the visual impact of a building, should the onus not go back on the building designer
to propose a design that does not detrimentally visually impact the streetscape and surrounding context?
Landscaping in the front setback can generally be achieved in residential zones due to the typical street setback
requirements. However, how can it be achieved in a Commercial or Mixed-Use zone with a mandatory street wall
requirement?
This is especially true for sites in activity centres where a higher site coverage/ intensity is appropriate from a character
perspective. We believe that tree retention, deep soil areas and landscaping within front setbacks should not be a
mandatory requirement in non-residential zones.
Overarching issues
A key issue for green spaces in apartment buildings is enforcement. A permit may be granted based on the landscape
plan; however, is there sufficient checking of what is planted, and then retained?
Ground floor open space apartment areas are often paved and/or furnished which restricts the provision of landscaping,
and compliance with the landscaping conditions as set out within the approval. There is the potential for an uplift that
could be experienced and/or offered to developers should the ground floor open space be retained in the owner’s
corporation control, which would ensure the ongoing compliance with the conditions.

Appearance of the building
The rationale behind a proposed external walls and material standard as outlined in Section 3.4 is sound in that quality
and durability needs to be achieved. However, why should this standard only apply to apartment buildings? All buildings
should have well designed facades, so maybe this direction belongs elsewhere in the VPP’s.
There is a risk that, in requiring ‘visual interest’ in the way identified in the standard, non-design-literate planners will
revert to requiring more materials and finishes and details, when often a simpler form clad in a single, high quality
material is a better outcome—as illustrated by the apartment building in Figure 5 of the discussion paper.
The emphasis should be on a coherent building form composition first, then a coherent façade composition, then high
quality materials, rather than adding measures to articulate the facade. The standard as drafted is simplistic and
misguided.
Further, a key issue to well-designed facades is secondary consent amendments and enforcement. Do Council’s pay
enough attention to design and material changes between planning permit and construction?
In general, Council planners would be assisted by a schedule of materials that identifies materials typical lifetime,
common issues with durability and ageing, and maintenance requirements (or a website that is updated as new
materials become available).
The requirement at Section 3.6 to provide section details at a scale of 1:20 is overly onerous at the planning application
stage. If the proposed external wall construction methodology was to change post endorsement of a permit, would that
mean an amendment would need to be sought? If so, this will add time to the process. E.g. if a wall was designed as
being precast with a render finish for planning but in the end was better built as blockwork with a render finish, same
external appearance, similar robust construction method, how would this be handled? The question is then who within
the council planning departments is qualified to provide meaningful comments on 1:20 drawings?
Rather than require wall details, we suggest that the wording should be reviewed to specifically hone in on what we
believe to be the real intent of the permit condition; to stamp out the use of materials that are not appropriate and/or
have a short lifespan and require constant maintenance.
Wind impacts
The proposed new wind impacts standard outlined in Section 4.4 is supported in principle. However, why should this
objective only apply to apartment buildings? All buildings should avoid unacceptable wind impacts, so maybe this
direction belongs elsewhere in the VPP’s. This standard is misplaced in the apartment guidelines.
Are the proposed provisions, including the threshold of 5 storeys and the standards evidence-based? Has the opinion
of a wind expert been sought? Given a similar requirement is being sought in the City of Melbourne, has the Melbourne
C270 panel report been reviewed?
Street interface
The issues raised in Section 5 are considerable given we are developing smaller and smaller sites, resulting in our
streetscapes being dominated by service cabinets and vehicle entries. Arguably these issues are more important than
things like building height, so it is a positive that we are attempting to address these issues.However, why should the
objectives outlined in Section 5 only apply to apartment buildings? All buildings should avoid unacceptable street
interfaces, so again maybe this direction belongs elsewhere in the VPP’s.
Have the services authorities been engaged regarding these issues? The service authorities need to be engaged in order
to find better design solutions for building services, and to ensure that they allow those better solutions to be
implemented.
Why does development only need to “complement” public open space, rather than front it and avoid blank walls to
streets? They should be treated the same.

Would orientating development to front existing and proposed streets take precedence over optimal solar orientation
and views or outlook for residents? We understand the intent of this standard, but suggest the wording be reviewed.
We do not support “if practicable” in relation to high front fencing. High front fencing deactivates the street and leads
to poor public realm amenity.
In relation to site services, we believe there needs to be an additional standard such as, “Meters, utility services and
service cupboards should be located away from street and public open space frontages where possible, and where this
cannot be avoided their frontage size and visual impact should be minimised.” The main services and utilities often
requiring location along street frontages are hydrant and sprinkler boosters, water tapping meters, gas meters,
substations. The ability to locate these away from streets is usually the exception not the rule with authorities. Not sure
how achievable your suggested additional standard might be in practice?
The standard “No more than one single-width crossover should be provided for each dwelling fronting a street” is not
appropriate and does not fit with apartment standards.
Construction impacts
The proposed new construction impacts standard outlined in Section 6.4 is a positive aspiration. However, why should
this objective only apply to apartment buildings? All buildings should avoid unacceptable construction impacts, again
this direction belongs elsewhere in the VPP’s.
Given construction management plans are always a permit condition and not dealt with during the planning application
process, this standard is misplaced in the apartment guidelines. A broader discussion needs to be had about whether
construction management plans need to be approved for all developments as part of the planning application process.
Should there be any queries please contact us on info@dlaust.com or on 96828568
Regards,

David Lock Associates (Aus.) Pty Ltd & Rothelowman Architects

Some aspects of the current design standards that could be improved:
Compliance.
The amendment of design standards must be accompanied by an enforceable compliance
regime with strong monitoring and deterrence mechanisms. This is necessary to enforce
existing and future standards relating to design, building materials, building code and
quality.
Sustainability
There is also a need for stronger sustainability standards using the star rating system.
•

•

Designs should meet at least 5 green star sustainability – rooftop solar, recycled
water, rainfall harvesting, allow natural ventilation to enable temperature control,
window shading to avoid summer heating but allow winter warming etc.
Designs to provide alternatives to automatic clothes dryers (one of the appliances
most wasteful of power). For example, discrete areas in public open space at ground
level, on balconies or at roof top space could be used for clothes lines.

Outdoor Green Space
•

•
•

•

•

Mandatory open space offsets should be prescribed for vertical development that
ensures adequate public open space. The higher the density and vertical distribution
the greater the open space provision that is required.
Prescribed minimum provision of public open space (for passive recreation) and
private open space.
Good design must ensure that private open space (balconies) do not intrusively
overlook others private space or lend itself to uses which degrade amenity, e.g.
Clothes drying where facing public realm or view of fellow owners/occupiers, air
conditioners or other appliances where noise is offensive to others.
More canopy trees to be provided in designated open space areas than the proposed
ratio. A meaningful contribution to providing shade to reduce urban heating is
required.
Landscaped setbacks that include canopy tree planting must be required for all
apartment developments except those in activity centres where building to the front
boundary is permitted. Active street frontages must apply in those cases.

Street Interface
•
•

Prescribed minimum landscaping and setbacks are required that allow for shade
trees that ensure amenity and reduce passive heating of buildings,
Landscaping objectives must provide for canopy trees, planting palette that respects
neighbourhood vegetation, soften the bulk and scale of developments.

Wind impacts (and other off-site environmental impacts)
•
•
•

Turbulence and funnelling of wind into public open space must be avoided.
Impacts from sun glare into public open space from glass fronted buildings is to be
avoided through better design.
Overshadowing of public open space must be avoided.

David Morrison
Secretary BVRG
26th September 2019

Global Wind Technology Services Pty Ltd
505, 434 St Kilda Road, Melbourne Vic 3004 Australia
T. +61 3 9939 9490
info@gwts.com.au

F. +61 3 8677 7421
www.gwts.com.au

To Mr Tim Westcott
Project Manager, Better Apartments, Planning Implementation
The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP)
PO Box 500, East Melbourne VIC 3002.

Subject: Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper 2019
Wind Control

GWTS reviewed the discussion paper on Better Apartment In Neighbourhoods,
wind control section. We are pleased with the department initiative to provide a
guide on wind control similar to what in practice in the Melbourne Central City
Wind Control. The following are some of the suggestion on the discussion paper.
Wind Control Criteria:
1. The unsafe wind criteria stated in the document as
“The hourly maximum 3 second gust which exceeds 20 metres per second from any wind
direction considering at least 16 wind directions with the corresponding probability of
exceedance percentage”
“The hourly maximum 3 second gust which exceeds 20 metres per second from any
wind direction considering at least 16 wind directions with the corresponding
probability of exceedance percentage of 0.1%”
If the percentage not specified it will be confusing the number of times allowed in a
year.
2. Assessment distance
The assessment distance D defined as distance greater of half longest width of the
building or half overall height of the building. This assessment area is very low and
doesn’t cover the influence of the building or affected area by most proposed buildings.
This guide is not based on any research. If we consider a building of 50m height and
width of 30m, the assessment area will be 25m from the building façade. GWTS CFD
simulations shows at least it is required to consider two times of the width or the full
height a building to get the building influence. Thus, we suggest the assessment area to
be increased.
3. Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
GWTS five or more stories as reasonable as a general guide. However, in case of
shopping mall, schools, old age centres, convention centres, close to park any
development around high people gathering area, all heights should be considered.

Global Wind Technology Services Pty Ltd
505, 434 St Kilda Road, Melbourne Vic 3004 Australia
T. +61 3 9939 9490
info@gwts.com.au

F. +61 3 8677 7421
www.gwts.com.au

4. What factors should be considered in determining when to undertake either desktop
wind analysis or wind tunnel analysis?
Desktop analysis is an opinion statement based on experience. Same criteria can be
very difficult to predict for experience wind engineer. Thus, all development which
require to fulfil s sitting criteria should automatically subject to wind tunnel test.

Yours sincerely,
Global Wind Technology Services Pty Ltd

Seifu Bekele PhD, FIEAust
Principal Wind Engineer
seifu@gwts.com.au
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Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all Victorians to provide
feedback about the policy proposals in the discussion paper by making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:
•
•
•

state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the proposed changes
explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
explain any other change you would like

Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)

[Type here]
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City of Whitehorse strongly supports the strengthening of controls enabling Council to provide tree planting in
association with apartment buildings, and to specify canopy widths for trees. It is recommended that the use
of deep soil planting is preferred over planters.
Objectives dot point one- there may be no ‘preferred future character’ as this is effectively policy-dependent,
and in some urban areas, there may be little existing landscape character. As the Discussion Paper states
that the aim is to ensure landscaping is provided generally regardless of the existing or preferred future
character of the area, it is suggested that Objectives dot point one is deleted and Objectives dot point two is
amended to: To provide landscaping that supports wellbeing, amenity and any preferred landscape character.
Standard Paragraph two- Should reference Tree Protection Zones and good arboricultural practices. It is not
realistic to retain trees that will have their health and/or future growth compromised by the proximity of
buildings and works. It is suggested that Standard paragraph two is amended to: Development should
provide for existing canopy trees and suitable envelopes to support their long term growth. Existing canopy
trees can be included in meeting the number specified in column 2 of Table D2.
Standard Paragraph four- Preference should be given to the planting of canopy trees in deep soil areas, as
opposed to planters. It is suggested that Standard Paragraph four is amended to: Canopy trees are preferred
to be located in deep soil areas as specified in column 3 of Table D2.
Additional paragraphs in the Standard should be added - to ensure that all containers and the root balls of
trees and large shrubs planted above ground level are securely anchored to resist high winds and that
appropriate maintenance access is provided for staff and equipment.
The positioning of trees should not overly impact neighbouring properties and also provide equitable
development rights. Suggest this is quantified to Locate trees so that no more than x% (recommend 20% of
the tree canopy at expected mature growth will overhang the boundary).
Table D2 Planter Soil Volume Column- the planting container depths of 0.8 and 1 metre stated may not provide
sufficient soil depth for most tree species reaching the stated mature heights to thrive. Proposed containerised
tree planting should include a typical technical detail with the following information at a minimum: Proof of
adequate soil volume to allow the tree to thrive, drainage and irrigation and tree anchoring systems.
For the column entries for lots over 1001m2, it is not clear why two options have been given, as developers
will typically choose the first (smallest) planter option, or multiples thereof.
Concerns regarding reliance on planters:
• Raised planters, they can be problematic, as the required 1 -1.5m depth of soil typically required
to support trees can result in raising the soil level and greenery well above pedestrian level,
reducing the visual and neighbourhood character benefits of the trees, and resulting in hardedged pedestrian areas, which have poor amenity.
• Deep soil planting areas provide opportunity for planned or incidental runoff of rainwater into the
soil to support landscaping (WSUD), which cannot be achieved is garden beds are raised above
ground level/pedestrian areas.

2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the discussion paper)
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City of Whitehorse strongly supports the proposed lowering of the threshold for the provision of communal
open space.
It is recommended that the Standard is further amended to:
• Include reference to a broader range of landscape types like urban agriculture or green infrastructure.
• Include reference to the amenity required to make communal open space engaging and well used,
including consideration of passive and active recreation and of the needs of children for play elements.
• Whitehorse often sees the landscape areas in developments as little more than edge treatments or
circulation pathways that have planting, but it is preferred that spaces are more diverse and useful.
• Given that the proposed alterations to the landscaping standard encourage provision of landscaping
within frontages, the provision of communal open space should be discouraged within front setbacks
to ensure it is provided in a location with appropriate privacy and acoustic amenity.

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the discussion paper)
Suggest expand the second new requirement to: The design response must include plans and sections
indicating where deep soil areas and canopy trees are to be located including, where relevant, soil volume
allocation, planter pit dimensions, watering and drainage infrastructure, anchoring of containers and
anchoring of the root balls of containerised shrubs and trees above ground level to resist high winds and
maintenance access for staff and equipment.
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4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (Section
Example conditions:
1. Before the commencement of buildings and works, a detailed landscape plan prepared by a suitably
qualified and experienced person or firm has been submitted to and endorsed by the Responsible
Authority. This plan when endorsed will form part of this permit. This plan must include:
a. The proposed design features such as street furniture all paving materials, and mulch.
b. A planting schedule of all proposed vegetation (trees, shrubs and ground covers) which includes,
botanical names, common names, pot size, mature size and total quantities of each plant.
c. Species selection to take into account the mature height, form and context of the trees and
vegetation.
d. Rooftop containerized plantings to be within in-situ containerized planting systems or
appropriately sized containers. Planters containing trees must have a minimum soil depth of 1
metre, or demonstrate appropriate soil volumes
e. Measures to manage the growth of trees within the car park and other public areas to maintain
clearance for vehicles and/or pedestrians and to manage potential hazards.
f.
Irrigation delivery method.
g. Cross-sections and details of the green wall and green roof areas (including hanging pots and
containerised plantings above ground level), including:
• Soil volume of planting containers.
• Irrigation and drainage of planting containers.
• Substrate: suitability for species selection in relation to nutrients and irrigation
requirements.
• Mulch type, depth and weight.
• Structural engineering report for dead and live loads of green roof areas, allowing for
mature plant growth, wind and potential flooding of containers.
• Plant species, including selection criteria and growth rate.
• Orientation and effect on plant health.
• Anchoring of all containers and anchoring of the root balls of containerised shrubs and
trees to resist high winds.
• Ongoing maintenance procedures to ensure that the green wall and green roof areas
remain healthy and well-maintained to the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority in
accordance with the Landscaping Maintenance Plan required by Condition XX.
• Secure anchor points for maintenance staff access.
Landscaping in accordance with this approved plan and schedule must be completed before the
building is occupied. Once approved these plans become the endorsed plans of this permit.
2. Before the commencement of buildings and works, a Landscaping Maintenance Plan, prepared by a
suitably qualified consultant, must be submitted to the Responsible Authority. The landscaping
maintenance plan must include, but is not limited to:
a. On-going management of trees and landscaping on the site to ensure that they remain in good
condition and to limit hazards, without restricting their growth to mature height, including
maintenance frequency and objectives. This must include formative pruning frequency, access
and method to remove pruned branches.
b. Irrigation system/program for ground level landscape areas and containerised plantings above
ground level, including details of frequency and water delivery method.
c. Details of the ongoing maintenance procedures to ensure that the green wall and green roof
remain healthy and well maintained to the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority. This must
include:
i. Irrigation frequency and delivery method.
ii. Drainage.
iii. Maintenance frequency and procedures including access for staff and equipment, and
safety/anchoring measures required to access landscaping above ground level.
Once submitted to and approved by the Responsible Authority, the Landscaping Maintenance Plan
will form part of the documents endorsed as part of this planning permit.
The requirements of the Landscaping Maintenance Plan must be implemented by the building
manager, owners and occupiers of the site for the life of the building, to the satisfaction of the
Responsible Authority.
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2.7 in the discussion paper)

Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.
When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners and applicants
need about design quality and external materials to implement the proposed standards.

5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion paper)
The proposed Objectives and Standard are not supported, for the following reasons:
• Planners do not have the skills or qualifications to assess building materials and the performance of
materials, nor do planners have the means to access apartment building facades either during or
after construction. Further, Planning Enforcement staff cannot assess or enforce the building
materials and fixings actually constructed on facades. The suggested Standard is unenforceable.
• The suggested standard could shift responsibility and liability for façade materials to Council
Planning Departments. This is unreasonable (as per the above points), and it shifts liability away
from the professions actually responsible for façade design and construction (architects, building
surveyors, builders, etc). Detailed façade design, materials and access requirements would not
typically be resolved until the detailed construction drawings are prepared at the Building Permit
stage. The proposed Standard should all be included within the Building Regulations, where
assessments of safety, access, durability, fixings, etc can be made by the appropriately qualified
professionals and construction procedures can be monitored. If this standard is introduced, then it
must either:
o Be in association with a Code Assess process, where the applicant demonstrates
compliance with mandatory standards and which Council Planners are not expected to
assess or endorse, or
o Include a mandatory referral requirements (under Clause 55) to a recognised professional
with the expertise to assess façade materials and access.
• Clear definition of the terms “quality”, “durable” and “life of the building” are required. Is it
anticipated that apartment buildings will be standing for 100 years or more? Is this a reasonable life
for a building?
External walls communicate an identity that reinforces the sense of place, community and local character,
and contribute to the amenity of pedestrian environments. External walls should enable future improvement
works without compromising design, and be consistent with high quality ESD outcomes. The selection of
materials should seek to minimise the impact on the natural environment.
External building materials and finishes should not result in hazardous or uncomfortable glare to
pedestrians, public transport operators and commuters, motorists, aircraft, or occupants of surrounding
buildings and public space

6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
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The proposed Objectives and Standard are not supported

7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and materials
(Section 3.6 in the discussion paper)
The proposed Objectives and Standard are not supported. Council Planning Departments do not have the
ability to either assess or enforce the details of external wall construction details.

Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
• Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
• What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop wind analysis or
a wind tunnel analysis?
8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
We appreciate the work conducted to date establishing a standard towards addressing wind impact, and the
proposed requirements in Table W are satisfactory. It is important that numeric standards are provided as a
basis for measurement.
.
We understand that the proposed standards have emanated from works conducted with the City of
Melbourne and the City of Port Phillip; particularly since Amendment GC81 and relevant schedules
pertaining to the Fishermans Bend precinct.
We value that ‘Decision guidelines’ have been articulated as a part of the standard.
Our response entails addressing the two questions to reflect upon when providing feedback, those being:
1. Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts? and
2. What factors should be considered in determining when to undertake either desktop wind analysis
or wind tunnel analysis?
In regards to addressing the two questions, we have considered our development typology, how we have
been approaching wind impact assessments to date, and concerns from the community.
We believe that five or more storeys is an equitable, objective, trigger to request for a wind impact
assessment. Thus, we believe that the Better Apartment Design Standard triggers are construed that
provide a mechanism to trigger and capture the requirement for a wind impact assessment.
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9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts (Section 4.5 in the
We note that a wind impact assessment will generally consist of either a desktop study or wind tunnel analysis.
Desktop Study
The wind impact assessment should, as a default, include a desktop study from a suitably qualified professional.
The desktop study must provide an authoritative opinion as to the effects the development will have to public land and publicly accessible areas,
as well as, communal open space (i.e. podiums and roof-top terraces).
In the past, we have received desktop studies for some towers within the Box Hill Activity Centre. However, a request for a wind tunnel
assessment has generally ensued to receive detailed information when endorsing plans.
From our experience, a desktop study usually entails a statement of opinion from the applicant’s consultant based upon the consultant’s industry
experience which, at times, does not usually include an assessment taking into consideration direct, local, weather conditions. We are mindful and
place concern upon the legal ramifications associated with such an opinion given the likely effects to public amenity; particularly where, in some
cases, mitigation measures, have not been suggested.
To countervail such position, and to provide certainty and comfort ensuring that wind impacts have been appropriately considered, recognised and
ameliorated, all tower developments should undertake a wind tunnel analysis.
Wind Tunnel Analysis
The need for a detailed wind impact assessment, requiring a wind tunnel analysis, should be left to the discretion of the responsible authority;
assessed on a case-by-case basis.
It is a difficult position to suggest that a wind tunnel analysis should be provided at lodgement, in the first instance. Whilst a wind tunnel analysis is
more detailed and robust than a desktop study, we understand the conflict with requesting further detail and possible design changes at such an
early point in the process, and at cost, where a decision to grant a permit has yet to be determined. Conversely, obtaining a wind tunnel analysis,
post the issue of a permit, may result in other repercussions. It is our opinion, as the responsible authority, that we will continue to request such
assessments at ‘Further Information’ or otherwise condition as a part of a permit, cognisant that each matter is treated on a case-by-case basis.
A Practice Note should be prepared indicating that the wind impact assessment, constituting a wind tunnel analysis, must be undertaken by a
suitably qualified professional and with respect to an industry standard. A methodology must be commonplace for the responsible authority to
accept (i.e. the Australian Wind Engineering Society Quality Assurance Manual (AWES-QAM-1-2019) and include modelling approved and built
developments within the area of assessment.
Additionally, for it to be clear to the responsible authority, we have been requesting that practitioners, acting on behalf of the applicant, provide
estimates on the number of hours per year that relevant comfort criteria specified (i.e. walking/standing/sitting) shall be exceeded at all relevant
areas of concern (i.e. public walkways, podiums, communal areas, terraces and, in some cases, private balconies). As the responsible authority, we
assess what level of comfort (% of hours in a year the relevant comfort level is exceeded) and decide upon what is acceptable – essentially utilising
an objective test and subjectively deciding what is acceptable taking into consideration a multitude of other factors. This methodology/guideline
should be a part of the standard or, at the least, a part of a Practice Note as this allows the individuals, in lay terms, to understand how often than
not certain areas will not be comfortable in a given year.
It should be stated that where existing wind conditions in the surrounding streetscapes exceed the walking comfort criterion, the proposed
development must not make conditions worse. This should be a determinant resulting from a wind tunnel analysis. As a thought, a wind
assessment should perhaps also be commissioned post completion of the development (as built) to understand and record the actual wind
conditions and their effect.
The outcome from a wind impact assessment, including mitigation measures, must be clearly detailed and described in a report to the responsible
authority, with mitigation features depicted and annotated on Development Plans – floor plans and elevations, where necessary.
Wind Tunnel Analysis Factors to Consider
Whilst the requirement for a desktop study or a wind tunnel analysis remains contentious that should be determined on a case-by-case basis,
suggested factors to consider requiring the need for a detailed wind tunnel analysis include:
•

The height of the development and its use;

•

The surrounding development typology (volume and density) whereby the development may aid or abet the creation of wind corridors
or be directly exposed to sheer, brunt, wind impact;

•

The urban context which includes the streetscape and use by the public;

•

Adjacent laneways and their use;

•

Location and use of common and roof top terraces;

•

The contrast/interplay between the podium and the tower(s) with respect to adjacent development and setbacks;

•

Prevailing wind direction with respect to orientation and exposure;

•

The effects of potential wind impact to private balconies, with respect to the interplay between sitting and standing comfort,
particularly when considering the sites urban context, in areas of emerging density.
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practices, and manages expectations as to what each type of wind impact assessment should entail and how it should be read, as well as,
graphics/illustrations of wind mitigation measures and how they are identified on Development Plans.
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discussion paper)

Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the discussion paper)
Additional objective is supported.
Amendment to first standard doesn’t go far enough, this standard needs reworking so that priority is given to
pedestrians, over cyclists and vehicles.
Amendment to the third standard is supported but doesn’t go far enough, should include requirements for
transparency, and high level of architectural design. Also needs to discourage vandalism and graffiti in its
design.
New fifth standard is supported, however residential at ground level can be challenging due to perceived
‘privacy’ and ‘security’ concerns, which can result in presentation that are not always conducive to
activation.
Additionally not all as of right commercial uses provide for good streetscape activation. It is not uncommon
for developers to not give thought to potential tenants, who then want to obscure glazing with film or lifestyle
images that close of the interior from the street.
New sixth standard is also supported, however this standard and the first standard in its current form
potentially contradict each other.
New seventh standard is supported.
Decision guidelines could be improved with reference to local policies that Council’s may have in place
about public realm treatments and interfaces.

11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)
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Additional objective is supported.
Amendment to first standard doesn’t go far enough, this standard needs reworking so that priority is given to
pedestrians, over cyclists and vehicles.
Amendment to the third standard is supported but doesn’t go far enough, should include requirements for
transparency, and high level of architectural design. Also needs to discourage vandalism and graffiti in its
design.
New fifth standard is supported, however residential at ground level can be challenging due to perceived
‘privacy’ and ‘security’ concerns, which can result in presentation that are not always conducive to
activation.
Additionally not all as of right commercial uses provide for good streetscape activation. It is not uncommon
for developers to not give thought to potential tenants, who then want to obscure glazing with film or lifestyle
images that close of the interior from the street.
New sixth standard is also supported, however this standard and the first standard in its current form
potentially contradict each other.
New seventh standard is supported.
Decision guidelines could be improved with reference to local policies that Council’s may have in place
about public realm treatments and interfaces.

12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
Amendment to the second objective is supported, but we don’t think this goes far enough in prioritising early
consideration of requirements by applicants and doing the necessary discussions with service providers
prior to lodging with Council.
New second standard is supported, however should go further to encourage placement where possible in
basements, secondary frontages, lanes, or vehicle access ways within the development.

13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services (Section 5.7 in the
discussion paper)
While we support this idea, we have not been provided with the detail of where this will go in the document
and how it will actually look to comment on.
Early consultation with service providers should be a requirement/must rather than a recommendation and
should sit in Clause 58 of the Planning Scheme.
There is also a missed opportunity to more strongly encourage consideration of Council streetscape
improvement programs, and early consultation with Council Engineers to make sure that public realm levels,
and materials integrate with the development.
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Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion paper)
Whitehorse has CMP Guidelines available, and is developing CMP processes, and welcomes the additional
support represented in the proposed Objective, as construction impacts are becoming a problem pre, during
and post construction.
Recommend that the protection of the amenity of the surrounding area is added to the objective.

15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts (Section
6.5 in the discussion paper)
Consideration of the building construction processes and the positioning of equipment should be taken into
account at the design stage. For example- Whitehorse has recently approved an apartment building which
(it was discovered after the Permit issued), relied on construction of the external structure to be undertaken
by a crane that was proposed to be positioned on a Council road for a period of months (instead of central
to the site as per the usual process). As Council did not consent to the occupation of their land, the building
design required amendment.
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I am making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name
Anne Hollensen
Organisation (if relevant)
Whitehorse City Council
Email
anne.hollensen@whitehorse.vic.gov.au
If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.
I agree to the privacy statement Required

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance with the
principles of the Victorian privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning rules for
apartment developments in the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to clarify your
submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To protect individual
privacy, DELWP will remove your name and address from your submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in your submission that
could identify you or other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published, including the
name of your organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers under
confidentiality agreements, in preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email at
planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for access should be sent
to the Manager Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.
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Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
– Discussion Paper 2019
Master Builders Victoria

Introduction
Master Builders Victoria (‘Master Builders’) is the leading voice in building and construction and welcomes the
opportunity to provide input into the Building Better Apartment policy proposals. We have provided our opinions
on each of the five proposed changes and have provided recommendations where relevant. On a broad policy
level, Master Builders contends that any new changes to the existing Standards must not exacerbate housing
affordability issues and compromise building density. This is important under the current context of Victoria’s
rapid rate of population growth.

1. Green space
1.1 Proposed changes to landscaping standard
Master Builders notes that any mandatory application of green treatments is not feasible due to the costs
involved in implementation and maintenance. Rather than implementing a regulatory response, use of market
incentives such as grants/subsidies or a certification system like Green Star, is the preferred response and allows
for the consideration of consumer choice.
The inclusion of mandatory space allocation for canopy trees will limit space for more apartment units, as well as
car parking and amenities, resulting in increased building costs. For example, allowing for the mandatory
allocation of trees in deep soil that is above a car parking basement may impede car parking space. To construct
another car parking basement to compensate for this will therefore increase building costs and worsen apartment
affordability. While there is the option for the use of planters in place of deep soil, this nevertheless does not
detract from the effect canopy trees will have on restricting the supply of apartment units that could potentially
be built above.
Notwithstanding our view on the mandatory application of green treatments, Master Builders appreciates the
flexibility of the proposed landscaping standard to include other green alternatives where canopy trees have not
been provided. However, the lack of specifics associated with alternatives in contrast to canopy trees (seen in
Table D2), and the additional shade requirements, means that there remains significant discretion for local
council to refuse alternatives in place of canopy trees.
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1.2 Proposed changes to the communal open space
standard
Master Builders opposes this policy proposal on the basis that implementing it as a mandatory measure for all
apartment developments will have the consequence of increasing building costs and worsen housing
affordability. Whether a communal open space be included or not should be contingent on the existing amenities
near the apartment building, i.e. restaurants, transport, cafes, parks etc. The size or yield of the development
should not be the factor for the inclusion of a communal open space.
However, if mandatory communal open space is implemented, then Master Builders suggests that this should
also include indoor communal spaces such as the following: movie rooms, large dining areas, study areas, etc to
not compromise on apartment unit supply. In such communal spaces, residents can have the option to include
green treatments like garden walls. The Discussion Paper on page 12 notes that the definition of communal open
space in Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria will be amended to indicate that this space can be either
indoors or outdoors. However, this is not reflected in 2.7 Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines
for Victoria on page 17. Master Builders notes greater clarification is required on whether communal open space
can be indoors as well.

1.3 Proposed changes to the design response for
landscaping
Master Builders reiterates that the landscaping standard lacks specifics associated with the implementation of
greenery alternatives, in contrast to canopy trees, where specifications for deep soil areas, planter pits, and
canopy spread are provided. The lack of specifics associated with alternatives in contrast to canopy trees (seen in
Table D2), and the additional shade requirements, means that there remains significant discretion for local
council to refuse valid alternatives in place of canopy trees.

1.4 Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the
Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria
Master Builders reiterates that there should be clarification over whether communal open space can either be
indoors or outdoors.

Recommendations
•

That an incentives-based system be adopted instead to encourage consumers to opt for different
varieties of landscaping options for vegetation, such as garden walls, hydroponic gardens, etc.

•

Should there be the introduction of mandatory communal open space for all apartment developments,
then greater clarity should be made that this can also incorporate internal communal areas.
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2. Appearance of the building
2.1 Proposed new external walls and materials
standard
Master Builders agrees that the quality and durability of building materials is an important factor to our built
environment. Nevertheless, the question remains as to why a new standard is required within the Better
Apartment Design Standards to address such issues when it is already being addressed within the Building Code
of Australia (BCA). The proposal to address the durability of building materials via the Victorian Planning
Provisions (VPP) is therefore an exercise of duplication and may eventually become a red tape issue if such a
proposal is implemented. As such, it is important that the governance of building materials remain part of the
building permit process and be readily administered via the BCA provisions, not the VPP.

2.2 Proposed new changes to the design response
Master Builders reiterates that selection of external materials should remain within the realm of the building
permit, not the planning permit.

2.3 Proposed changes to the Apartment Design
Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and
materials
Master Builders reiterates that the selection of external materials should remain at the building permit level, not
the planning permit.

Recommendations
•

Master Builders does not believe that there should be a new external walls and materials standard as
such issues like the selection of external materials, should remain in the realm of the BCA, not the VPP.

3. Wind impacts
3.1 Proposed new standard for wind impacts
Master Builders disagrees that a new standard for wind impacts should be developed on the basis that wind
effects should only be considered within on the context of the local area and building type. As such, whether wind
effects are considered or not should remain within the realm of the local planning scheme and in accordance to a
specified threshold relevant to the local area.
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3.2 Proposed changes to the Apartment Design
Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts
Master Builders reiterates that wind effects should only be considered within the context of the local area and
building type and therefore the consideration of wind effects should remain within the realm of the local planning
scheme.

Recommendations
•

That consideration of wind effects should remain in the relevant local planning schemes, rather than
through the Standards.

4. Street interface
4.1 Proposed changes to integration with the street
standard
Master Builders does not have a firm opinion on this.

4.2 Proposed changes to vehicle access standard
Master Builders opposes this as it may worsen congestion on the streets/roads surrounding the apartment.
Consultation with the relevant service providers is also needed where relevant.

4.3 Proposed changes to site services standard
Master Builders views that this is a safety-related issue and as such, DELWP should consult with the relevant
safety providers regarding the above.

4.4 Proposed changes Apartment Design Guidelines for
Victoria for site services
Master Builders reiterates that, as this is a safety-related issue, DELWP should consult with the relevant service
providers regarding the above.

Recommendations
•

Any changes to site services and car parking entrances should first be consulted with the relevant safety
providers.
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5. Construction impacts
5.1 Proposed new standards for construction impacts
While Master Builders understands the importance of regulating the impacts of construction in the surrounding
area of the development, there should not be a new construction impacts standard as such issues are not within
the realm of planning. The inclusion of this standard may cause potential overlaps of the responsibilities of other
participants such as building surveyors and environmental assessors.

5.2 Proposed changes to the Apartment Design
Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts
Notwithstanding our stated view on regarding the role of planning in construction impacts, requiring the
submission of a Construction Management Plan as a permit condition is a better alternative than the proposal for
a new construction impacts standard. Master Builders views that this can be done via a standardised construction
management plan template.

Recommendations
•

There should not be a new construction impacts standard as such issues are not within the realm of
planning.

•

Notwithstanding our view on the role of planning regarding construction impacts, amending the
Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria to suggest submitting a construction management plan as a
permit condition is a better alternative.

Conclusion
Master Builders have addressed the above options based on their potential impact on housing affordability,
building density, and their potential to induce red tape. It is vital under the context of Victoria’s rapid population
growth, that further changes to the Standards do not price consumers out of the apartment market and induce
urban sprawl. In addition, greater care is needed to avoid further encroachment of the planning system into the
building system.
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Contact details
For further information regarding this submission, please contact the following Master Builders team members:
•

Rebecca Casson, Chief Executive Officer,  ceo@mbav.com.au  03 9411 4505

•

Kevin Hoang, Policy Advisor,  khoang@mbav.com.au  03 9411 4531
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1 October 2019
Annie McIntyre
Planning Implementation
DELWP
Level 9, 8 Nicholson Street
East Melbourne
VIC 3002
BUILDING BETTER APARTMENTS: PHASE 2 FEEDBACK

Dear Annie,
On behalf of the Victorian Chapter of the Australian Institute of Architects, please find enclosed our
feedback to the Building Better Apartments Standards.
The attached response has been prepared in consultation with our members and working closely with
our colleagues at PIA and AILA.
Although the following response is from the perspective of the architect, the Institute is not interested
in a protectionist position but rather one where we are working closely with allied industry partners,
consultants and government to make holistic changes and improvements.
We support the Victorian Government in actively seeking improvements within the planning process in
order to provide more effective solutions that improve the quality and longevity of our built
environment that support improved amenity for those who inhabit their homes and the greater public
at large.
Although we understand the driving principles surrounding the proposed standards there will always
be unintended consequences. Therefore, we urge the government to review the feedback provided
and to seek additional clarification if required as we are keen to work closely with DELWP in order to
be able to achieve the best outcomes for our built environment.
Kind regards,

Amy Muir
Victorian President
Australian Institute of Architects
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BUILDING BETTER APARTMENTS: PHASE 2 FEEDBACK
SEPTEMBER 2019
In order to provide a general overview of our position we have provided a general introduction
which relates to previous consultation and our holistic observations/recommendations
moving forward.
The Institute continues to support the Better Apartment Design Standards (BADS). The introduction of
BADS has provided an effective framework to improve the base quality of apartments. By shifting the
conversation BADS has forced developers, planners and design teams to be more critical about the
apartments they are delivering.
The Institute welcomes this review and the initial implementation of BADS has already changed the
types of apartments that will be delivered to the market in 1-2 years. As these changes occur, the
issues relating to apartments change as well. BADS has effectively addressed key issues of smaller
apartments and general amenity but does not give flexibility and penalises or prevents larger
apartments and family accommodation.
We understand the Discussion Paper is a response to an election promise to address concerns raised
by the community. We highly recommend that those concerns are dealt with at a higher lever and in a
more holistic way by a principles-based document.
We remain concerned that BADS does not increase consumer protection or encourage design
excellence or innovation, nor does it seek to ensure that our communities are being designed by
those best qualified to do so – architects and other suitably qualified design professionals. There is a
clear omission in the Standards of any applicant competency requirements. This does little to promote
increased consumer confidence in apartments.
A clear statement to the community about quality and accountability by mandating professionals will
go further to increase confidence and show leadership, as outlined by the Shergold Weir Report
‘Building Confidence’.

OVERARCHING THEMES FROM MEMBER FEEDBACK
BADS is not assessed in the manner intended by its authors
BADS adopts a performance-based approach identifying Objectives, Standards and Decision
Guidelines. Meeting the Objective is mandatory with the Decision Guidelines setting out matters to be
considered before deciding if an application meets the Objectives. The Standards set out one way to
meet the objective and often are prescriptive in nature, councils are consistently applying the
Standards as the only way to meet the Objective. This often produces perverse compliant outcomes.
There is little or no understanding of this both at council level and by private planning consultants who
demand literal Standard compliance, even when this clearly reduces amenity.
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Overwhelmingly architects report that they have lost a voice in the design process.
Architects are being instructed on design by planners wrongly apply BADS, producing perverse or
lower quality solutions. There are too few architects in councils assessing design.
More explicit guidance is required to guide discretion where the standard is varied and to demonstrate
that the stated objective is met. This will allow for innovative design responses and longevity of the
guidelines to remain relevant over time.
We recommend the building is assessed with an overall amenity focus to allow consideration of other
factors when deciding whether or not to vary a Standard:
•

The level of design innovation and achievement of architectural excellence

•

The ability to adapt existing building stock through refurbishment or renewal

•

The contribution of the building to achieving a positive urban design outcome

•

Whether a high level of resident amenity will be achieved

•

The collective level of compliance with the apartment standards

•

The site context and the ability to positively manage constraints through an alternative design
response

•

The impact on the amenity of the surrounding area

•

The wrongful assessment of applications is a very serious misuse of BADS which urgently
needs to be addressed through a communication plan

Our Members say:
‘The current system perpetuates the falsehood that design is something architects need to be
instructed on by non-architects throughout the approval and delivery process, with a strongly
negative effect on the built outcome.’
“Statutory planners are trained to assess compliance with the planning scheme. They are not
trained to assess design or make aesthetic judgements, nor do they want to undertake this
role. Statutory Planners need to be supported by architects in every council assessing design.
This will reduce the need for countless specialist reports.”
‘We recommend the design of buildings be assessed by architects, who are the only
profession with suitable skills-based training to assess design.’
“The best way for government to achieve design quality is to show leadership by aligning
training and competencies with tasks. Empowering each profession to perform the tasks that
align with their specialist expertise. This includes the opportunity for architects to be
supported by statutory planners to encourage their clients to achieve good design outcomes.
This is not a protectionist position but one to bring competencies into alignment. Different
expertise and required to design a garage compared to a 5-story building. Create categories
of required expertise.”
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POOR OUTCOMES
Room Depth Standard reduces the size of larger apartments
The Standards require this apartment to be smaller as it is too deep. Maximum room depth is 9m with
a single aspect. This apartment is deemed non-compliant because it is 9.4m deep. Nine metres does
not allow enough space for an island bench, dining and living. This apartment would have better
amenity if it was 12m deep or more. Nine metres makes no sense and is restrictive. Outcome:
Planner instructs architect to adjust it to be 9m deep thereby reduces the internal amenity. Is this the
intension of the Standards?

Balcony Dimensions misapplied
A 2-bedroom apartment requires an 8m2 balcony with 2m minimum dimension. The Objective is to
allow for reasonable recreation and services (i.e. a table and chairs). The sketched 8m long 19.2m2
balcony (i.e more than twice the minimum size) with a raking face from 3m to 1.8m was rejected
because on end is less than 2m. Outcome: Planner instructs architect to cut it off at the point it
becomes 2m wide. Therefore, the balcony no longer aligns with the living room. Is this the intension of
the Standards?
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RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO THE PROCESS
•

Ensure that design innovation and excellence is a cornerstone of BADS, by making
Design Innovation and excellence a decision guideline for all standards

•

Architects in every council assessing applications. Planners are not trained to assess design,
nor do they want to perform this role. More is required to ensure quality is achieved rather
than simply ‘ticking’ a box

•

More explicit guidance is required to guide discretion where the standard is varied and to
demonstrate that the stated objective is met. This will allow for innovative design responses
and longevity of the guidelines to remain relevant over time.

•

Establish a Design Advisory Service (DAS), or similar body. A process for Architects
(design experts) to put forward alternative design solutions of both a minor and major nature.
The panel would need to be sufficiently experienced to approve departures from BADS that
may be contrary to the standard but actually create a better ‘site specific’ design outcome.

•

Provide councils with more support to assess complicated issues. Reducing complex issues
to Standards ignores the complexities of site-specific building design and generates
numerous unnecessary costly specialist consultant reports.

•

Make it mandatory that any building of four stories or more is designed by a registered
architect or other suitably qualified design professional to regain trust from the general public.

•

Recommend a statutory requirement for the Design Architect to sign off on delivery of design
intent (design verification) at key milestones through to completion.

•

A communication plan is required to ensure the Standards are applied correctly. Meeting
the Objective is mandatory with the Decision Guidelines setting out matters to be considered
before deciding if an application meets the Objectives. The Standards set out one way to
meet the objective and often are prescriptive in nature, Councils are consistently applying the
Standards as the only way to meet the Objective.

•

Take a more holistic approach to the issues targeted and seeks ways to emphasise these
issues for all buildings. Specifically: Wind Impacts and Construction Impacts have no
place in Apartment Standards. They apply equally to all buildings. Place Wind Impacts in
Urban Design Guidelines. Construction Impacts are already covered under Building Permit
Applications Conditions. Replicating them at Planning Permit Stage will create unnecessary
work at the wrong point in the process, unless it is a Permit Condition only.
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1. GREEN SPACE
PROPOSED CHANGES TO LANDSCAPING STANDARD
The Institute strongly supports the implementation and retention of green infrastructure within our
cities and regions. We are also greatly concerned with the issues relating to heat island affect and
therefore support the government in their concerns and review of this standard.
We also refer to our colleague’s advice at AILA with respect the requirements associated with soil
depths.
While the objectives are noble and worthwhile, the Standards and Table D2 (Deep Soil areas and
canopy trees) becomes very prescriptive, inflexible and will be administered as a non-site specific ‘tick
box’ for compliance. This will produce poor outcomes and raises a range of concerns.
Concerns:
•

Successful tree growth should not be limited to only root depth, 1.5m is excessive. Roots
grow horizontally as well as vertically to stabilise in balance to the spread of their branches
and foliage.

•

This proposal does not account for nuances across the state. There is concern as to how this
would be assessed by planners, with particular concern about ‘a preferred future character’.

•

Is this appropriate in the CBD or other urban areas with significant street trees, or where the
character is clean edged street walls?

Recommendations:
•

Recommend a minimum of 1.2m soil depth is adopted which is more than appropriate for a
large tree, provided sufficient soil volume (1.5m is excessive). The solid volumes noted also
seem excessive, a soil volume of 10-15m3 per tree (medium) and 20-30m3 per tree (large).

•

Green spaces can purely be visual, they do not need to be utilised, they can still provide
aspect. Consider changes to overlooking standard to incentivise green spaces as part of
private gardens and ‘carrot rather than the stick mentality’ e.g. trade off more trees to order to
go slightly higher.

•

Councils to share in responsibility of streetscape planting within footpaths and public realm.

•

Provide examples of low-maintenance, hardy and cost-effective planting options including
species.

•

A percentage as a new standard would greatly help to raise the overall standard of garden in
medium rise developments.
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PROPOSED CHANGES TO COMMUNAL OPEN SPACE STANDARD
Whilst we support this standard, it can be internally inconsistent.
Standards: Communal Open Space should be located to:
•

Provide passive surveillance opportunities where appropriate

•

Provide outlook for as many dwellings as possible

Is inconsistent with
•

Avoid overlooking into habitable rooms and private open space of new dwellings.

•

Minimise the impacts to new and existing dwellings

•

Be accessible, useable and capable of efficient management

These Standards in combination would not permit the prized shared established gardens seen in
1930s and 40s flats. See example below which would not meet the Communal Open Space Standard.

’Tudor Close’, 1939 Bernard Evans, City of Port Phillip Heritage Study, 12 flats around a central landscaped court

•

The new guidelines must account for variables i.e. size of site, number of dwellings, size of
balconies, amount of internal communal space, size of apartments should not unduly burden
smaller bespoke infill apartment developments on tight urban sites.
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•

For some apartment developments that have larger apartments, there is less need for
communal resident spaces for example 35 Spring St, which has no public green space. An
alternative is to consider a reasonable balance of public vs. private open space provision. If
the units had larger balconies/courtyards there is less demand for landscaped communal
open space. This same approach could be adopted for a balance between internal communal
open space, for example a generous lobby lounge for a heavily constrained urban site could
provide as much amenity as an external 5x5m courtyard

Recommendation:
•

Limit requirement for all apartment developments to include landscaped communal open
space to apartments of 9 or more.

SEPTEMBER 2019 Australian Institute of Architects VIC – Building Better Apartments Feedback

8

2. APPEARANCE OF THE BUILDING
Rationale: Apartment developments are substantial buildings that should be designed to endure for
40, even 100 years. They should age well by remaining attractive and minimising maintenance.’
The problem:
Architects have lost a voice. They are instructed on design at the planning stage by planners and
instructed by the builder at construction stage. Standards do not produce design excellence.
We agree ‘apartments are substantial buildings’. We concur. Government should take responsibility
and mandate proof of competency from those who design them. No apartment building over 4 storeys
should be permitted to be designed without the involvement of an architect. City making and quality is
never produced by ticking boxes. Apartment Standards can eliminate the worst, or ‘raise the bar’ but
this Standard will eliminate the opportunity for design excellency.
Some of the responsibility for approving poor quality substitutions lies with Council Planning
departments. Council’s repeatedly sign off on poor quality substitutions under secondary consent to
previously approved high-quality materials by original design architect.
Concerns:
•

Who would determine what is ‘attractive’?

•

Is the intension that Planners instruct architects on design?

•

Requirement for external materials on the building to have visual interest and to be durable
for the life of the building. This clause is problematic, even durable materials will wear and
degrade over 60+ years. It will also effectively eliminate any timber on facades, as timber will
eventually degrade.

Recommendation:
Remove this Standard and replace with mandating design competency and assessment by architects.
We suggest that only industry professionals assess applications. Architects must be involved in the
assessment process e.g. peer review. The term ‘attractive’ is very problematic as it asks planners to
either tick a box or make value judgements on ‘visual interest’.
•

We suggest that the only way to guarantee quality is to mandate professional involvement.

•

Suggest architects are employed by councils.

•

Recommend a statutory requirement for the Design Architect to sign off on delivery of design
intent (design verification) at key milestones through to completion.
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•

We suggest identifying and excluding a range of materials, so excluded materials are clear
nominated. (e.g. if you want to exclude polystyrene for example or rendered blue board, make
this clear) Otherwise planners are left to make value judgements on product durability with
limited product knowledge.

•

Clause should also include: 'provided regular reasonable maintenance and repair'.

•

Modify permitted construction in NCC by Class of building. This is the appropriate document
location for compliance.

•

Whilst the Apartment Design Advisory Service, panel of six architects is a step in the right
direction, six architects are not adequate to meet the demands of the state.

Discussion:
We understand the Minister’s concern with building quality, but we do not believe Standards will
effectively improve this. Requiring higher standards of competency and accountability will.
Planning is a heavily regulated stage of a project but once construction starts often architects are not
involved and the role of assessing the building against the planning permit falls to the Building
Surveyor who is ill-equipped to do so.
If the quality of buildings is to be improved additional control points should be considered. Including
requiring the design architect to be retained and to sign off on design intent at various points up to
and including completion.
In addition, the Apartment Standards lack any overriding objective on the importance of design and
innovation. A key objective of every standard should be design and innovation. This would then be
supported by a Design Review Panel or Design Advisory Service.
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3. WIND IMPACTS
Rationale:
Create a new standard for apartment buildings of five or more to ensure wind effects on streets and
open spaces are considered. To define comfortable and unsafe wind conditions. Amend the
Apartment Design Guidelines of Victoria to clarify when a desktop wind study is likely to be required,
so wind effects are considered earlier. There is a case to be made that everyone should get the
benefit from wind controls not just the inner city.
Recommendation:
•

This is not an apartment standard. It has no place in the Apartment Standards.

•

Place in Urban Design Guidelines for Victoria so it applies equally to all buildings.

•

We understand the intent but its wrongly placed within the apartment standards. Place in
Urban Design Standards or this will produce perverse outcome when apartments abut
buildings of other uses of the same height, e.g. wind impacts apply equally to office buildings
as apartments in the same street.

•

Without a skilled and rigorous design review process in place, this objective will hinder rather
than assist.

•

We strongly recommend that this is removed from Apartment Standards.
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4. STREET INTERFACE
Rationale:
Proposed changes to the standards will focus on three different areas. 1) Active uses at ground floor
level and avoid blank walls/car park at Ground Floor. 2) Modify current vehicle access standard –
minimise their impact e.g. no gaping holes. 3) Site services, not as an afterthought and properly
integrated with building and surrounds.
The Institute supports the Minister’s objective to improve ways buildings interact with the street, but
we do not support the criteria being included in the Apartment Standards for the following reasons:
•

The issues relate to all buildings including office and mixed-use buildings, not just apartments.

•

Whilst the principle is sound, the Standard needs to be achievable and not contradictory with
the requirements of other authorities. Location of services is usually dictated by another
authority e.g. Fire Department.

Recommendation:
•

The issues targeted relate to urban design and are in part already covered under other
sections of the planning scheme – specifically the Urban Design Guidelines for Victoria.

•

The requirements need to be assessed on a site-specific basis.

•

Remove from Apartment Standards.
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5. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
Rationale:
The Government is concerned with the impact on residents. Current standards do not address
managing construction issues. The new standard to require consideration of how a site will be
managed prior to and during the construction period. Amend the Apartment Design Guidelines for
Victoria to include a suggested permit condition for a construction management plan.
If at all, this should only be added to the Apartment Standards as a Permit Condition that requires no
additional work at Planning Stage.
Concerns:
•

This is not an Apartment Standard.

•

This already exists as a condition of a Building Permit.

•

The Planning System is an illogical place to managed Construction Impacts and it is not set
up to do so.

•

Planners will not have the ability to assess this and will call for more expert reports so they
can tick a box.

•

Hours of operation are already covered by council by-laws.

•

Planning Permit Stage is too early to prepare a Construction Management Plan

•

Once a Builder is appointed this work will be redundant.

•

Without council’s ability to enforce there will be no change

•

(Unfortunately, construction is unavoidably disruptive to some degree, and is something
people will complain about on talk-back radio. Many architects try various techniques such as
including a ban on commercial radio from being played on-site in their Specifications.)

Recommendation:
•

This is NOT an apartment standard. It has no place in the Apartment Standards.

•

It is a condition of a Building Permit and applies equally to all buildings.

•

Government to produce a pro-forma checklist of issues builder must address and this can be
submitted with Building Permit Documentation. Recommend this is a TP Permit Condition
only.

•

Without funding enforcement this is just additional paperwork.
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CONCLUSION:
As we are all aware the construction industry and the built environment are currently under significant
scrutiny based on the ability to support and deliver safe and quality-built outcomes.
This is the time for positive change.
The planning process is currently impacting these concerns and therefore we urge government to
continue to support and action change and reform within the planning sector.
Planning Accountability and strong and robust design review processes within all local councils which
assist enormously with government’s concerns.
The Australian Institute of Architects are committed to working with DELWP to achieve the best
outcomes for the future of our state. We understand the intent of BADS is to provide reform to a
demanding sector of our built environment.
It is a fundamental document and we are keen to collaborate for the best outcome to be reached for
architects, planners, landscape architects, developers, owners, investors and surrounding
communities.
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CITY OF MELBOURNE SUBMISSION
BETTER APARTMENTS IN NEIGHBOURHOODS

Date

September 27, 2019

To

Annie McIntyre and Tim Westcott
Department of Environment, Land Water and Planning (DELWP)

From

City of Melbourne officers

Subject

Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper 2019

The City of Melbourne welcomes the opportunity to make this submission regarding the
proposed external amenity standards for apartment developments. This submission has been
prepared by officers from several teams, including development planning, urban sustainability,
urban design and design review, transport and planning policy.
Officers representing our organisation have met with DELWP team members to discuss specific
aspects of the proposal relating to building materials, and landscape requirements. We welcome
this approach and the opportunity to continue to work closely together in the coming months.
The structure and numbering in this submission mirrors the numbering of the Better Apartments
in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper (the discussion paper).
We have also attached our previous submission from April 2019 (see Attachment 1). Attachment
2 contains images to support this submission in relation to the Construction section (Section 6).
General comments
 The issues summary for each chapter is very well considered. The summary employs
accessible language and captures the essence of the challenges with the past decade of
multi residential development in the Victorian context.
 We acknowledge a number of matters we have previously raised in workshops and
submissions have been incorporated into the current version of the document.
 We appreciate the title ‘Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods’ is intended to be
accessible to a general audience and emphasise the external impacts of residential
buildings. We wonder if this over emphasises a suburban infill approach which is
potentially less representative of a more urban context, such as inner city high streets,
Doncaster, Box Hill for example. Is it possible to substitute ‘neighbourhoods’ for a term
which is more reflective of diversity across the city?
 We question the use of ‘should’ in the Standards throughout the document – and suggest
adopting the ‘is to’ ‘are to’ model which is more directive, and has been raised through
the Smart Planning Process.
 The current Apartment Design Guidelines have an advisory role only and do not have
adequate status within the Planning Scheme in order to guide the exercise of discretion.
The Guidelines are not being used with frequency by our Statutory Planning Team or the
built environment industry more broadly. Where there are requirements considered

essential rather than ‘nice to have’ we would encourage relocating them to Decision
Guidelines or Standards.
2.0 Green Space
2.1 Issue
 We consider that the discussion paper adequately captures contemporary challenges for
green space. However, we would encourage the inclusion of water management (filtering,
storage, flood mitigation) among the benefits in addition to other factors mentioned
throughout the discussion paper.
 We support the focus not just on visual amenity, but also on the performance of green
space with respect to habitat and heat island. This responds directly to our earlier
submission.
2.2 Proposed changes to landscaping standard
 We welcome the shift away from just existing character to encompass both existing and
preferred landscape character. This is highly pertinent in the City of Melbourne where a
majority of our new residential development occurs within a brownfields context, where
there is limited existing landscape.
 We support the emphasis on establishing new greenery in urban renewal areas.
 We support the reduced threshold triggering the provision for communal open space,
relative to the needs of apartment dwellers and typical scale of infill development,
particularly in light of the challenges of providing for new Public Open Space in areas of
high development intensity, to meet resident needs.
 The linking of the requirement for 25 sqm of open space with a requirement for a canopy
tree is positive.
 We note the communal open space provision has been amended to indicate it can be
either indoors or outdoors, although the term ‘communal open space’ should be amended
to allow for indoor open space. ‘Communal space’ or a similar term may be appropriate to
address this.
2.3 Outcomes
 We support the emphasis on fauna (biodiversity) and heat island.
 We support the reference to climate responsive planting to ensure that species are
selected to respond to light, wind and moisture conditions. We note we receive many
applications which show tropical planting, which would be inappropriate for the dry and
often windy context of a raised rooftop in Melbourne.
2.4 Proposed changes to landscaping standard
Objectives:
 We support the preferred character provision which puts the impetus back onto Councils
to ensure they have adequate policy regarding preferred character. This works well with
Council’s current precinct planning and MPS work.
 There is a need for provisions around water to provide on-site detention Water Sensitive
Urban Design (WSUD). This could link to the existing WSUD requirements 22.19 and
22.23 with greater specificity. We encourage an objective prioritising passive landscape
water management over engineering solutions.

 We encourage objectives relating to heat island and flooding to be nested together under
climate adaption.
 Is there an opportunity to explore the comparative value of an existing tree over new
trees? Could an incentive provision include a reduction in the number of required new
trees (for example 2:1 value) if an existing tree of high value is retained?
 The introduction of soil volume (in cubic metres) over surface area is strongly supported,
in addition to the minimum 0.8m soil depth. The approach of scaling soil volume relative
to vegetation requirement is also highly supported and consistent with best practice.
 It would be helpful to clarify the definition of ‘deep soil’. We question if this could this also
be located within Clause 73 as a common use term. Our use of the term is that deep soil
is in ground, as distinct to on-structure. Is it intended to distinguish between these in the
provisions?
 When canopy trees are not provided – how do the climbers, planters, green walls or
green roofs get implemented? What guidance is provided to determine when the canopy
tree requirement can be disregarded? A further table is needed to determine the volume
equivalency (soil volume) required to achieve the same performance of the canopy tree
planting in non-canopy vegetation. This has been one of the main components of the
Green Factor work being developed by the City of Melbourne.
 Have there been any further thoughts on how a Green Factor type tool might integrate
with this ‘equivalency’ test? Are there some other appropriate catch-all provisions, such
as ‘Alternative vegetation responses that provide equivalent environmental outcomes’ are
to be determined by a suitably qualified professional.
 Alternatively the provisions could make it more difficult to get around the requirement for
tree planting as the starting point.
 We note that building ‘frontage’ has a particular definition in Victoria, which was learned
through the Amendment C308 process. Following expert advice and panel we shifted to
use the term ‘building interfaces’ over ‘frontage’ as it considered multiple frontages for a
corner site or island site. Building frontage only considers the primary address of the
property. (Clause 73 states - The road alignment at the front of a lot. If a lot abuts two or
more roads, the one to which the building, or proposed building, faces).
 Where landscaping is required ‘within building frontages’ this should state ‘soft’
landscaping to distinguish from hardscape (paving, fixtures, benches, shade structures).
 The inclusion of Standards relating to climate resilience aspects such as heat island
effects of paving and other surfaces is positive.
 The Standard to demonstrate the maintenance and irrigation of planted areas through
application requirements is positive.
 We encourage the inclusion of a Decision Guideline regarding a potential ‘equivalency
test’ to assist planners in determining whether it is appropriate to set aside the canopy
tree requirement in favour of ‘alternative landscape solutions’. The Decision Guideline
should state a clear performance test to determine whether the Objective/Standard have
been met for non-canopy vegetation.
2.5 Proposed Changes to Communal Open space
 We support the reduced threshold for the number of dwellings that trigger open
communal space requirements.
 There is confusion around the indoor versus outdoor requirement and inability to achieve
planting within indoor areas as proposed in this section. The changes make it easier to

provide indoor open space instead of landscape areas, which would make it difficult to
achieve the intended vegetation outcomes in development.
 Any modified definitions should be included within the VPP definitions at Clause 73, to
ensure that conflict is avoided.
 We encourage a stronger provision linking the provision of outdoor space with internal
program, including legibility for building users, universal access, or connection to adjacent
indoor communal space.
 We question the Decision Guidelines relating to ‘the availability of and access to public
open space’. We submit that this be removed, having regard to the challenge and
economic implications for Councils providing new open space in inner city areas. This
guideline is concerning in the context of emerging development models such as build-torent, student accommodation and co-living, the absence of subdivision removes the need
to provide a Public Open Space Contribution. The ability for proponents to leverage
nearby parks to avoid the provision of communal space on-site has been a live issue for
the City of Melbourne in the past 24 months and we would welcome the opportunity to
expand on our concerns.
2.6 Design Response
 We strongly support the requirements to provide adequate documentation of landscape
elements. We request that species selection is included in the design response
(alongside the other listed items). We suggest the inclusion of the word ‘irrigation’ instead
of ‘watering’ for consistency throughout the discussion paper.
2.7 Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria
 We support the principle of requiring maintenance of landscaping as a permit condition.
We recommend further detail to specify what the ongoing maintenance requirements
might comprise (perhaps a standard/pro forma condition? Or is this too project specific?).
We note this is already standard practice through a Landscape or Green Infrastructure
Management Plan in the City of Melbourne, but may be of benefit to other municipalities.
3.0 Appearance of the Building
3.1 Issue
 We strongly support the issues summary which neatly captures the current challenges.
 We note that Figure 5 used in this section shows an example of brick slips with visibly
exposed concrete corners (Peel and Oxford). While this is a good project on balance, we
suggest setting the bar a little higher using an image of a real brick building. Alternatively
another project could be used to demonstrate quality, such as:
o Whitlam Place, Napier Street Fitzroy
o Nightingale 2.0, Station Street Fairfield
o Neometro’s George Corner, Argyle and George Street, Fitzroy
o CJ Row, Napier Street Fitzroy
o Powell and Glenn, George and Powlett Street, East Melbourne
 We have intentionally used Peel and Oxford to demonstrate a positive breaking down of
building mass in the Central Melbourne Design Guide but avoided using it for
material/construction quality.

3.2 Proposed Changes
 We strongly support the emphasis on ensuring quality from the initial application through
to delivery, such as the design rationale approach to enable the planners to more
effectively track and consider any changes to the design of buildings over time from the
initial application. We note this responds well to feedback provided in April 2019.
 We suggest that a similar ‘design rationale’ approach could also be applied to the
landscape application requirements to ensure that what is shown in the original permit is
delivered. The culture of landscape delivery and enforcement action could be elevated
through such a requirement.
3.3 Outcomes
 The proposed outcomes are supported.
 It is important that the provisions don’t conflate natural and tactile materials with low
durability synthetic finishes such as render/external coatings etc.
3.4 Proposed new external walls and materials standards
Objectives
 We suggest a more nuanced approach to material durability which responds to the ease
and relative cost of maintenance.
 We note the objective of ensuring that the external walls and material of buildings are
visually interesting and of a high-quality design standard. The term high-quality design
standard is somewhat confusing given that standards are listed elsewhere. We suggest
this terminology be simplified. The findings of Melbourne Amendment C308’s panel report
may be of assistance in this regard.
Standards
 The Standard mentions that buildings should provide articulation through variation in
depth, form and fixtures. We question use of the term ‘fixture’ and seek greater clarity in
regards to what this refers to.
 We encourage the nuancing of the material durability requirement using a two tier
approach as follows:
o Areas of the building that are harder to reach, and require abseiling or scaffold to
maintain should employ robust, high quality and durable materials and finishes.
o Areas of the building that are more cost effective and easier to reach for
maintenance purposes such as balcony reveals/soffits, doors or windows onto a
balcony, and ground floor shop fronts should use more natural and tactile
materials.
 There is a risk in exclusively promoting durability that the warmth of natural and tactile
materials may be lost, making elements such as timber framed shop front windows, shop
front tiles, or timber lined balconies more difficult to achieve.
 We suggest that the term ‘articulation’ could be further refined or defined more precisely.
We note that very poor examples of articulation have been noted across Melbourne
through misinterpretation of planning intent. Projects, such as 10-14 Hope Street in
Brunswick, 29 Nicholson Street, Brunswick East or Duo Spencer Street Melbourne,

demonstrate the negative effects of ‘articulation’ as applied patterns and ornament rather
than good building composition. We encourage articulation be defined to include window
placement, depth of openings and expression of elements, such as structure and
balconies in the facade. Poor outcomes tend to result where a pattern of articulation is
applied over a poorly composed building elevation.
 We note the Standard that requires external materials to provide visual interest through
variation in material, colour and texture. We suggest that this could potentially conflict
with the intention of the policy around material quality. More successful buildings,
including those within the guide in recent years have adopted a more restrained and
‘singular’ material palette of high material quality. Variation can similarly lead to patterns
and painted finish to compensate for low material or compositional quality. We agree with
texture and tactility as an ambition. We would be happy to work with the DELWP team to
refine the language around these provisions.
3.5 Proposed changes to the design response
 We support the new requirement stating that the design response must include a design
rationale for the external walls and the selection of the external materials.
3.6 Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria
 We support the permit conditions seeking section details at a 1:20 scale drawings and
maintenance information. This is the right stage of the process to incorporate such
requirements to mirror the Design Development process that Architects undertake
following the approval of a permit.
 We query why the orthodoxy of Façade Strategy requirements have not been pursued as
a metropolitan wide approach. This has been the standard approach for a number of
years in the City of Melbourne and is being picked up by Yarra and Port Phillip in recent
years. The design rationale should be a subset within this discussion paper.
 The design rationale could be tied to the Façade Strategy conditions, with requirements
such as ‘consistent with the approved design rationale’. In this way the design rationale
can be endorsed as part of the approval process, giving it clear status.
4. Wind Impacts
4.1 Issue
 We support the inclusion of communal open space as an area sensitive to wind impacts,
consistent with our previous advice from April 2019.
4.2 Proposed changes
 We support the consistency of the proposed approach with DDO10 requirements.
4.4 Proposed new wind impacts standard
 We support the standards and objectives as written. We are pleased to see that trees and
landscaping are not being relied upon as wind mitigation, and that wind mitigation is to be
dealt with on-site without public realm impacts.
4.5 Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria

 We are unsure why the application requirements relating to wind are located within the
Guidelines and suggest this could be included as a design response.
 It is our view that the need to provide costly wind tunnel testing should only occur when
the desktop analysis suggests it is necessary. However this raises the question of
whether we can sufficiently trust the minimum qualification of a wind engineer. We
question if there is a specified qualification to meet the threshold. We encourage a
minimum qualification requirement to tie the professional reputation of the consultant to
the report output.
 We feel that the 5 storey trigger for a desktop analysis is appropriate on balance.
However, we would encourage further guidance for when council could waive this
requirement based on local considerations such as prevailing building heights.
 It is important that a ‘design response’ provision is included.
5. Street interface
5.1 Issue
 We support the clear statement of challenges.
5.2 Changes
 We support the application of the requirements to all apartment scales (both above and
below 5 levels).
 We support introduction of provisions within existing standards rather than establishing
additional stand-alone provisions.
 We are concerned with the dependence on the Guidelines, and encourage critical
elements to be located within the Design Requirements where possible.
5.3 Outcomes
 We support the outcomes listed.
5.4 Proposed changes to integration with the street standard
Objectives
 We note the Objectives appear to miss a number of the outcomes around safety and
attractiveness listed within the issues. It is helpful to tie an outcome to each element
identified within the issues.
 We question why ‘adequate vehicle links’ are enforced within the provision? In the City of
Melbourne context this is quite challenging. We would encourage a provision that is more
nuanced such as ‘where vehicle access is required’. We are also concerned about the
prioritisation of cars over active transport in the listed hierarchy.
 We support the focus on sleeving parking areas with active uses rather than simply
relying on decorative or superficial screening effects.
 We note the outcomes do not include information around safety (e.g. entrapment space,
surveillance and lighting) or around flooding. We encourage further outcomes relating to
the design of street interfaces in flood prone areas.
 We note that services don’t appear to be mentioned in the Standards. We encourage the
inclusion of services, with a clear focus on the location of services, integration of services
and appearance and materials of services at the public realm interface.

Decision Guidelines
 We are unclear as to why there aren’t any additional performance tests to assist the
assessment of how a proposal has responded to the intended outcomes.
 A provision, such as ‘has the size and location of building service been informed by
adequate due diligence’, could be of assistance to stop the appearance of ‘magic
services’ between the planning approval and subsequent condition approvals stage.
 Other guidance, such as ‘does the proposed ground floor design create an attractive and
active edge to the public realm?’ could assist as a general performance test.
 It is important the provisions are configured to deter/eliminate the later addition of building
services as an afterthought.
5.5 Access Standard
 We are unclear as to where the single width crossover allowance per dwelling has arisen
from. This provision is in conflict with City of Melbourne’s approach to require the
consolidation or elimination of parking access in a renewal or heritage context. We note a
recent case in Kensington between 51-61 Hardiman Street, Kensington, where one
crossover per dwelling was approved by VCAT resulting in a highly damaging outcome to
the pedestrian realm. We encourage this provision to be removed. If applied in certain
areas it should also be tied to the impacts of on street parking (considering Port Phillip as
an example). For example, each single width crossover to a street theoretically replaces
one public, flexible car space, with one inflexible private car space.
 We query the inclusion of a must in association with service, emergency and delivery
vehicles. It is unclear if this is to be provided internal to a property or whether it can be
achieved from the public realm. This appears to be a provision more suited to a multiple
building precinct development, as opposed to an infill development. For example, if there
is no loading or parking provided onsite, would this mean that a proposal would be
contravening a mandatory requirement?
5.6 Site services
 We support the proposed new inclusions.
 We recommend a focus on selecting the appropriate location for building services so as
to minimise impact on the streetscape. We then would encourage a focus on integration
and appearance as a secondary consideration only once an appropriate location has
been selected to minimise the disruption to street integration.
6 Construction
6.1 Issue
 We support the recognition that construction has potential impacts on health, safety,
amenity, traffic and the environment, which need to be considered to avoid unduly
disturbing surrounding communities.
 Current levels of construction (both infrastructure and private development) in the central
city has impacted on the pedestrian and bicycle movement network due to poor site
management.
 We request pedestrian and cyclist movement through streets be mentioned as an impact.
We consider that wherever possible, access for pedestrians and cyclists is maintained via
protected facilities.

 We are concerned that cyclists may be forced to dismount, and we seek to avoid ‘cyclist
dismount’ situations. We note there are a number of ways to address this, and have
included some examples in Attachment 2.
6.2 Proposed changes
 We note that a new standard is mentioned, and suggest this also mentions the impact on
public realm, pedestrian and cyclist through-movement.
 The suggested permit condition is supported.
6.3 Outcomes
 We support the outcomes. However, we suggest the inclusion of cyclists and pedestrians
and seeking to maintain safe pedestrian and cyclist mobility through the use of protected
facilities.
6.4 Proposed new construction impacts standard
 We suggest an additional standard regarding the impact on pedestrians and bikes as a
subset of public safety. This should also be reflected in an objective regarding safety,
security and traffic prioritising pedestrian and bicycle flows over vehicles.
6.5 Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria
 We support the additional permit condition, but suggest that it include pedestrian and
cyclist movement as a relevant consideration for the construction management plan.
Conclusion
In conclusion, we welcome the initiatives of this discussion paper. We have identified
suggestions for further refinement and inclusion. We welcome the opportunity to meet with
DELWP to progress this work and expand on our submission.
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City of Melbourne Development Planning, Urban Sustainability & Urban Design & Design
Review

Subject

Building Better Apartments, LGRG Workshop

Thank you for sharing the progress on the Building Better Apartments project at our recent workshop on
April 4 with Local Government Stakeholders. We welcome the Minister for Planning and DELWP’s
continued emphasis on the design quality of our built environment, and look forward to further
opportunities to engage with the project team. The project is of particular interest as the City of Melbourne
pushes forward from our Amendment C308 (The Central Melbourne Design Guide) with our current work
on a Design Excellence Strategy, in addition to a ‘Green Factor’ tool which has arisen from the Greening
our City Action Plan.
Noting this is not the focus of the current phase of work, we continue to advocate for the major gap in
Clause 58 as it stands which we feel is an evidence-based spatial separation. This element we believe is
the single biggest contribution to occupant amenity through the benefit of outlook, privacy and daylight, as
well as shaping buildings in a way that enables a range of co-benefits with respect to landscaping and
communal open space.
We provide the following detailed comments to assist with your next phase of refinements to Clause 58.
Apartment Design Advisory Service (ADAS)
 We continue to support the provision of additional design expertise to elevate the quality of
residential flat buildings across Melbourne, particularly in areas with limited resourcing for
embedded urban design support, or projects of a scale too small to warrant state design review
through the Victorian Design Review Panel (VDRP).
 We encourage a range of participants from the fields of architecture, landscape architecture and
urban design. Noting the voluntary role of ADAS, we encourage engagement with the Smart
Planning Team, particularly regarding potential ‘pathways’ or ‘application requirements’ which
might enable a hook for independent design review. This would not seek to make the
recommendations binding in a statutory sense, but would ensure a more transparent, integrated
status for design review within the planning process. Such a trigger could then enable Council’s to
determine which forum is best placed to respond to this trigger (be it ADAS, VDRP or some other
independent design advisory service).
Green Infrastructure:
Existing operation of Clause 58 Green Infrastructure requirements

 City of Melbourne notes that very few applications within our Transforming (for example Arden
Macaulay) or Evolving (for example West Melbourne) areas have been able to meet the
requirement to provide canopy trees in deep soil at ground level. Despite the helpful specific area
requirements for canopies, the ‘get-out’ provision to allow equivalent canopy cover has become
the first port of call. Planners have found this provision difficult to administer. Equivalency has
proven to be an ambiguous term requiring either technical justification, or expert advice. As a
result, inferior replacement planting has been resulting.
Current aligned strategic planning work with the City of Melbourne
 With regard to the concept of ‘equivalency’ our Urban Sustainability Team is developing a Green
Factor tool (as outlined in our meeting dated April 8). Green Factor is a tool used throughout the
world, but particularly in Helsinki, Seattle and Singapore to good effect to enable integrated green
infrastructure with design flexibility. Our intention is to adapt the Green Factor tool with regard to
locally specific priorities, including urban heat island reduction, flood mitigation and biodiversity.
 From our research, the Green Factor tool provides a user friendly, evidence based system to
enable quantification of equivalency. We encourage the DELWP Team to advocate for such a tool
to be implemented across the State, and can assist with further information as required.
 Until the Green Factor tool is implemented, there remains a need for a ‘quick fix’ equivalency test
through Clause 58 which would not preclude the implementation of Green Factor in the near
future. The preferred method would be to utilise soil volume in cubic meters. Surface area or
square metre calculations do not achieve equivalency as soil volume is the only factor directly
related to vegetation’s healthy growing capacity (nutrient cycle, water carrying capacity). A
comparable sqm surface area distributed into shallow planters, green roof or façade elements
would not achieve equivalency to deep soil as desired within the provision.
 We note that there is a need to emphasise irrigation of planted areas through Clause 58. City of
Melbourne requires Green Infrastructure Management Plans for complex landscape proposals as
standard practice, and this would specify requirements for irrigation. From research of completed
multi residential proposals, there is a strong correlation between irrigated outcomes and
successful vegetation growth. We encourage guidance articulating this need, with emphasis on
use of non-potable water; for example passive irrigation.
Prioritising canopy trees and future character (over existing character)
 Our first priority remains medium to large scale canopy trees with adequate deep soil volumes to
ensure long term health. We note that spatial separation requirements in combination with
communal open space and landscaping requirements will enable enhanced canopy tree
outcomes. We note the outcomes achieved within SEPP 65 as a result of these interrelated
provisions, particularly within the Zetland and Ashmore precincts within the Green Square Urban
Renewal Area, an area we feel is the benchmark in the Australian context (refer Figure 1).

Figure 1: Ashmore Precinct within Green Square, demonstrating the benefits of co-locating requirements for Spatial
Separation, Communal Open Space and Canopy Tree Planting within a courtyard format

 We support the stronger direction for canopy planting for sites over 750sqm, however are
uncomfortable with the notion of an ‘opt out’ based on local character. Within the City of
Melbourne most areas with adequate greening are heritage districts comprising terrace houses
with limited infill development (for example Parkville or East Melbourne). The areas that perform
poorly with respect to urban heat island and flooding are consistently located in areas most poorly
served by vegetation. Accordingly a character based exemption would work specifically against
the preferred character ambitions for greening of brownfields areas.
External Materials and Finishes
Application Requirements:
 We support the proposal to introduce a requirement at lodgement stage to submit an External
Design and Façade Strategy which specifically references the rationale for the use of high quality
materials. We support this approach as it provides a helpful backbone for subsequent discussions
during a Secondary Consent or Section 72 process that involves an amendment to the approved
materials (commonplace as part of value management). For example if stone was outline as
critical to the intended design expression at lodgement stage, and substituted for aluminium or
fibre-cement sheet for example, then the Planner would have adequate information and policy
support to reject the inferior replacement. Indeed the architect would also have support in
negotiations with the client to protect their intended detailing.
 Requirements to emphasise durability and life expectancy of a material are positive, however it
needs to be noted that this can be in conflict with natural materials and tactile finishes (such as
timber or softer stone for example). Natural materials should generally be encourage in lower
levels or within balcony reveals / soffits where they can be easily and cost effectively maintained
without abseiling or scaffold, with more robust materials at higher reaches or parts of the building
accessible only by abseiling.
 Material schedules are generally submitted with an application already. A requirement to provide
this would not be of any great benefit, without specific quality requirements tied to it.
Relationship to Amendment C308

 We support an approach which integrates with or reinforces the provisions outlined in the Central
Melbourne Design Guide and Amendment C308. Although we note that a number of these
provisions are contingent on skilled design review embedded in the planning assessment process,
in addition to the established regime of permit conditions relating to design quality.
 We are of a view that documents such as C308 can continue to be accommodated within Local
Area Planning in a manner that targets more specific requirements to that area while
complementing the more necessarily ‘generic’ state-wide ambitions of Clause 58. This is
particularly important in the City of Melbourne where most precincts undergoing growth comprise a
wide range of building uses, noting Clause 58 does not assist with Commercial Buildings, Student
Accommodation, Hotel, Health and Education Uses to name a few.
Use of permit conditions related to ‘façade strategy’
 The level of design detail to be provided at lodgement should be moderated to a conceptual level.
Having regard to the structure of architectural services and time allowed to develop a project, it is
better to capture the ‘concept and intent’ in the early stages, and secure the detailed design after
the granting of a permit via a Façade Strategy Condition. We typically find even the best architects
have inadequate time for design development to resolve detail external design at the time of
lodgement, and require time to develop the design through and after the application process. An
example Façade Strategy Condition is outlined below:
Façade Strategy Condition
“In conjunction with the submission of development plans under Condition 1 (or prior to
commencement of works), a Façade Strategy and Materials and Finishes must be submitted to
and be approved by the Responsible Authority. This must detail:
a. Elevation drawings at a scale of 1:20 illustrating typical podium details, entries and doors, and
utilities and typical tower facade details.
b. Section drawings to demonstrate façade systems, including fixing details and joints between
materials or changes in form.
c. Information about how the façade will be maintained, including any vegetation.
d. Example prototypes and/or precedents that demonstrate the intended design outcome.
e. A sample board and coloured drawings outlining colours, materials and finishes.
We usually add specific elements under a) or b) where we want to secure a certain outcome, say
‘curved glass in lieu or faceted glass’ or where a certain finish is key to the approval of design
quality such as stone, real brickwork etc.
 Façade Strategy Conditions can be helpfully linked to a developed version of conceptual
information now required to be lodged through Clause 58, ensuring continuity throughout the
application process.
 Key to the administration of such conditions and design detail is the use of urban design advice
with adequate architectural knowledge. Training in basic understanding of architectural detailing
would be encouraged where this is lacking within Council Urban Design departments. Field trip
visits, project tours and workshop with architects are strongly encouraged. City of Melbourne has a
strong policy of visiting completed projects to learn and contribute to the feedback loop. Applicants
are generally willing to enable this.

Offsite Amenity Impacts
Specular Reflection / Glare
 We encourage the inclusion of provisions around glare, and specifically tying this to a preferred
outcome, and some suggestions of how this can be achieved (For example reflective or flat
surfaces, including convex / concave facades). We encourage a broad provision consistent with
Amendment C308, noting that this might evolve with a Practice Note once ‘accepted levels of
glare’ are determined in collaboration with DELWP.
 It is critical that glare and reflectivity are separated as separate items. We also recommend that
glare levels are considered both from the public realm as well as nearby sensitive uses, as there
are a number of examples of glare causing discomfort to adjacent residential apartments elevated
well above street level (for example 447 Collins Street’s reflective metal slab edges).
 We are happy to provide an example of a consultant report regarding glare from recent
applications, although we note Peter Goh and David Sowinski within DELWP has been intimately
engaged with these discussions.
Streetscape Impacts
Wind amelioration in the public and private realm
 We support the focus on external wind impacts to both the public realm and adjacent communal or
private open spaces. In recent months we have had a number of applications for substantial
buildings, where wind impacts result to adjacent terraces or common areas including examples
where the wind impacts have rendered outdoor space unsuitable for its intended use. This matter
has also been raised at VCAT and in the absence of policy hooks has found limited traction (for
example 45 Dudley Street, West Melbourne).
 We do not feel that a ‘capture all’ wind requirement is necessary, requiring a desktop analysis for
all residential buildings under Clause 58. This should be determined optimally through local area
planning based on buildings which exceed the primary low or mid-rise height of that context. As
discussed at the workshop we concur that a threshold of 20m might be an appropriate measure
that captures a broad range of contexts. While the 40m trigger is appropriate within the Central
City and Southbank, buildings of 20-40m in height have generated significant wind effects where
located adjacent to low-rise areas such as in West Melbourne and Arden Macaulay, where
exposed to the prevailing north-west wind across low-rise established suburbs. The notion of a
trigger related to height relative to neighbouring buildings (for example double) is also interesting,
but we feel this would be difficult to administer and be subject to significant variations from place to
place.
 In a building greater than 20m, a desktop analysis should be required. Only if this desktop analysis
raises issues requiring further investigation should a wind tunnel test be required.
 The test used to determine comfort levels within the public realm and adjacent common or private
terraces should utilise the same test as outlined in Amendment C270. This consistent wind criteria
was determined through mediation between two wind consultants as part of the Amendment
process (MEL Consultants and GWTS), and provides a robust evidence base. The judgement of
where certain criteria is required to be met should be left to the planner to determine based on the
context imperatives. Consistent metrics should be employed regarding sitting, standing or walking
criteria to provide clarity.
 Wind amelioration measures must be provided on site and public realm fixtures or vegetation
should not be relied upon to achieve required comfort levels. Trees affected by downdraft tend to
have a reduced leaf density index which reduces their effectiveness in mitigating wind. We support
the use of well-designed and proportioned street awnings to manage wind to streets, however
projections should not limit the future or existing growth of street trees
 We do not feel that the illustrations regarding wind are helpful additions if a clear threshold is
established. An illustration could assist in articulating when a desktop report is required (ie a low

rise context next to a taller building), however the provision tied to a threshold height should be
more than sufficient.
Building Services and Parking:
 We support the focus on improving the interface of building services with the public realm, and
recommend an approach which considers the hierarchy of ‘location, integration and decoration’ of
building services.
 Requirements which limit visibility of services directly from the street are not always technically
feasible, noting that elements such as fire booster cabinets, substations and water meters must
face directly to a street for ease and safety of authority access. In instances where services must
be visible, they are to be positioned to minimise disruption to the public realm (location) and
designed to a high standard and maximise transparency to internal program (integration and
decoration).
 We encourage adoption of provisions outlined within the Central Melbourne Design Guide
pertaining to arrangement of services, which followed from extensive consultation with design
architects in addition to service authorities. We can provide further information from this research if
required, including expert evidence provided from ARUP Engineers regarding the typical service
elements and their locational requirements.
 We encourage Councils to engage pro-actively with their local service providers including the
established of MOU’s or other direct dialogue to maximise the opportunity for high quality design
outcomes. This will enable a more tailored response to different service authority requirements in
different jurisdictions.
 We support provisions regarding sleeving of parking, and concealment from street frontages, in
addition to requirements regarding access locations. We also recommend a specific maximum
parking garage entry width, and or maximum percentage of site frontage, to ensure that any
parking entry to a street frontage is limited in its proportion and impact. Examples that are highly
concerning and should be avoided include 80 Stanley Street Collingwood and 33 Coventry Street,
Southbank where parking requirements result in parking access consuming the majority of a
narrow frontage.
 We encourage the adoption of a requirement to require parking access doors to be placed on or
within 500mm of the building line or title boundary (context dependent) to avoid the presence of a
large hole in the streetwall or visible basement ramp from within the street. This door should be a
high quality tilt panel door with good materiality, as opposed to a roller door. Where Council
Engineers require setbacks for queuing, a strategy can be provided with a two tiered door,
comprising a roller door setback 6m, and a high quality door to the building edge, which may
remain open during peak hours where conflict between pedestrians and vehicle is a concern. We
can provide a standard Condition to the Project Team if required.
Noise management from construction
 The City of Melbourne’s primary concern with site management relates to enforcement. The
provisions currently contained within our standard permit conditions are adequate if teamed with
an appropriate enforcement regime.
Please don’t hesitate to contact Markus Tschech, or Andy Fergus if you require any further information or
seek access to documents or strategies referred to throughout this response,
Kind regards,
City of Melbourne

Attachment 2: Photos to support suggestions for Section 6: Construction – Images show
alternatives to cyclists dismounting due to construction

Figure 1. Photos of a Melbourne Water detour, using floating platforms installed over grass in
East Melbourne

Figure 2. A longer detour in the Netherlands, which includes additional cycle time and calorie
cost to users of the detour

Figure 3. Temporary re-routing of a cycle path in The Netherlands, through the loading dock of a
shopping centre, in an area normally off limits to the public
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Tim Westcott
Project Manager, Building Better Apartments Program
Planning Implementation
Department of Planning, Environment, Land, Water and Planning
By email: tim.westcott@delwp.vic.gov.au

Dear Tim
BUILDING BETTER APARTMENTS PROGRAM CONSULTATION
RESPONSE TO POLICY PROPOSALS
The Urban Development Institute of Australia – Victoria (UDIA Victoria) welcomes the opportunity to
respond to the policy proposal for confidential discussion (the Proposal) presented as part of the
Building Better Apartments Program consultation process.
We commend the Victorian Government’s commitment to ongoing engagement with the urban
development industry as part of the development of policy, guidelines and standards impacting the
design and delivery of apartments in Victoria. We also acknowledge that the Department for Land,
Environment, Water and Planning (DELWP) has incorporated some of the industry’s feedback
received to date into the policy proposals.
However, UDIA Victoria reiterates that we consider that the Better Apartments Design Standards
have not been in place for a enough time for industry or government to appropriately assess the
outcomes and make subsequent amendments. We urge the Victorian Government to afford the
Standards more time to enable proper monitoring and reviewing of the outcomes of the apartment
standards before increasing their scope.
It is the view of UDIA Victoria that the Proposal appears to be aimed at lifting the standards of the
lowest common denominator without considering the impact of additional regulation on innovation
in design. We are concerned that the proposals will constrain innovation and encourage
monotonous outcomes rather than an eclectic mix of built form outcomes that would make the
public realm far more interesting and visually appealing.
We urge DELWP to deeply consider how the Proposal would interact with existing local policies and
overlays. It is our view that the Proposal will in fact duplicate a range of existing measures and
planning controls.
The Proposal puts forward a range of solutions that are in fact in search of a problem. Further, where
evidence has been provided, it is considered insufficient to justify amending the existing provisions
set out in Clause 58 of the Victorian Planning Provisions.
Detailed responses to the Proposal are set out below.

Green Space
Problem
•

Landscaping is treated as an after-thought in the design process.

•

A review of permitted applications suggests deep soil, tree size or equivalent canopy
proposed for apartment development are not meeting the policy targets.

Evidence
•

Site plans from planning permit applications for nine projects assessed under the provisions
of Clause 58.

•

Assessment of the application against the requirements of Clause 58.03-5.

UDIA Victoria Response
UDIA Victoria considers that the requirements to achieve the preferred landscaping outcome as
described by DELWP as part of the Proposal are already articulated within Clause 58.03-5 and any
change would be duplication of existing controls.
One of the key issues identified in the Proposal, is that landscape design is an afterthought and is
only carried out and a landscape plan provided as a result of a condition on the permit.
Instead, this issue should be addressed by requiring a landscape plan as part of the application
documentation.
The schedule to the zone includes application requirements in addition to those stipulated in the
zone provisions. We suggest that this is the appropriate location to require a landscape plan as part
of the application documentation, noting that some Councils already include this requirement in
their Planning Schemes.
Alternatively, guidance could be included in Section 1 of the Apartment Design Guidelines for
Victoria stating that a landscape plan should be provided as part of the application documentation.
Option A
We caution DELWP against assuming that greenery on facades always makes them look better.
Feedback from our members indicates that many architects would argue that plants belong on the
ground, not on the façade. Further, requiring green facades will add to the cost of construction, add
to the cost of maintenance, and reduce affordability.
Option B
We support the proposal to make it clearer what soil volume is required to support trees of different
sizes, however we believe this could be included in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria
rather than amending Table D2 of Clause 58.03.
We request clarification of the term “deep soil” and a nominated depth of soil that is considered
“deep soil”. For example, a site may have the opportunity to plant a number of trees at ground level
with a soil depth of six metres. This is reasonably characterized as more substantial than a “planter

pit” but does it qualify as “deep soil”?
We also request clarification of what constitutes a “canopy tree”. Examples of how this may be
defined include specifying the trunk circumference of a mature tree at 1.4 metres above ground
level, specifying a minimum height of the mature tree or a minimum canopy spread of the mature
tree.
We do not support the suggestion that a landscaping response prioritise canopy trees unless there is
greater clarity as to what is meant by a canopy tree and an acknowledgement that planter pits that
accommodate canopy trees can be included as part of the percentage of deep soil areas for the
purposes of Table D2.
Option C
We don’t support the assumption that everyone who lives in an apartment wants associated
communal space. One of our members has surveyed residents in their apartment buildings and
found that residents who didn’t want communal space chose to live in buildings without it.
Further, communal facilities increase the cost of owners’ corporation fees, require ongoing
maintenance, and can cause management issues.
Overall, we consider that training of Council planning staff is the most effective tool in addressing the
identified problems. It is stated in Clause 58 that a development must meet all of the objectives and
should meet all of the standards. This puts the responsibility on the planner assessing the application
to use their discretion in deciding whether an application sufficiently meets the standards. Staff with
more sophisticated skills will be in a better position to make this assessment.
We reiterate our concern that the proposals appear to be aimed at the lowest common
denominator, ignoring high quality outcomes that come about from innovative projects that would
not comply with the proposed reforms.

External Materials
Problem
•

Appearance of buildings do not match marketing advertised designs.

•

Buildings clad in glazing that results in glare.

•

Building designs leads issues with access for maintenance.

Evidence
DELWP commissioned architectural consultants Hayball, to provide advice in 2018 regrading key
design issues related to the external amenity impacts of apartment buildings. Potential interventions
were then identified by the consultants to address these issues. The report identified most of the
issues currently being considered under the Street Interface and External Materials proposals,
including:
•

Poor design responses to wind conditions

•

Ground level facades dominated by unsightly services and car parking

•

Use of overly reflective glazing

•

Contributions of façade design and building form towards maintenance issues

The broad set of ideas identified by Hayball were shared and tested with local government and
industry reference groups in August 2018. Feedback from the experience of practitioners from both
local government and industry has helped identify which elements from the Hayball work most
resonated due to current deficiencies in design outcomes or planning processes.
Advice from planners, architects and designers has also identified concerns about changes to façade
designs and detailing between the planning process and construction. The department has identified
that local planning controls which address these impacts are sporadic and do not apply to all zoned
land where apartment buildings are permitted.

UDIA Victoria Response
UDIA Victoria considers the evidence base for the Proposal relating to exterior materials to be weak
and we do not support the creation of a new standard within Clause 58 to address the issues relating
to exterior materials.
We caution DELWP against including a requirement for “durable” materials on the basis that it is
difficult to sufficiently define this term without excluding the potential for the use of innovative
materials. Likewise, we consider it problematic to require that lower levels have external materials
that are natural, tactile and visually interesting because these are difficult to sufficiently define and
open to interpretation.
Further, we caution against requiring that the materials must last for the lifespan of the building.
Who will determine what the lifespan of the building will be? If it is an apartment building with a
single owner, they may wish to update the exterior cladding every 15 years. However an apartment
building with multiple owners may only update the exterior as necessary.
We propose that Clause 58.01-3 Design Response is the appropriate existing provision that should
trigger the Applicant to provide an explanation of the selection of exterior finishes and materials. On
this basis, the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria should be amended to include guidance
under “Design Response” (page 8) regarding the rationale for the selection of the exterior materials.
We support the requirement to provide a list and illustration of the proposed exterior materials,
however we note that several inner and middle ring Councils already require this as part of the
planning permit application or as part of a Request for Further Information. Rather than amending
Clause 58, we suggest that a checklist for applicants is included in the Apartment Design Guidelines
for Victoria, or that this specific requirement be included under “Design Response” as noted above.
The proposal to include a measure to limit the incidence of glare should be considered in the context
of existing local policies and overlays. In our view, where Council considers there to be an issue, it
has been addressed in their Planning Scheme. Again, we suggest this is appropriately located in the
Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria.
A key concern conveyed by DELWP was that exterior materials and designs are being amended as
part of a Secondary Consent process or an Application to Amend a Permit and that this

fundamentally changes the quality or design of the proposal. We consider that this is most
appropriately addressed by training of Council planners to review the application documentation
from the initial planning permit application to understand the original rationale for the material
selection or design. Ultimately, the Council planner decides whether the proposed amendment is
appropriate therefore it is their skills that will have the greatest impact on the outcome.
We reiterate our concern that the proposals appear to be aimed at the lowest common
denominator, ignoring high quality outcomes that come about from innovative projects that would
not comply with the proposed reforms.

Street Interface
Problem
•

Unattractive buildings at street level due to car parking, vehicle entries air grilles and service
enclosures.

•

Wind effects create uncomfortable pedestrian experience.

•

Building designs do not support pedestrian safety.

Evidence
As noted above under “External Materials”.

UDIA Victoria Response
A: Wind effects
We request that more evidence is provided to determine the threshold height of buildings that have
significant impacts on wind movements in the vicinity, especially on the safety of pedestrians.
Member feedback indicates that standards relating to wind should not apply to building six storeys
or less.
If evidence is provided of this threshold height, we may support amending the Apartment Design
Guidelines for Victoria to include guidance under “Design response” for the applicant to discuss how
wind effects have been considered. However, we reiterate that, to provide a meaningful response, a
wind engineer will need to be engaged and wind tunnel testing carried out which is an expensive
process.
We also note that requirements for proposals to be designed to consider wind effects are already
included in local policies and in overlays for some Councils. Any policy proposals should not conflict
with the existing provisions.
B: Site Services
UDIA Victoria considers that the policy proposals are most appropriately described as a preferred
design response rather than as a standard or mandatory measure. We also note that referral
authorities for these services often determine their size and location therefore they cannot be
concealed from direct views from the public realm. On this basis, the guidance should be included in

Section 1 of the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria which will allow flexibility for project teams
to respond to individual site context.
C: Vehicle Access
We caution against requiring car parking entrances to be consolidated on the basis that this may not
represent the optimum outcome for the urban context of the site. For example, a site with multiple
street frontages offers the opportunity to split the entry and exit, thereby reducing the extent of a
street frontage with a vehicle crossover and car park entry or exit which supports the policy proposal
to minimize the size and appearance.
We also note that VicRoads may be a determining referral authority which will impact on the
locations of the vehicle entry and exit, and that the relevant Australian Standards will also determine
the size of the vehicle entry and exit.
For these reasons, and to provide for flexibility to respond to individual contexts, we suggest these
policy proposals are most appropriate as guidance which should be included in Section 1 of the
Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria.
Further, a requirement to sleeve all carparks will render some potential development sites unviable
therefore we do not support it.

Managing Construction Noise
Problem
•

Noise pollution from construction activity.

•

Construction Management Plans (CMP) can be problematic to enforce.

•

Poor quality CMPs – difficult for assessors and builders.

•

Limited State Government guidance.

Evidence
According to the EPA, approximately 400,000 Victorians are disturbed annually mainly due to early
starts, loud radios, insufficient notification and excessive hours of operation to be the main reasons
for community concern.

UDIA Victoria Response
UDIA Victoria broadly supports the following policy options:
•

DELWP website to provide information about CMPs and advice from the EPA for managing
construction noise.

•

DELWP website to provide best practice examples of CMPs, to provide a template CMP and
guidelines for completing the CMP.

•

Require on-site signage to include the permitted hours for construction work.

Should DELWP pursue mandatory CMPs, we suggest the most appropriate legislation for the trigger
and enforcement of CMPs is the Local Laws of each Council for the following reasons:
1. The Victorian Planning Provisions could include the permit trigger but do not reasonably
provide scope require the ongoing enforcement of CMPs.
2. To include this as a requirement of the Victorian Planning Provisions will require a timeconsuming planning scheme amendment without achieving the overall goal of permit trigger
and enforcement.
We consider training is the key to preparing more effective CMPs and enforcing CMPS. On this basis,
we suggest Council staff should be provided with training to assist in preparing and enforcing CMPs,
and builders should be provided with training to prepare more effective CMPs. The best practice
examples and template of CMPs will support this process.
Overall, in terms of progressing this initiative, UDIA Victoria does not support the introduction of
new mandatory requirements at this stage. However, a number of the policy proposals can be
included in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria to provide clarity around the interpretation
and application of the existing provisions of Clause 58 of the Victoria Planning Provisions, as we
continue to monitor and review its operation and effects.
In our view, the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria should provide guidance during the design
process, and act as a supporting assessment tool to expedite the processing of applications. We also
consider that many of the issues identified can be addressed through comprehensive upskilling of
Council planning staff, rather than adding further complexity and regulation to planning provisions
for apartments.
Should you wish to discuss any of the matters raised in this response, please contact Caroline Speed,
Director of Policy and Research, on caroline@udiavic.com.au.
Yours sincerely

Danni Hunter
Chief Executive Officer
Urban Development Institute Australia (Victoria)
Level 4, 437 St Kilda Road, Melbourne, 3004
P. 03 9832 9600
E. danni@udiavic.com.au

1 October 2019

Tim Westcott
Project Manager, Building Better Apartments Program
Planning Implementation
Department of Planning, Environment, Land, Water and Planning
By email: tim.westcott@delwp.vic.gov.au

Dear Tim
BUILDING BETTER APARTM ENTS IN NEIGHBOURHOODS CONSULTATION
RESPONSE TO DISCUSSION PAPER
The Urban Development Institute of Australia – Victoria (UDIA Victoria) welcomes the opportunity to
respond to the Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper and consultation
process.
We commend the Victorian Government’s commitment to ongoing engagement with the urban
development industry as part of the development of policy, guidelines and standards impacting the
design and delivery of apartments in Victoria. We also acknowledge that the Department for Land,
Environment, Water and Planning (DELWP) has incorporated some of the industry’s feedback
received to date into the policy proposals.
However, UDIA Victoria reiterates our view that the Better Apartments Design Standards (the
Standards) have not been in place for enough time for industry or government to appropriately
assess the outcomes and make subsequent amendments. We urge the Victorian Government to
afford the Standards more time to enable proper monitoring and reviewing of the outcomes of the
before increasing their scope.
We noted in our previous submission (dated 3 May 2019) that the proposed amendments appear to
be aimed at lifting the standards of the lowest common denominator without considering the impact
of additional regulation on innovation in design. We consider that this remains the case, and we
remain concerned that the proposals will constrain innovation and encourage monotonous
outcomes.
We consider that the substance of our previous submission remains relevant. On this basis,
responses to the Discussion Paper are provided below where the issue has not already been
addressed by our previous submission, and a copy of the previous submission is attached.

Green Space
Landscaping Standard
UDIA Victoria acknowledges that DELWP has included some of our feedback regarding Green Space
in the latest proposal. On this basis, we welcome the clarification of landscaping standards set out in
Table D2 with respect to the planter soil volume and the acknowledgement that planter pits that
accommodate canopy trees can be included as part of the percentage of deep soil areas for the
purposes of Table D2.
However, we consider the increased focus on canopy trees - rather than allowing for a diversity of
landscaping responses - is too prescriptive. We consider that the number of canopy trees and
amount of landscaping should be more contextual depending on the site coverage, existence of
street trees and neighbourhood character.

Communal Open Space
UDIA Victoria does not support the requirement that all apartment development include landscaped
communal open space. We consider this unnecessary and an additional cost burden while also
limiting diversity in the provision of new housing. Further, we don’t support the assumption that
everyone who lives in an apartment wants associated communal space. As we noted, one of our
members has surveyed residents in their apartment buildings and found that residents who didn’t
want communal space chose to live in buildings without it.
Member feedback suggests that the cost of delivering 25 square metres of landscaped communal
open space for ten apartments will cost a minimum of $18,000 per dwelling, in addition to the
ongoing maintenance cost of $1000 per year. Where there are fewer than ten apartments, the cost
per apartment will increase because the base cost of 25 square metres of communal space will
remain the same.
We urge the State Government to avoid introducing policy changes that will directly increase the
cost of new housing given the existing concern with housing affordability in Melbourne.
We refer you to our May submission for further commentary regarding Green Space and we
reiterate our concern that the proposals appear to be aimed at the lowest common denominator,
ignoring high quality outcomes that come about from innovative projects that would not comply
with the proposed reforms.

Appearance of the Building
UDIA Victoria previously noted the evidence base for the proposal relating to exterior materials –
referred to as the external walls and materials standard in the Discussion Paper – to be weak. We
consider this remains the case and we do not support the creation of a new standard within Clause
58 to address the issues relating to exterior materials and walls.
UDIA Victoria supports the amendment to the design response which requires that it must include a
design rationale for the external walls and the selection of the external materials. We are also
supportive of the amendments to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria to include

information about how the external walls will be maintained.
However, beyond these points, our position outlined under “External Materials” in our May
Submission remains, refer to pages 3-5.
The proposed amendment to the standard and the additional information requested as outlined in
the Discussion Paper requires appropriately skilled planners to assess the information. In our
experience, the required skills are not available across all metropolitan councils.
For example, feedback from one of our members notes that, in their experience, the City of
Melbourne competently deals with urban design relates issues as they have the in-house skills and
expertise to assess design. The development industry understands this and responds by lodging
planning permit applications for designs with appropriately documented buildings in terms of design
resolution.
We reiterate our concern that the proposals appear to be aimed at the lowest common
denominator, ignoring high quality outcomes that come about from innovative projects that would
not comply with the proposed reforms.

Wind Impacts
The proposed changes require that all apartment buildings of five or more storeys consider the
effects of wind. As we previously noted, we request that more evidence is provided to determine the
threshold height of buildings that have significant impacts on wind movements in the vicinity,
especially on the safety of pedestrians. Member feedback indicates that standards relating to wind
should not apply to building six storeys or less.
As we previously indicated, if evidence is provided of this threshold height, we may support
amending the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria to include guidance under “Design response”
for the applicant to discuss how wind effects have been considered.
While the Discussion Paper notes the proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for
Victoria will clarify the situations where a full wind tunnel study is required over and above a desktop analysis, there is no indication of what the trigger will be. We request further information about
this threshold between a desk-top analysis and a full wind tunnel test.
We also reiterate that, to provide a meaningful response, a wind engineer will need to be engaged
and wind tunnel testing carried out which is an expensive and time consuming process.
We understand that DELWP has considered the proposed new standard in the context of existing
local policies and overlays that require proposals to be designed to consider wind effects to ensure
they do not conflict.

Street Interface
UDIA Victoria supports the general approach outlined in the Discussion Paper for delivering better
streetscape quality. Overall, we consider that frontages should be encouraged which reflect the
established or preferred neighbourhood character.

To this end, UDIA Victoria considers that preferred design responses are more appropriate to
achieve the stated outcomes, which is reflected in the proposed integration with the street standard.
We consider that the prescriptive requirements for the access standard are more appropriately
framed as preferred design responses that directly relate to the urban context. We refer you to our
May submission for further commentary regarding vehicle access.
Further, we note that the proposed changes to site services as currently drafted are unlikely to be
achieved on the basis that the referral authorities for these services often determine their size and
location therefore they cannot be concealed from direct views from the public realm. In our
experience, developers do not deliberately include services in the site frontage but do so as a
requirement of council or referral authorities.
We suggest an education program is required with both referral authorities and local government to
change the existing requirements, in addition to providing guidance in Section 1 of the Apartment
Design Guidelines for Victoria which will allow flexibility for project teams to respond to individual
site context.
We further suggest that the concept of active street frontages be clearly defined because feedback
from members indicates that councils often take the view that this implies retail use.

Construction Impacts
UDIA Victoria supports the inclusion of a suggested planning permit condition requiring the
submission of a Construction Management Plan (CMP) only where the draft permit conditions allow
for CMPs to be considered as part of the demolition and early works separate to the base
building. This will allow developers to clear the site early in advance of main contractor
appointment.
To be clear, we do not support the requirement of a CMP as part of the planning permit application
process on the basis that it is too early in the process to know what is required in the CMP. However,
it is common for a condition on a planning permit for use and development to include a requirement
for a CMP prior to construction starting on site.
We note, however, that this will require enforcement under the planning permit and shift the
responsibility to the Statutory Planning team’s enforcement resources. On this basis we query
whether a planning permit is the appropriate mechanism for requiring a CMP.

Overall, in terms of progressing this initiative, UDIA Victoria does not support the introduction of
new mandatory requirements at this stage. However, a number of the policy proposals can be
included in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria to provide clarity around the interpretation
and application of the existing provisions of Clause 58 of the Victoria Planning Provisions, as we
continue to monitor and review its operation and effects.
In our view, the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria should provide guidance during the design
process, and act as a supporting assessment tool to expedite the processing of applications. We also
consider that many of the issues identified can be addressed through comprehensive upskilling of
Council planning staff, rather than adding further complexity and regulation to planning provisions
for apartments.
Should you wish to discuss any of the matters raised in this response, please contact Caroline Speed,
Director of Policy and Research, on caroline@udiavic.com.au.
Yours sincerely

Danni Hunter
Chief Executive Officer
Urban Development Institute Australia (Victoria)
Level 4, 437 St Kilda Road, Melbourne, 3004
P. 03 9832 9600
E. danni@udiavic.com.au

2 October 2019
Mr Tim Westcott
Project Manager | Better Apartments
Planning Implementation
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
PO Box 500
East Melbourne VIC 3002
BETTER APARTMENTS IN NEIGHBOURHOODS
SUBMISSION
Dear Sir,
Clement-Stone Town Planners provide the following submission in respect to DELWP’s Better Apartments
Discussion Paper 2019.
Green Space
1.
2.
3.
4.

Landscaping Standard (Section 2.4)
Communal Open Space Standard (Section 2.5)
Design Response (Section 2.6)
Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines (Section 2.7)

Objectives relating to retention of mature vegetation need to be balanced against the amenity value of the vegetation.
The relevant decision guidelines should be amended to include consideration for the health and/or structure, species
and retention value of any trees to be removed.
The objective of providing canopy trees within ground floor gardens need to be assessed on a site by site basis. For
example, the apartment development may be proposed within a former industrial site that does not have existing
canopy trees or suitable deep soil areas. In these cases, it may be preferable for landscaping to be provided by way
of off-set contributions (such as additional nature strip trees and/or other areas lacking vegetation, to the satisfaction
of the responsible authority).
Further guidance should be provided for above-ground communal open space and landscaped areas. There are
advantages for encouraging above-ground open space rather than strictly providing ground floor gardens (less
overshadowing and improved passive surveillance opportunities), and allows developments to better integrate
landscaping into the overall design response.
For example, a recently constructed apartment development at 36 Collins Street, Essendon incorporates an aboveground communal area which provides appropriate landscaped areas (planters) and open space for recreational
use. The provision of an above-ground communal area also allows for increased passive surveillance as the majority
of the apartments have a direct outlook onto this interface.
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Figure 1 Extract of 36 Collins Street - looking north (NearMap, 2019)

Figure 2 Extract of 36 Collins Street - looking east (NearMap, 2019)

Another example of well executed above-ground landscaping and communal open space is the Sky Park (One
Melbourne Quarter, 699 Collins Street, Melbourne) which achieves the outcomes proposed within the proposed
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Landscaping Standard without necessarily providing for ground floor garden areas.

Figure 3 Extract of Sky Park (Concrete Playground, 2019)

We generally agree that an explanation of how the proposed design accommodates landscaping elements within
the site should be required as part of the planning application. However, information regarding the location of canopy
trees and deep soil areas (if applicable) are best accommodated within a landscape plan. A landscape plan prepared
by a suitably qualified professional should be required at time of lodgement and be endorsed as part of the permit.
Having regard to maintenance, it is common practice for permit conditions to require external walls and landscaping
to be maintained to the satisfaction of the responsible authority. This is often difficult to enforce as it is unclear who
the onus is on to undertake this maintenance once the apartment has been subdivided and/or tenanted. Further
consideration should be given to maintaining these areas (e.g. use of Owner’s Corporations) and how and/or if this
can be addressed within the planning process.
Appearance of the Building
5. External Walls and Materials Standard (Section 3.4)
6. Design Response (Section 3.5)
7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines (Section 3.6)
We largely agree with the outcomes and proposed objectives within the discussion paper, however the Standard is
relatively broad and generally captured within existing State and Local policy.
There are also existing mechanisms in place for applications to be referred internally to the relevant department (e.g.
urban design) within Local Councils to provide comment on the appropriateness of the proposed materials. It would
assist if this information is available during the early stages of the application process so that the design response
can incorporate suitable and preferred materials into the development.
Having regard to the proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines, rather than providing a 1:20 sectional
of the external walls, we believe a comprehensive colours and materials schedule and coloured 3D renders and/or
coloured streetscape elevations would better convey the proposed materials and finishes. Alternatively, this
information could be required at time of application lodgement.
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As discussed above, maintenance of landscaped areas and external walls are difficult to enforce as it is unclear who
the onus is on to undertake this maintenance once the apartment has been subdivided and/or tenanted. Further
consideration should be given to maintaining these areas (e.g. use of Owner’s Corporations) and how and/or if this
can be addressed within the planning process.
Wind
8. Wind Impacts Standard (Section 4.4)
9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines (Section 4.5)
The impact of wind gusts and other associated effects onto abutting sensitive residential interfaces and the public
realm should be considered early within the design process. We generally agree with the proposed Wind Impacts
Standard and changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines outlined within the discussion paper, and the nominated
five or more storey threshold.
It would be appropriate for a preliminary desktop wind analysis to be conducted at time of application lodgement (can
be incorporated within the Planning Report) to ensure that the design response has appropriately considered on and
off-site amenity impacts.
The responsible authority should also consider wind impacts within their initial assessment of the application (ideally
with input from internal engineering officers and/or the relevant referral authorities) so that any outstanding concerns
can be reasonably addressed early within the planning process.
It would be appropriate for broader State and Local policy imperatives to incorporate objectives and strategies
pertaining to wind impacts to ensure consistency across the Scheme.
Street Interface
10.
11.
12.
13.

Integration with the Street Standard (Section 5.4)
Vehicle Access Standard (Section 5.5)
Site Services Standard (Section 5.6)
Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines (Section 5.7)

We generally agree with the outcomes and proposed changes outlined within the discussion paper to better integrate
and activate street frontages.
In relation to the amended Vehicle Access Standard, we note that caution be applied when nominating a numerical
figure (e.g. 33% of the street frontage) when guiding accessway widths to allow flexibility for narrower lots to be
developed. It is also noted that the car parking provisions (Clause 52.06) require accessways servicing ten or more
vehicles to provide a passing area of at least 6.1 metres wide at the entry, which will naturally result in a wider vehicle
crossover. We suggest that the decision guidelines be amended accordingly to reflect the above.
Construction Impacts
14. Construction Impacts Standard (Section 6.4)
15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines (Section 6.5)
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Many Local Councils1, particularly within inner urban areas, already impose permit conditions requiring a
Construction Management Plan to be provided for larger-scale and more complex developments.
While we do not, in principle, disagree with the proposed Construction Impacts Standard, we note that the
considerations within the proposed standard (air quality, traffic management, stormwater and sediment, waste) is
often captured across a number of separate permit conditions and local policy provisions.
For example, the City of Stonnington requires a Site Management Plan to be provided as part of their local
Stormwater Management Policy (Clause 22.18) which would overlap with the proposed requirements of the
Construction Impacts Standard.
The planning and building regulations are currently under review by the Office of Better Regulation and Red Tape
Commission, with a view to streamline applications and post-approval processes.
Should a Construction Impacts Standard be incorporated within the Apartment Design Standards and Guidelines, it
would be appropriate to amalgamate the various separate ‘management plans’ under one Construction
Management Plan that will be approved by the responsible authority prior to commencement of works.
Specific protection measures towards adjoining properties and the public realm is adequately addressed through the
building approval process and within Part 7 of the Building Regulations (2018), at the discretion of the relevant
building surveyor. We do not believe the Apartment Design Standards and Guidelines need to duplicate these
considerations.
While ensuring consistency between planning and building outcomes is important, unnecessary duplication will only
serve to increase time delays and exacerbate resourcing issues for those providing and assessing that information.
We thank you for the opportunity to provide these submissions, and we congratulate the Minister and his Department
on undertaking this very important initiative to build better apartments in neighbourhoods.
Please contact the undersigned person should you have any questions, or to discuss.
Yours Faithfully,

Angela Mok BEnvs (UrbDesign&Plan), MPIA, MVPELA
Associate
On behalf of
Clement-Stone Town Planners

1

E.g. City of Boroondara, Whitehorse, Yarra, Stonnington, Melbourne
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IN NEIGHBOURHOODS - DISCUSSION
PAPER 2019”
Glen Eira commends the State Government on taking the initiative to develop the proposed new
standards with a focus on the relationship between new apartment development and the amenity of
existing neighbourhoods. These changes will build on the current Better Apartments Design Standards
in the Victorian Planning Provisions that were introduced by State Government in 2017 to improve the
internal design of new apartments and make them more liveable and sustainable.
Glen Eira welcomes the opportunity to review and provide comment on the proposed changes. Both
statutory and strategic planners have been involved in preparing this submission on behalf of Glen Eira
City Council.
Glen Eira adopted its own Quality Design Guidelines (QDG) for buildings in residential and commercial
precincts in February 2018 (updated in December 2018). The QDG were developed to complement
and support State Government reforms to planning and urban design requirements. The QDG cover
eight Quality Design Principles: well-designed buildings, quality materials, residential garden setting,
canopy trees and greenery, access and parking, residential roof forms, managing overlooking,
universal design and environmental sustainability and sustainable design. These principles are
complimentary to the changes that the State is proposing for the Better Apartments Design Standards
which is to improve the relationship between new apartment development and the amenity of existing
neighbourhoods.
The following comments and suggestions are provided in response to the five policy changes that have
been proposed:
Green space:
•

Glen Eira’s adopted QDG provide key outcomes relating to landscaping and urban greenery. These
include providing high quality landscaping that softens built forms and positively contributes to
residential streetscapes and amenity. It is also to retain healthy and valued trees on development sites,
streets and neighbouring properties and to provide sustainable and biodiverse landscapes with
appropriate species selection and maintenance systems.

Landscaping
•

Including the terminology of ‘existing or preferred future’ character is a good aspect.

•

There should be an ability to state an ‘x’ amount of canopy trees to be required for development sites
or to refer to the table included, whichever is greater. A lot size that is 1000m2 or greater could
accommodate more than one medium sized tree. This should also be able to link specifically back to
the existing or preferred character.

•

There should be a minimum lot size for commercially zoned sites before a canopy tree requirement
comes into play as this may be challenging for smaller apartment developments that are typical to a
Commercial 1 Zone or on sites that are not consolidated.
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•

Is there a state-wide definition of deep soil that will be included/introduced? The NSW apartment guide
provides good objectives/ definitions in this regard.

•

For the canopy trees to prosper and be healthy long term there is a preference for no structures located
beneath. Siting for such canopy trees should also be located away from site boundaries to enable
canopy spread.

•

Landscaping to soften edges of raised terraces or basement entry ramps and improve interface to
public realm. Maybe a little more discussion about interface to public domain and important role
landscaping can play. Also the front setback to a lot of larger apartments needs to accommodate
services, (fire, gas, etc) and maybe objectives/standards to ensure these sit within a garden setting (
i.e. they are secondary to the landscaping)

•

Direction should be given about the potential for rooftop gardens, green roofs and landscaping.

Communal open space
•

What is the definition of the communal open space and the purpose?

•

There needs to be more clarity in relation to whether this space should be indoors or outdoors or both?

•

More emphasis should be made in relation to rooftop spaces for communal gardens, washing lines and
other services.

•

There needs to be a minimum width/dimension (i.e. 3 metres) and area in one particular space.
Otherwise this space could become a space with a 1m width that will not be well maintained or utilised
by the residents of the development.

•

There should be further guidance on maintenance of these communal spaces.

•

Where did these calculations of the minimum communal space stem from?

•

Access to these communal spaces also should include placement/access to lifts if the communal space
is a rooftop area.

•

Should include more guidance on extent of overshadowing.

•

How is this area to be protected from wind?

•

Could this be under an atrium which may mitigate wind impacts.

•

Should it be centrally located (eg mid level or is ground or roof top ok? What about for larger
developments?)

•

Should deep soil planting be required in these areas, additional to the m2 minimum?

Appearance of the building:
•

Glen Eira’s QDG provide guidance on key outcomes in relation to building scale, facades, materials
and entry ways. These include encouraging high quality architecture that positively contributes to
garden residential and commercial streetscapes, to provide building entries that are clear and
welcoming and to incorporate materials, colours and architectural details that reflect a residential
palette and the local residential and streetscape context. More specifically to the commercial area the
additional key outcomes include provide active ground floor facades that support commercial activity
and pedestrian amenity, provide building entries that are clear and welcoming.

•

There needs to be further guidance on what constitutes ‘visually interesting’ and ‘high quality material’
for external walls. This could be in the form of a table or metric with details about the most commonly
used materials. ‘Visually interesting’ is a highly subjective issue that would require appropriate
guidance to provide applicants with these options. The same needs to be included for durable products
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as not all users of the Standards would have knowledge on what is considered a durable material or
not. These details need to include longevity of the products that could be used. If planners are required
to assess this at the application stage, then further information will need to be provided.
•

There must be more emphasis on using sustainable materials.

•

Design of new buildings should suitably address the neighbourhood context it is located within in.

•

It is suggested that there be comment or focus on fenestration.

•

It is suggested that there be comment on windows. Windows in an apartment development are really
important in terms of creating the link between the street and the building

•

In referring to façades being visually interesting, it is suggested that new buildings be designed to be
‘read in the round’ – each elevation to be high quality, visually pleasing and coherent.

•

The wall design of new buildings will have to be taken into consideration for maintenance of building
materials to ensure accessibility or alternate materials that require no maintenance as an option.

•

How will this be an enforceable condition once the property is subdivided? Will individual owners be
responsible for upkeep/maintenance or will this become a requirement on the owners corporation?

•

The requirement for a design rationale for the external walls and the selection of the external materials
is considered a positive outcome as it will provide planners with information on why specific materials
and design have been utilised.

•

The requirement for a scale of 1:20 section details illustrating the buildings external walls could be
considered excessive information and Council should be able to vary this as there may only be a need
to have a scale of 1:50.

•

Include requirement that developments over a certain height must be accompanied by an urban design
report.

Wind impacts:
•

How did 5 or more storeys become the appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?

•

This is overall a positive requirement for apartment developments.

•

Will applicants need to provide a desktop wind analysis or wind tunnel analysis that is endorsed by a
structural engineer or go through a certification process before submitting the application?

•

Factors to consider in determining using a desktop wind analysis or wind tunnel analysis should be
provided by professionals in this field, structural engineers, not planners. Further information or training
would need to be provided to planners if they are required to understand what features to look for that
mitigate wind.

•

There should be a requirement of applicants to provide information of the existing and the proposed
wind impacts on the public realm (i.e. if there is already high density development in close proximity).

•

Require applications to be accompanied by wind assessment report which shows impacts on public
domain and adjoining/nearby lots and how these impacts will be mitigated through design, landscaping
etc

Street interface:
•

Council’s QDG provide key outcomes in relation to parking and access that include prioritising high
quality streetscapes, people friendly environments through considered parking and access design that
minimises the visual and physical impacts. More specifically in relation to commercial/mixed use zones
there is guidance on providing active frontages linking private and public spaces, creating laneways
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and links that are well designed, safe and encourage interaction/activity and reducing conflict between
pedestrians and vehicles in shared spaces.
•

Overall the proposed changes to encourage active street frontages are positive as is integrating
building services within the façade.

Construction impacts:
•

A requirement to lodge a Construction Management Plan is already a common condition that is applied
to planning permits for apartment developments in Glen Eira and elsewhere. Making this a
requirement state wide is supported.

•

The requirement for applicants to provide a brief overview of their construction impacts and how this
will be managed is supported.

•

Need clarity as to extent of information to be provided at application stage and as a condition
requirement in relation to construction impacts.

•

Need clarity as to whether construction management plan will be subject to objection and review
consideration.

•

Specific location of development may require different approaches to be adopted in relation to the
Construction Management Plan. For example if the development is adjacent to a school, the
Construction Management Plan may restrict certain elements of construction from occurring during pick
up drop off times, or require more intensive pedestrian safety measures. Locational attributes of the
site could be included in wording of the standard.
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06 October 2019

Submission
Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
It is with pleasure that we make this submission on behalf of our individual members and
member buildings of the Southbank Owners Corporation Network (SOCN) which is a part of
the Southbank Residents Association (SRA) membership.
Member buildings who are represented by this submission are listed below, 21 buildings
representing some 6360 lots or roughly 12,000 residents:
Mainpoint (350 Lots) – 241 City Rd, Southbank
The Sentinel (277 Lots) – 88 Kavanagh St, Southbank
Yarra Condos (143 Lots) – 38 Kavanagh St, Southbank
The Guild (317 Lots)– 152 Sturt St, Southbank
Southpoint (185 Lots) – 22 Kavanagh St, Southbank
Freshwater Place (532 Lots) – 1 Freshwater Place
Gallery Tower (178 Lots) – 33 City Rd, Southbank
Southside Tower (148 Lots) – 221 Sturt St, Southbank
Habitat Apartments (150 Lots) – 58 Clarke St, Southbank
The Summit (200 Lots) – 163 City Rd, Southbank
Southbank Condos (187 Lots) – 88 Southbank Boulevard, Southbank
City and Melbourne Towers (633 Lots) – 171-185 City Road, Southbank
Prima Tower (1294 Lots) – 35 Queensbridge Street, Southbank
Southside Gardens (92 Lots) – 106 Southbank Boulevard, Southbank
Vue Grande (323 Lots) – 63 Whiteman Street, Southbank
Centurion (191 Lots) – 83 Whiteman Street, Southbank
Victoria Tower (261 Lots) – 100 Kavanagh Street, Southbank
The Keep (91 Lots) – 88 Wells Street, Southbank
Southbank Towers (293 Lots) – 83 Queensbridge Street, Southbank
Southbank Grand (515 Lots) – 151 City Road, Southbank
Riverside Apartments – 1 Riverside Quay, Southbank

Printed and circulated with the assistance of a Melbourne City Council community grant

Background
SRA commends the Minister for the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
(DELWP) and taking the initiative to review new apartment developments and their interaction
with the neighbourhood amenity.
SRA made a submission to the Better Apartments design standards which are currently adopted,
and we believe this addition will go some way to enhancing the relationship between new
developments and the neighbourhood amenity.
Please find below the comments from Southbank Residents Association.
Green Space
Include provisions to ensure owners corporations must maintain the defined standard. We are
concerned that the developer may comply, but after handover the owner’s corporation may not
manage the space adequately or possibly even remove the space.
We ask for consideration to be given to making green space pet friendly as pets are a common part
of families in apartment living.
We note there is no mention of space for communal gardens for fruit and vegetables, etc, or
potential worm farms for compost management/household waste which in turn could be used to
regenerate and fertilise existing soil.
Appearance of the building
We are satisfied that design for longevity and maintenance is the core of the consideration.
However, there is little, if any, mention of consideration for cleaning of the façade. We have found
that often exterior grates used to shade balconies or windows are currently sometimes difficult to
access or clean, and in some cases windows.
We believe buildings need to not only look attractive by day, but also by night through their own
lighting or the street lighting. It would seem consideration has only been considered against
appearance during daylight hours. Some guidance on how a building should try to present itself
during nighttime hours would be desirable.
Wind Impacts
We believe a wind analysis is compulsory for developments which are in naturally windy
locations, such as Docklands, or where there are significant wind effects owing to already built up
areas, such a Southbank.
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Street Interface
Consideration needs to be given to how couriers and mail delivery can interact with the street
interface, allowing them accessibility and space to off-load their goods, whether it be parcels, food
deliveries or groceries or laundry/dry cleaning services.
Construction Impacts
Construction should be limited to normal business hours, Monday to Friday.
Construction companies taking more responsibility for their employees, particularly those
tradesmen who smoke and discard their cigarette butts inappropriately.
If a footpath is going to be altered or scaffolding to be made over footpath, residents in the
immediate area should be notified and advised duration.
The management of air quality from airborne particles needs to be addressed. Residents don’t often
know what they are breathing in on footpath when visible particles are present.
Any footpath street bins that are removed should be replaced in another section on the street.
Overall
We have reservations about the different verbs used in the various proposed standards. The word
'required' is used in the sections on Green Space and Appearance of the Building, which is
commendable, but for Wind Impacts, Street Interface and Construction Impacts, the word 'should'
is used. The experience of walking the streets of Southbank would suggest that these latter three
dimensions are just as significant of the first two and their standards also be specified as required.
We are very satisfied with the intent and the depth of the changes to the planning rules. There are
many positive proposals. If further consideration could be given to the points we have raised, we
would be most delighted as we are sure this will help to make the changes even better.
Should you have further questions or would like clarification on any of our points, I encourage
you to make contact.
Kind Regards

Tony Penna
President
Southbank Residents Association
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4 October 2019
Mr Tim Westcott
Principal Planner
Planning Implementation
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
Dear Mr Westcott
Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Public Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission to the Better Apartments in
Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper 2019. We are pleased to see policy changes aimed at
improving the quality of apartment buildings and their contribution to Melbourne’s
neighbourhoods.
The City of Maribyrnong is experiencing strong growth and we are forecasting a need for
an additional 20,500 dwellings by 2031. New apartment buildings will play a critical role in
accommodating this growth.
This submission builds on submissions to previous discussion papers in 2015 and 2016.
While the proposed changes address existing shortfalls, there are outstanding matters
warranting policy attention including building separation, internal design, diversity and
adaptability of dwellings.
Overall we support the proposed design changes, subject to technical considerations
discussed below. We are pleased to see apartment buildings under five storeys (Clause
55.07) included within the policy changes.
1.

Green Space

The urban heat island effect is a pressing issue. It is particularly felt in the western
suburbs of Melbourne where overall tree coverage has been historically low but where
population and urban development is growing quickly.
As new apartment developments play a role in shaping the evolving character, the
consideration of ‘future landscape character’ in the revised standard is welcomed.
We agree with the need to clarify the current landscaping standards to ensure it is
provided and integrated into the design of new apartment developments. The current
Standard D10 (Landscaping) is too flexible and often results in sub-optimal outcomes with
developers choosing to provide small balcony planter boxes in lieu of deep soil planting
and canopy trees. The revised standard will assist but does not appear to sufficiently
address deep soil outcomes.
Further considerations include:


The standard should provide more guidance on the type of planting appropriate and
expected in particular areas with a context based index i.e. those with a front
setback or strategic redevelopment sites may differ to some commercial land.













Guidance on the types of trees that can withstand increased wind (depending on the
location of planting), deep soil planting and the impact above ground planter boxes
have on the type and size of canopy cover expected. At this stage, there is no
indication as to whether the suggested 0.8-1.5 minimum depth requirements would
sufficiently accommodate particular canopy trees or for these to grow to their
capacity. Have these measurements been provided by Landscape Architects or
those in a specialist field? Has consideration been given to the benefits of structural
soils?
The requirement for a landscape rationale is supported and should include
consideration of equitable development rights and expectations for future
development on adjacent sites, which may impact on the health of the particular
vegetation.
Guidance in regard to the level of detail expected for landscape plans and
application requirements for particular matters such as irrigation and stormwater reuse.
Inclusion of green walls and planters is ideal but need to be easily accessible for
maintenance. These should not offset requirements for deep soil areas and
communal open space as the former are difficult to establish and more difficult to
maintain. Vegetated planters, green roofs (generally) or walls should not be
acceptable alternatives to canopy trees. None of these soft landscaping treatments
provide shade to the open space and do not support native fauna such as birds.
Green roofs should be encouraged as additional requirements in the design of
apartment buildings. .
A minimum level of landscaping treatments that provide cooling should be specified
if new developments are to contribute at all to mitigating urban heat island impact.
Communal open space should be designed to make use of stormwater captured
onsite.
Consideration should also be given to impacts on basement layouts.

The current Standard D7 (Communal Open Space) provides a relatively high threshold of
40 dwellings for communal open space and whilst we welcome the lowering of this
threshold, we do not feel that this is a priority for our interests. On-going maintenance and
owners corporation fees may impact on the affordability of dwellings in consideration of
first home buyers, particularly for buildings on the lower end of the threshold. There may
be a mid-point which would diversify the apartment market and provide greater options for
purchasers.
We note the updated definition for communal open space to include either internal or
external provision. There may be a conflict with the expected provision for a canopy tree
in communal open space, if it is to be accommodated internally.
2.

Appearance of the Building

We welcome the intent to provide greater certainty regarding the quality and finish of
apartment approvals. It would be beneficial for the State to provide Council planners with
additional training in this field. The proposed standard does appear to be subjective, and
may lead to disputes with applicants. Whilst it may not be appropriate to provide a list of
‘approved’ materials, it will be necessary to provide some guidance (Practice Notes) as to
what an appropriate building material constitutes and relevant maintenance requirements
to be in place.
We support the use of suggested permit conditions in the Apartment Design Guidelines
for Victoria. Requiring the project architect to oversee certain projects would assist with
ensuring high quality outcomes. It is noted that this condition is applied in some situations
and has recently been considered by the Tribunal in 31 Nelson Street Pty Ltd v Yarra CC
[2019] VCAT 1389.

In general, we support the inclusion of 1:20 scale façade / elevation drawings and wall
sections , a rationale for external wall design and note that these should also be provided
with any subsequent secondary consents/s72 amendment applications. Inclusion of the
wording ‘depth, form and fixtures’ to the standard will also assist to engage in design
dialogue with applicants. We would welcome more prescription around how external
façade related information is to be presented by applicants in the application package.
3.

Wind Impacts

We agree with the importance of addressing wind impacts early in the design stage as it
can help mould the design to include an appropriate built form. Wind impacts are
generally considered on more significant forms and the proposed standard will assist to
provide some further guidance on its appropriate application. For example, whether it be a
desktop analysis or modelling may depend on the particular interface or scale of the
building. The cross section of the particular street would be an important consideration in
terms of width and pedestrian zones.
Wind impacts are often a cumulative result of a few developments / buildings in a street.
The proposed controls should clarify whether the wind assessment is for existing
conditions with no or partial development or if they should measure wind impact of the
built-out scenario.
Specification of the comfort criteria is appropriate due to consultants having different
measures. We agree with the proposed Standard to not include trees and landscaping as
the primary means of wind mitigation or to meet minimum requirements. Reliance on trees
to mitigate wind impacts should only be accepted when the trees are existing. Sufficient
sized canopy trees will take several years to establish, with a deficit in wind mitigation in
the interim. Whether or not the trees are deciduous would also impact on any criteria.
Similarly, we suggest additional training in Wind Assessment would assist in the delivery
of this standard or preparation of Practice Notes.
4.

Street Interface

The availability of the current Standard D22 (Site services) provides some context to early
dialogue with applicants in regard to street level design and activation and the proposed
changes are welcomed to provide greater clarity and consistency in what is expected.
During the previous workshops held at DEWLP offices, it was suggested that consultation
be held with the relevant service authorities to gain a better understanding of their
particular requirements. Too many urban design compromises are being made in the
name of service authority requirements and thus, being able to plan around these matters
would assist in providing greater consistency. Further guidance should be provided in
regard to what services are essential to be in the frontage, what can recede back.
A site services engineer should be engaged for significant developments so that the
minimum requirements of all authorities are considered. It may be appropriate that a
simple services report is provided to outline particular requirements and demonstrate how
it is that the most appropriate location has been chosen in consideration in balance of
urban design outcomes. This report may be similar to the landscape rationale required
under the Green Space standard.
There also needs to be a maximum percentage of the façade that can/should be occupied
by site services so that impacts on the public realm are considered. Guidance should be
taken from Melbourne C308 in this regard.

The part of the standard relating to no more than one single width crossover should be
provided for each dwelling fronting a street does not appear to be an appropriate inclusion
as it may result in multiple crossovers across the frontage, when in general, car parking
should be provided in common facilities in apartment buildings.
The Australia Post requirements should be integrated into the standard for greater clarity
and ease of reference.
5.

Construction Impacts

It is important to reduce off-site impacts to surrounding properties and uses during the
construction phase in particular managing hours of construction. The use of a provision
requiring Construction Management Plan at the discretion of the responsible authority is
supported.
While the proposed changes address some existing shortfalls, we support further policy
reviews of the guidelines to consider building separation, internal design, dwelling
diversity and adaptability.
We thank you for the opportunity to provide input this submission and look forward to
working with you on further reviews.
If you have any questions regarding this please feel free to contact Julian McCluskey,
Principal Planner on 9688 0200.
Yours faithfully

Steven Lionakis
Manager City Places

Building Better Apartments in
Neighbourhoods

Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all
Victorians to provide feedback about the policy proposals in the discussion paper by
making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:




state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the
proposed changes
explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
explain any other change you would like

Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)
We agree the provision of landscaping may appear somewhat an afterthought in smaller developments.
Landscaping should be provided in context to its surrounding. The size or yield of the development should
not be the only trigger for communal open space. This objective of providing canopy trees needs to be
carefully considered in placement so as to avoid trees in private open courtyards. Maintain canopy trees in
common areas and street frontages, avoid rear yards where future canopy size may be a problem to
maintain, by the individual owners.
The concept that introducing more greenspace into development, while commendable, and definitely a
outcome to strive to, the reality is every development sits in a different site context. – A site in a CAA, outer
metropolitan, opposite a parkland, in a group of shops would all justify a different outcome – so applying a
standard which blanket covers all is a poor outcome. The idea of giving more merit to greenspace is fairly
pointless as it’s already considered with every application. Applying a tree per m2 could arguably even be a
step backwards as most applications in outer areas would achieve well above this when providing planting
buffers to lower density.

2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the
discussion paper)

[Type here]
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3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the

discussion paper)

4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for
Victoria (Section 2.7 in the discussion paper)

Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.
When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners
and applicants need about design quality and external materials to implement the
proposed standards.

5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion
paper)
Use of materials and colours are subjective and of personal preferences. Planners are not trained in the use
and juxtaposition of these materials, yet they provide an influential suggestion on how to “improve” the
design. Quality and longevity of appropriate material use would be welcomed by the design community,
however, who would be best to confirm this? In many cases applicant accept planners views in order to
move forward with the application to a permit condition.
Planners, urban designers, architects and building designers need similar or consistent appreciation in
appearance of buildings. Councillors need to be removed from the decision process.
There is no ‘value’ added to the proposal because aesthetics are already scrutinized by planners as part of
any application now.
Planners are not qualified to assess standards of materials, maintenance or suitability. This is the role of the
building surveyor. If added to planning, will just be another layer of red tape to the process.
Adding 1:20 details to plans is completely overstepping the role of planning.
Consideration to how an external façade of a building is going to be maintained is a fair consideration.

6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
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7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external
walls and materials (Section 3.6 in the discussion paper)

Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
 Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
 What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop
wind analysis or a wind tunnel analysis?
8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
The wind impact is a fair requirement, but the trigger of 5 stories is probably unreasonable. A 25m tall
building would be a more appropriate trigger for this. Local councils should also provide mapping of their
potential sites of areas for consideration. Do not burden an application with an unnecessary low trigger point
unless an application is supported and the design is resolved.
Provision of a canopy in CAA areas to pedestrian protection is the most likely requirement for smaller scale
design. These sort of reports are very costly and an application would only want to do this once the built
form is close to finalization, so the requirement should be on a case by case scenario.

9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts
(Section 4.5 in the discussion paper)

Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the
discussion paper)
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The current issue we see with street interface is the provision of services which are all required to take up
valuable street/building frontage.
All of the other authorities need to work together to find better solutions.
Fire, electrical, gas, mechanical, mail etc are all vying for frontage access and occupation because as
“referral” authorities they have no challengers. All of these services provide poor street appeal. Designers
cannot override to aesthetically resolve this, where utility providers do not provide or allow alternative
solutions.
As a building designer, we agree on providing a high level interface to the street and integration. It is usually
the requirements of car access, fire and mechanical services that results in poor street appeal. Whether
there is a proposed standard on this, is irrelevant, as all of the above over-ride the designers objectives.
Most of the standards duplicate existing standards, objectives or schedules to the zones.
At planning stage, most developers do not want to engage fire, mechanical and services engineers for many
thousands of dollars for preliminary design on a building that may not even be approved. I understand both
sides of this argument, and would suggest in most circumstances nominal allowances for services are close.
Fire and hose reel cupboards are usually the problem in façade alterations. The biggest issue with site
services is usually electrical, in particular where kiosk sub-stations are required - and this needs to be dealt
with at planning stage.

11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)

12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)

13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services
(Section 5.7 in the discussion paper)

Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion
paper)
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There is already a permit condition now on all permits that covers this. Irrespective, this really is not a
planning issue, while we acknowledge that a planning permit provides the pathway to add a permit
condition, it does not have value. Issues associated around mud getting onto the road during construction is
an issue for the builder, building surveyor and Council enforcement officer (irrespective of a planning permit
condition), and should be really approved by and enforced by a building surveyor.

15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction
impacts (Section 6.5 in the discussion paper)

In summary, there is really no proposed key improvements in the better apartment proposal, as all items are either
already addressed, duplicated from other areas, or fall outside planning jurisdiction. Town planners do not possess
qualifications in many of the current or proposed facets of building design, which limits their role to the collection of
reports and referral documents to add to a file. This undermines their own skillset and wider industry and should be
re-directed to what value they can bring to the table. At some point in our history, the planning industry has
concluded that the difference between good and bad design is their contribution and become self-appointed police.
It may be better spent to identify key developments, investigate the constraints as to ‘why’ an outcome resulted, as
this may re-direct and more productive proposal of improvements to our built environment.
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I am making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name
Kate Bell
Organisation (if relevant)
Building Designers Association of Victoria Inc trading as Design Matters
Email
info@designmatters.org.au
If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.

I agree to the privacy statement Required

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance
with the principles of the Victorian privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning
rules for apartment developments in the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to
clarify your submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To
protect individual privacy, DELWP will remove your name and address from your
submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in
your submission that could identify you or other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published,
including the name of your organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers
under confidentiality agreements, in preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email
at planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for
access should be sent to the Manager Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or
contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.
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ratio:consultants

ratio.com.au

8 Gwynne Street
Cremorne VIC 3121
ABN 93 983 380 225

T +61 3 9429 3111
F +61 3 9429 3011
E mail@ratio.com.au

Dear Tim

20 August 2019
Mr Tim Westcott
Project Manager
Better Apartments
Planning Implementation
DELWP
PO Box 500
EAST MELBOURNE VIC 3002
By email:

planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au

Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods
Submission
We refer to the Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods Discussion Paper
2019 and the proposed changes to the Better Apartment Design
Standards (BADS) and Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (ADGV).
While we support the need to review and fine-tune BADS and ADGV, we
have provided (below) some specific and general feedback in relation to
the changes sought.
GREEN SPACE

2.4 – Landscaping Standard
― We consider the requirement for deep soil areas to be flawed, noting
soil volumes are the more relevant consideration with respect to
whether canopy trees can succeed and flourish. This is based on
advice from Mr John Patrick, who we understand is well known to
DELWP.
Accordingly, the ‘Deep Soil Area’ requirement should be revised to
acknowledge that planting can occur in locations such as on top of
basements, provided there is a minimum 0.8 metre soil depth and
appropriate watering, irrigation and ongoing maintenance.
― The standard includes the following:
• Landscaping should be provided within building frontages to
reduce the visual impact of buildings.
While we acknowledge the need to address the urban heat island
effect and general streetscape considerations, this requirement does
not appear to enable development to respond to its context, such as
in an activity centre / shopping strip location (where there is no
frontage landscaping).
― We note the requirement for irrigation and maintenance to be
specified as part of the landscape design. As part of this, appropriate
growing mediums should be nominated, as this is critical to
landscaping success (and often not followed through as part of
construction).
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― Clarification about the timing to provide details regarding
landscaping maintenance. It is listed as part of the amended
landscaping standard, design guidelines and design response, but
the proposed amendment to the ADGV suggests this can be dealt
with via condition on permit. We consider this is something which can
be dealt with via condition on permit.
2.5 – Communal Open Space
― We query the requirement for communal open space to be provided
for smaller apartment developments (less than 40 apartments).
Depending on the design and layout of the spaces, they could
potentially be quite small and another cost for an Owners Corporation
to include as part of maintenance, which impacts housing
affordability.
It could potentially be a requirement for smaller developments if the
required SPOS is not provided.
― Alternatively, should the communal open space requirement be
implemented as proposed, the Decision Guidelines should consider
the quality of private open space being provided within the
development (ie – if apartments are all provided with balconies in
excess of the minimum areas at Standards B43 and Standard D19,
then there is lesser need for communal open space).
BUILDING APPEARANCE

― Both planning consultants and Council planners would rely on the
expertise of architects / building designers / builders as to the
suitability of materials. Perhaps the OVGA would be able to assist in
relation to this potential knowledge gap?
― We do consider it important to maintain a high quality design
response and not see a ‘dumbing down’ in the design / material
selection as a result of detailed design / value management at the
construction phase.
However, it is also important that some flexibility be provided and that
permit holders aren’t necessarily ‘locked in’ to a design, provided the
alternative façade design is of a similar or better quality.
― Similarly, we acknowledge the importance of considering ongoing
maintenance in terms of construction and use of materials. As
planning consultants, we expect façade design evolves from an
understanding of this from either the architect or building designer.
― Design quality is subjective and much more than how a building
‘looks’. We query the assumption that good design is predicated on
variations in building materials, colours and / or textures, noting the
buildings at Figures 3 and 5 are visually interesting, despite the
limited variations in building materials.
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3.4 – External Walls and Materials Standard
― Objectives pertaining to ensuring external materials are low
maintenance and durable and that walls are readily accessible for
maintenance: as above, both planning consultants and Council
planners may require further assistance / expertise in determining
these objectives. Potentially a ‘certification’ requirement for matters
like this (and flammability) could be considered.
― Objectives or decision guidelines should acknowledge site context. If
a site is likely to have walls constructed to boundaries in the future, it
seems unreasonable to have to provide side elevations which have
been fully designed in accordance with this standard, rather than just
providing an appropriate response.
― Objective 5.6 of the former Guidelines for Higher Density Residential
Development provides a more generalised objective / design
suggestions.
― Objective 4M (Facades) of the NSW Apartment Design Guide also
provides useful generalised design requirements for façades, with
Objective 4X (Building Maintenance) providing appropriate
consideration in this regard.
― The suggested amendment to the ADGV which requires section
details at 1:20 illustrating the building’s external walls, including
materials and construction details, seems excessive (see earlier
comments regarding items which can be dealt with via condition on
permit).
WIND IMPACTS

― Under the proposed changes at 4.2, the paper questions when a
desktop wind study or a more thorough wind tunnel analysis are likely
to be required. However, no further clarifications are provided to this
regard.
― Has DELWP obtained any advice from wind consultants operating in
Melbourne to understand some clear parameters about areas which
are prone to wind impacts and building heights / types of
constructions which are likely to cause wind impacts?
4.4 – Wind Impacts Standard
― We note that the standard is very technical and would require
consultant input. We also note that there are limited wind consultants
in Victoria and this would result in significant delays for projects over
5 storeys if they are all required to obtain a desktop wind study at the
very least.
― Providing more flexibility around when a more detailed desktop study
/ wind tunnel analysis is required, such as at current Standard B40
(Noise Impacts) which sets out parameters where acoustic reports
should be obtained.
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― Given the substantial focus on green space as part of this BADS
review, we query why trees / landscaping cannot be considered as
part of meeting minimum wind requirements.
― As above, the ADGV should determine circumstances and contexts
where either a desktop wind study or a wind tunnel analysis is likely
to be required and set parameters around same.
These
circumstances should preferably be based on advice from wind
consultants.
STREET INTERFACE

― Much of the concerns about street interface appear to stem from
location of services, such as sub-stations and meters. We consider
that DELWP should consult with relevant service authorities to
determine what outcomes are acceptable, as advice from architects
is this aspect is increasingly more stringent.
5.4 – Integration with the Street Standard
5.5 – Access Standard
5.6 – Site Services Standard
― A 1:20 requirement for detailed design of service cupboards, garage/
basement doors, meters etc would be more beneficial here to ensure
an appropriate level of design response.
CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

6.4 - Construction Impacts Standard
― Construction requirements are either dealt with at a later stage,
through the building permit process, or can be addressed via
condition on permit. We consider that this is an appropriate outcome.
― It is unreasonable for what is ostensibly a Construction Management
Plan to be required as part of a Clause 55 or Clause 58 assessment.
This can continue to be addressed via condition on permit.
― The matter appears to be appropriately dealt with via the proposed
amendment to the ADGV.
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CONCLUSION

We trust the above commentary is received in good faith. We
congratulate DELWP in undertaking this review and trust the above input
is of assistance to its endeavours.
Yours sincerely
Planning
Ratio Consultants
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Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all Victorians to provide
feedback about the policy proposals in the discussion paper by making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:
•
•
•

state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the proposed changes
explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
explain any other change you would like

Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)
We agree that Landscaping for apartments is often an “after thought” and not an integral component of good
design for inhabitant’s wellbeing. CCS has been raising the status of Canopy trees back since 1990’ through
what was Croydon Council. We lobby long and hard to ensure the trees of Maroondah remain as an
essential component of our living environment. Canopy trees in particular provide wind abatement, soil
hydrology, temperature reduction and a “restful outlook” which has positive benefits on metal and physical
health. We also believe it is destructive to the ecosystem, to remove native habitat. Good setbacks with
human scale to the street, room for sizable canopy trees in the front area, opportunities to provide for
vertical green spaces or roof top gardens should all be options from which to choose good Environmental
Design.

2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the discussion paper)
It is our vision that every new design application will undergo a thorough analysis of the potential impact to
street character, neighbourhood character, percentage pervious land on the site, for edaphic soil, which
subsequently impacts adjacent properties.
With regard to usable private or shared open space, the concept of percentage on site open space for the
use of apartment residents, is our preferred stand. We do not think that this should only apply to large
numbers of apartments, everyone should be afforded the room, not on a tiny balcony, to enjoy grass
beneath their feet, the shade of trees, and the attraction of birds, butterflies and other creatures into their
own piece of natural well landscaped, not paved or decked, land, with “contrived fashionable landscaping
using hard materials”.
Setting aside some space on a particular floor level with artificial grass, seating and hard edged garden
beds with miniature trees is not an acceptable interpretation of Open Space provision.

[Type here]

Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods | Engage Vic Submission Template

1

Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the discussion paper)
Landscape design should be at least as high a priority as car parking and storage cages. The current
standards do nothing to improve the opportunity to fulfil biophilia, which is innate in us all. Distant views of
trees elsewhere is just borrowing amenity that is external to the proposed development, and taken to its
extreme conclusion will effectively remove all existing natural landscapes, other than Council owned
reserves.
As a first design thought, some ground level space needs to be kept aside for all residents to use for
passive recreation, in the open air. Frontages to the street must contain appropriate room for large canopy
tree placement and will in fact increase the value of those units who do get a green outlook.

4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (Section
2.7 in the discussion paper)
With a set back from the street and potentially even from the sides, of new apartment structures, there are
opportunities for linear planting on many levels, with consequential opportunities for a natural outlook for
many residents.
The scale of the building should appear to have less bulk as the height increases. This also helps prevent
overlooking, therefore improving privacy which is an important feature for living at high density. By factoring
in the absolute necessity for windows to have a natural outlook it also allows balconies to be more private.
This could mean small drying clothes airers can be privately used reducing the need for energy
consumption to run dryers and air conditioners as there would be shade on some north and westerly aspect
windows. There should not be an absolute dependence on the use of energy appliances for internal living
comfortable temperature and the drying of laundry.

Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.
When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners and applicants
need about design quality and external materials to implement the proposed standards.

5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion paper)
Poor quality material applied in a substandard way will only create shabby and decaying frontages to
streets and suburbs. It is critical that the Building Standards be re- analysed, to remove materials that have
subsequently been proven to become fire hazards, or crumble and decay.
Materials that are metallic, will be more prone to contraction and expansion leaving potential for leakage or
insect infestation, as well as not being particularly good insulation. Colour-bonded materials do have a life
span, in terms of oxidation of the paint, which eventually leads that to become degraded and unsightly.
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6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
We agree with the proposed changes as outlined in the Discussion paper, regarding design. We also
suggest that a landscape plan be done by a suitably qualified environmental horticulturalist in preference to
a landscape architect, who in general are usually prone to implement the architectural concept in preference
to the actual living plants. Making sensible choices about long term useful and suitable tree species and
other plants to be used in green spaces within the overall design phase, is the most essential goal.

7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and materials
(Section 3.6 in the discussion paper)
Using safe and environmentally sustainable natural materials where ever possible. Concrete in itself can be
textured or have natural semi exposed stone finishes, these are preferred materials to the viewer from outside the structure. Since these structures are currently bulky, if the use of staggered setback and room for
planting are applied as conceived, the materials used on the external walls will make less of an impact
overall.
Allowing floor to ceiling glazing or reflective surfaces on large expanses of a building with either an Easterly
or Westerly aspect is detrimental to the survival of many bird species. In particular in green leafy areas,
where we have abundant wildlife these large expanses of shiny material act as mirrors at certain times of
the day, and reflect the habitat, resulting in bird strike and most often death from a broken neck.
These same surfaces also create piercing light beams into traffic on roads, dazzling drivers momentarily.
There are ways around these types of problems by tilting the glass somewhat so that the reflection is less
direct. Studies on this are available, and as we reduce viable habitat for our wildlife, this is a serious
consideration.

Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
• Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
• What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop wind analysis or
a wind tunnel analysis?
8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
Once again, it is the unbroken bulk that actually contributes significantly to the creation of the wind tunnels.
If the front and side setbacks are not straight surfaces and become less bulky with increased height, that in
itself will make a significant contribution, to wind reduction. More importantly trees of canopy size, will also
have a calming effect on wind.
Whistling wind is a noise nuisance for residents both inside and in close proximity. Modelling by air
engineers should be required as an integral component of the design phase.
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9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts (Section 4.5 in the
discussion paper)
There is a suggestion in the discussion paper of using screens and canopies to assist in creating a
lessening effect of wind tunnels. While these will work, we would always prefer where possible and practical
a more natural method, such as trees and vegetation. They are mentioned, but the paper recommends, not
relying on that alone.
Screens and sails have become fashionable of recent times, and while they serve a purpose, there is a
tendency to use the permanent quick fix of man-made materials. We believe that they should be choices of
last resort and that natural living plants can be used in many applications which will soften the harshness of
materials while also adding to overall biomass, an essential component of carbon reduction that has a flow
on effect to Climate change. The building itself with more synthetic materials used externally will only add to
temperature increases as it becomes a heat sink, with the material acting as a heat bank, definitely a
negative environmental impact.

Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the discussion paper)
Neighbourhood street character is of significant importance in terms of the perceived amenity of a suburb.
Rows of 1960’s cream brick apartments stacked in rows along what were once tree lined avenues of
workers cottages, caused an enormous amount of detriment to neighbourhoods, back then. We do not want
to repeat past mistakes. While new apartment blocks are seeking to have architectural merit in some way, it
is the street interface that dominates its location, and so must make concessions to setback, gardens and
especially trees. The best designed new high- density blocks will not look out of place mixed in with single
dwelling houses, or more blocks of different housing styles. The street frontage should ideally be open with
fences being discouraged entirely. This is a great outcome, since this type of dwelling has no need to fence
in pets or children, so it is easy to leave the front boundary open ,creating a feel of relaxed spaciousness.

11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)
Gaping mouths of vehicle entry frontages are difficult to disguise. We agree with the recommendation that
crossovers should take up less that 1/3rd of the frontage. Visitor parking must be factored into the design, to
eliminate the need for excessive on street parking. Where possible mailboxes should be located within the
foyer for element- free access for residents and security of material delivered. Junk mail should be
eliminated as there is abundant opportunity for contact between consumers and retailers, on line, via email
or facebook. This would eliminate “collections of stuff” which no-one wants, from piling up or being blown
around the neighbourhood. It will also reduce another area of carbon use by reducing paper consumption.

12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
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Services are essentially a real problem because new waste ideology is to close the loop and provide even
further waste segregation. The current standard will not be easily retrofitted, so there will be unnecessary
volume of landfill from these types of premises, due to the inherent inability to effectively separate waste.
Residents can and should be encouraged to access through local Councils, appropriate drop off facilities for
different types of waste, since curb collection cannot be afforded to residents given the high density.
It is therefore incumbent on Councils to provide details either on line, or through a purpose designed phone
app of the A to Z of waste to facilitate the best outcomes.

13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services (Section 5.7 in the
discussion paper)
Spatial design should be the starting point for a development, not a perceived number of dwellings as the
starting parameter. Once the services, parking spaces, visitor area, open space area, front and side
setbacks are determined, then the remainder of the space can be suitably divided into residences. The
current apparently acceptable concept of a “light corridor” into an otherwise enclosed bedroom, is
quintessentially an unacceptable design idea. People need access to balconies, direct sunlight for Vit D and
poor design impacts on health, safety, and amenity. All associated traffic and the impact on the local
environment need to be considered upfront to avoid negatively impacting surrounding communities.

Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion paper)
As described in 6.4 in the discussion paper, we agree entirely on the recommendations particularly those as
dot pointed.
We also add to that list the negative environmental impact of the removal of mature canopy trees, which
even if replaced somewhere on site, will not provide habitat for many years to come. This is not such an
easy situation to rectify, and with the rate and pace of re-development tree removal is already having a
significant impact on habitat, places to roost and nest, we can expect a sizable decrease in local wildlife as
a response to this problem, which may never recover.

15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts (Section
6.5 in the discussion paper)
It is our belief, that while we acknowledge the need for denser housing, we need stricter design “guidelines”
or better still enforceable “rules” to apply to ensure we create living suburbs and internal dwellings for the
betterment of all residents. Permitting more of the same at the current standard will effectively erode the
lifestyle of our greater population. This may well need Local Government Planning ammendments.
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I am making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name
Liz Sanzaro
Organisation (if relevant)
Croydon Conservation Society
Email
president@croydonconservation.org.au
If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.
I agree to the privacy statement Required

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance with the
principles of the Victorian privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning rules for
apartment developments in the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to clarify your
submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To protect individual
privacy, DELWP will remove your name and address from your submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in your submission that
could identify you or other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published, including the
name of your organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers under
confidentiality agreements, in preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email at
planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for access should be sent
to the Manager Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.
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Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all Victorians to provide feedback about the
policy proposals in the discussion paper by making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:
•
•
•

state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the proposed changes
explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
explain any other change you would like

Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)
Excellent thankyou.

2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the discussion paper)
This space need to meet the highest standards for disability access( including wheelchair access,) also.

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the discussion paper)
Excellent thanks.

4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (Section 2.7 in the discussion
paper)
Great initiative.

Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.

All great initiatives thankyou.
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When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners and applicants need about design
quality and external materials to implement the proposed standards.
5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion paper)
Good thankyou.

6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)
Good thankyou.

7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and materials (Section 3.6 in the
discussion paper)
Good thankyou.

Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
• Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
• What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop wind analysis or a wind tunnel
analysis?
8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)

9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts (Section 4.5 in the discussion paper)

Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the discussion paper)
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11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)
Good. Thanks.

12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)
“Meters, utility services and service cupboards should be designed as an integrated component of the
façade. [NEW]”
Such a good initiative. As a Project Manager I’d get to near the end to be told that the meter cupboards
were going to be in a dreadful position because the design process had not included them. Excellent
addition.

13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services (Section 5.7 in the discussion paper)
Very Good.

Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion paper)

15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts (Section 6.5 in the discussion
paper)
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I am making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name
(making submission as individual) Couldn’t tick box above electronically.
Organisation (if relevant)

Email

If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.
I agree to the privacy statement Required. I AGREE.

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance with the principles of the Victorian
privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning rules for apartment developments in
the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to clarify your submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To protect individual privacy, DELWP will
remove your name and address from your submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in your submission that could identify you or
other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published, including the name of your
organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers under confidentiality agreements, in
preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email at
planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for access should be sent to the Manager
Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.

Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods | Engage Vic Submission Template

Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods

Have your say

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invites all Victorians to provide
feedback about the policy proposals in the discussion paper by making a submission.
For each of the proposed changes your submission could:
•
•
•

state your (or your organisation's) position on the issues raised and on the proposed changes
explain your position, supporting your explanation with evidence as you see fit
explain any other change you would like

Green space
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
1. Proposed changes to the landscaping standard (Section 2.4 in the discussion paper)

2. Proposed changes to the communal open space standard (Section 2.5 in the discussion paper)

3. Proposed changes to the design response for landscaping (Section 2.6 in the discussion paper)

4. Proposed changes to the landscaping section in the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria (Section
2.7 in the discussion paper)

[Type here]
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Appearance of the building
Please provide feedback on the three proposed changes.
When providing your feedback please reflect on what support and information planners and applicants
need about design quality and external materials to implement the proposed standards.

5. Proposed new external walls and materials standard (Section 3.4 in the discussion paper)

6. Proposed changes to the design response (Section 3.5 in the discussion paper)

7. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for external walls and materials
(Section 3.6 in the discussion paper)

Wind impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
When providing your feedback, please reflect on:
• Is five or more stories an appropriate threshold for considering wind impacts?
• What factors should be considered in determining when to use either a desktop wind analysis or
a wind tunnel analysis?
8. Proposed new standard for wind impacts (Section 4.4 in the discussion paper)
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A planning provision for wind effects adjoining apartment buildings (and other structures) has merit in
providing protection of the adjoining private areas and the public realm. However it is not without some
difficulty in prescribing requirements that can specify the goals and deliver the benefits.
The building height. I suggest that it might be better to specify building height such as 15m above natural
ground level to the highest ‘solid’ point of the building. The proposed assessment vis-à-vis the impacted
area is arguably made more challenging if there is a neighbouring similar structure(s) or another(s) is
subsequently built. But it should be noted that the wind regime may also be influenced by dimensions other
than height and the style of the facades.
Analysis. I think that the planning requirement should focus more on the outcome than the means;
specifically pre-construction assessment is required, but not after the fact monitoring compliance. I believe
that it is reasonable that the responsible authority be provided with a study that shows strong evidence that
compliance could be expected, whether that is from a wind tunnel assessment, computational fluid
dynamics (the ‘desk top wind analysis’) or by comparison to an existing similar structure in a similar setting.
But given the uncertainty of available techniques I suggest that post construction compliance assessment is
vital.
However, that compliance testing may be quite challenging re testing locations and period of testing given
wind gusts may be infrequent but critical. I submit that compliance testing should be required, that a
detailed protocol needs to be developed for that, and it should be at the cost of the developer.

Performance criteria. The proposed objectives should be clear. They are not. I submit that they should
be redrafted to be precise and enforceable. They need to be understood by the designer/developer, the
responsible authority for approval, and the parties for monitoring
Unsafe. The wind direction is irrelevant, and ‘the corresponding probability of exceedance percentage’ is
impenetrable. Furthermore, free field wind gusts in Victoria of greater than 20m/s (72km/h) are not
uncommon. The objective could be breached, and hence non-conformance demonstrated, due to prevailing
conditions regardless of the existence of the structure. The wind gust issue is one of increased wind speed
due to the building. I suggest that the goal may need to be linked to a free field wind speed, and possibly
direction. In addition the unsafe condition is perhaps best linked to a time period such as 0700h to 2200h: a
wind gust at 0300h is of lesser importance than at 1500h.
Comfortable.. As before I suggest the need for rather greater clarity. A number of the previous comments
apply. The two possible assessments of hourly maximum wind speed seem capable of giving markedly
different outcomes for what is deemed to be comfortable. Consider a simple scenario. In the first case it
seems to suggest that for sitting areas for a clock hour the wind speed is to be equal to or less than 3m/s for
80% of the time but can be a higher without limit for 20% of that hour ie 12 minutes in that hour. If for that
12 minute period the average wind speed is 7m/s the hourly mean wind speed is 3.8m/s. In the second
case if there is a 15m/s 3 second gust in that hour which divided by 1.85 gives 8.1 it appears that providing
the balance of the wind does not exceed that the hourly mean wind speed could be anything up to that
speed, say 7.5 m/s. Taking the maximum of these the comfortable wind speed is then 7.5m/s, vastly higher
than in the first case.
It is not clear to me if these two requirements are mutually consistent; if one is met will the other always be
met or can one design independently for both? It may be possible to design the building to achieve the
unsafe criterion (subject to the free field wind speed exclusion) but which may not, probably would not, meet
the comfortable objectives. Conversely, if the building is designed to achieve the comfortable criteria it may
always meet the unsafe objective, and perhaps by a large margin.
My impression is that what is sought are objectives that limit the building induced wind speed by more than
a certain percentage, say 20%, over the free field wind speed at near ground level and increase the
‘gustiness’ by more than a specified amount. But how to set those parameters?
Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods | Engage Vic Submission Template

Building Better Apartments in Neighbourhoods

9. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for wind impacts (Section 4.5 in the
discussion paper)

Street interface
Please provide feedback on the four proposed changes.
10. Proposed changes to integration with the street standard (Section 5.4 in the discussion paper)

11. Proposed changes to vehicle access standard (Section 5.5 in the discussion paper)

12. Proposed changes to site services standard (Section 5.6 in the discussion paper)

13. Proposed changes to Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for site services (Section 5.7 in the
discussion paper)

Construction impacts
Please provide feedback on the two proposed changes.
14. Proposed new standards for construction impacts (Section 6.4 in the discussion paper)
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15. Proposed changes to the Apartment Design Guidelines for Victoria for construction impacts (Section
6.5 in the discussion paper)
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I am making this submission: Required
on behalf of an organisation
on behalf on a local council
as an individual
Name

Organisation (if relevant)

Email

If you would like to be identified, please add your details to the submission.
I agree to the privacy statement Required

Privacy Statement
What we will do with your submission
DELWP is committed to protecting personal information provided by you in accordance with the
principles of the Victorian privacy laws.
The submission you provide to DELWP will be used to inform changes to the planning rules for
apartment developments in the Victoria Planning Provisions.
The contact information you provide may be used to contact you should we need to clarify your
submission.
The submission you provide will be published on the Engage Victoria website. To protect individual
privacy, DELWP will remove your name and address from your submission when we receive it.
If you do not wish to be identified, please ensure there is no other information in your submission that
could identify you or other individuals.
If you are making comment as an organisation, then your comments may be published, including the
name of your organisation.
De-identified submissions may be used by DELWP, or its contracted service providers under
confidentiality agreements, in preparing its recommendations to government.
Should you need to correct the information you provided, please contact us via email at
planning.implementation@delwp.vic.gov.au
You have the right to access and correct your personal information. Requests for access should be sent
to the Manager Privacy, P.O. Box 500 East Melbourne 3002 or contact by phone on 03 9637 8697.
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Our Yarra: Healthy, Protected and Loved

27 September 2019
Submission by the Yarra Riverkeeper Association to discussion paper ‘Building Better
Apartments in Neighbourhoods’
Clearly, current apartment design is failing the community, both the community living in a
particular apartment block or buying into recently constructed or under-construction
apartment block, and the community in which the apartment development is located.
The cladding issue and other quality building issues are symptomatic of broader issues within
apartment design, the approach of developers, construction and the need for stronger controls.
The Yarra Riverkeeper Association applauds the efforts to introduce better controls on
apartments. The building of apartments (and townhouses) on various scales will do much to
dictate the future form of the city and resilience in the face of changing weather patterns.
The Association’s submission will address the five areas identified, and then address a sixth
area and a seventh area, both of which the guidelines should address: overshadowing and
water. Our comments reinforce many of the proposed changes and extend them in other
places. The five areas identified by the report are list below
1 Green space in common areas of buildings, which preferably include trees to provide shade
and urban cooling, and landscaping that softens the street.
2 High-quality building facades made from robust, durable and attractive materials that
complement surrounding buildings and provide visual interest.
3 Protection from wind impacts on surrounding streets and open space, so the spaces are
comfortable to use and likely to be used more often.
4 Attractive, engaging streets that enhance the amenity, safety and walkability of the
neighbourhood.
5 Better managed construction impacts of building work on existing neighbourhoods.
1 Green space
Green space is critical for the health of people and the health of the community and for
biodiversity.
Sustainable indigenous planting that creates habitat is the key. Green space is not just about
trees it is about habitat. People like active environments that included birds and insects. These
green spaces will contribute to the connectivity of green spaces across the city. This should be
planned to connect to other green spaces and create a networked habitat across the city.
Planting should be indigenous and create habitat. The design should begin with a site analysis
and a landscape plan and the building be designed around landscaping that will create longterm sustainable vegetation and habitat. The planting plan should be implemented
Yarra Riverkeeper Association PO Box 210 Fitzroy VIC 3065 Australia
T 0434 892 772 E info@yarrariver.org.au • W www.yarrariver.org.au

sequentially during construction to maximize the scale of the green space on completion and
the ability of the planting to survive and to allow sequential planting of appropriate layers
over time. Planting during construction will minimize sediment run-off from the site and
build high quality soil and leaf litter. The planting should be planned in such a way that it is
self-generating.
Canopy trees while important are not the only structural layer to be considered. The leaf litter
is critical to the health of green spaces. Proper consideration of leaf litter and soil quality and
the interaction between the two ensures healthy self-generating green open spaces. There is
also appeal to the human eye to have a bush or undergrowth level in plantings. That will also
maximize habitat values.
2 High quality building facades
Building facades need to be constructed in a way that minimises the reradiation of heat.
Buildings need to be set back from the pavement's edge to allow planting between the street
and the pavement. Buildings set directly on the street are heat banks that store that multiply
the heat storage effect of pavement and wall. That is the most effective way to cool and
protect the building, and to create and networked urban forest with continuous canopy and
habitat for birds and insects to move around the city. The facades should include eaves and
balconies and should be constructed of materials that both manage heat absorption and
minimize reflectivity. Lighting should be controllable, directed, shielded and minimize the
impact on surrounding insect life.
3 Protection from wind impacts
Wind is a major impact on liveability, and on habitat. The cumulative impact of projects
needs to be considered not the impact of any single project as if it is isolated from its
surrounds. Wind reports written before construction of recently constructed apartment
building have consistently underestimated the impacts of wind and of tunnelling effects of
wind. Established trees can help minimize wind impacts.
4 Attractive, engaging streets
Setting buildings back from the pavement and allowing habitat landscaping between building
and sidewalk contributes to making streets attractive. Attractive trees with interconnecting
canopy create places people want to be by protecting against sun and rain and creating cool
shadowed opportunities to move through the city.
5 Better managed construction impacts
This is an issue across Melbourne leading to conflict between residents and developers and
represents lost opportunity to build community. Construction across Melbourne inflicts a cost
to the community unequally and damages and reduces green infrastructure while releasing
sediment and toxicants into waterways.
6 Overshadowing
Overshadowing is a crucial issue and needs to be considered both within a development and
the impact of the development on surrounding areas. Filtered shadow is valuable People are
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not attracted to areas of solid shade – they also impossible places in which to create highvalue landscaping as the palate of plants is either limited or empty. It is an issue on
streetscapes as developments are robbing pedestrians of sunlight. People like sunny places
and dislike heavily or permanently shaded places.
7 Water
Water management of any development is crucial in any apartment development and the
perhaps the critical issues is the speed with which water flows off hard surfaces. Apartment
design needs to maximize permeability and maximize the opportunities for the presence of
water features which slow the release of water into creeks and waterways.
In Summary
We note that the probable changes in weather patterns make the need to create apartment
buildings that are naturally cooled and protected by high quality established self-regenerating
vegetation urgent.
We would propose that the developer of an apartment is responsible for the ongoing
maintenance and ‘health’ of facades and green spaces and that developers are required to
establish a fund in trust to ensure this work is adequately funded. That will help the developer
take a long-term view of the ‘quality’ of the construct.
Yours sincerely,
Andrew Kelly
Yarra Riverkeeper,
On behalf of the board and membership of the Yarra Riverkeeper Association and the
broader community that supports our vision and objectives.
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