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SUBMISSION ON PLANNING AMENDMENT c134 
 
20 January 2013 

 

From:  Brunswick Residents Network 

 
C/- 135 Albert Street, Brunswick Victoria 3056 

Email: albertstreet2020@gmail.com 

 
The Brunswick Residents Network (BRN) is a local community network that links people across our 

neighbourhood. We’re working to create a safer, more liveable community. As local residents, we 

believe that renters, owners and local businesses should have a greater say over State government 

and Council decisions that affect our suburbs.  

 

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the proposed Amendment c134 to the Moreland 

Planning Scheme. The proposed amendment especially affects areas in Brunswick and Brunswick 

East close to the main north-south traffic corridors of Sydney Road, Lygon Street and Nicholson 

Street, but also other residential areas in the “Brunswick Major Activity Centre” (BMAC). 

 

Please find below some comments and suggested changes to the amendment, based on the latest 

documents on the Moreland Council website. 

 

 

1) INCREASED DENSITY 
 

As residents in Brunswick, we agree with the state-wide strategic goal of increasing housing and 

commercial density in major activity centres in inner-city suburbs. However we believe this process 

must be better managed, and rhetoric that increased density will always mean “increased amenity” 

does not match the reality on the ground. 

 

In its housing policy, Moreland Council sets its self apart from all other municipalities in Victoria by 

encouraging medium density housing (MDH) across the whole of its municipality. This is reaffirmed 

in Amendment c134 in clause 25.01-02, Objective 3, which states that the aim of the amendment is 

to “encourage medium density housing across the municipality” (emphasis added). 

 

This broad-brush medium-density approach is not the same as encouraging a variety or mix of 

housing in different parts of Moreland.  

 

For this reason, this blanket statement should be amended, as there are many places where 

increased density is not appropriate. Residents submit that the housing policy needs to be urgently 

updated when council updates its Municipal Strategic Statement (MSS) early this year.  

 

We suggest Moreland Council change the wording in its housing policy to promote a diversity of 

housing types, so that there are more clearly defined boundaries to areas for high, medium and 

limited change. A new model of varied levels of density across the municipality could give Council 

the flexibility to split each of its areas (such as Brunswick, Fawkner, Glenroy, Coburg) into distinct 

areas of desired change. 
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We are also concerned that developers are using the rhetoric of “high density” development for 

speculation rather than planned community development. This is evident in the number of projects in 

Brunswick where developers have used the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) and 

other mechanisms of the planning scheme to obtain permits for multi-storey buildings – but the land 

and permit are then sold on rather than buildings commenced. 

 

An academic study of high density development in Brunswick has noted:  

 

“This policy failure has often been sheeted home to resident and local government resistance 

to densification. This narrative is insufficient to explain this failure at a metropolitan-wide 

scale and is clearly mistaken in [Brunswick], where aspects of the planning system appear to 

thwart the aims of strategic policy by encouraging speculation and producing vacant 

sites…Such permits produce significant capital gains that can be cashed without 

construction…. The current planning system encourages ambit claims, contestation, cynicism 

and speculation as it thwarts negotiations between residents, Councils and developers over 

the achievement of a more compact city. The idea that resident resistance is the main 

problem to be overcome obscures the role the planning system itself.” 
1
 

 

Council should formally investigate the practice where developers obtain a planning permit for a 

major project, but gain extensions of time without starting construction before they sell land and 

permit – a process which changes the land value and drives the new developer to seek greater offsets 

in order to make a better return on their investment (increased height, less environmental 

sustainability in design and construction, less commitment to social housing, parking or community 

services as part of the project etc.). 

 

In the 1990s, Moreland Council started to identify areas for increased housing density near amenity 

like transport corridors. This was done as urban village structure plans, and identified areas for 

housing change. This process implied that areas outside these villages would only change 

incrementally.  

 

Residents submit that Council should preserve some areas from development and declare to 

stakeholders and state authorities that parts of Brunswick have reached medium and high-density 

saturation.  

 

In order to identify areas where it wants to encourage housing, Moreland Council could a) re-visit its 

'urban village’ structure plans and b) encourage planning staff and council to do the strategic work to 

justify some hinterland between corridors in Sydney Roads and Lygon and Nicholson Streets as 

'limited change areas', This means developments on some house blocks will be limited to dual 

occupancy. Council could apply to have a new neighbourhood residential zone (NRZ) on areas 

where limited change is desired. 

 

 

2) HEIGHT LEVELS 
 

In the past, Moreland Council has used discretion to approve taller buildings where the developer 

meets “exceptional design” criteria. A reference in the Brunswick Structure Plan (BSP) to the height 

limits as 'a guide' are also allowing developers to convince VCAT to approve buildings higher than 

the limits set out in the plan. In recent years, Council staff and some Councillors have repeatedly 

sought to justify a number of multi-story projects above the limits that residents expected. 

                                                 
1
 Ian Woodcock, Kim Dovey, Simon Wollan & Ian Robertson (2011): “Speculation and Resistance: Constraints on 

Compact City Policy Implementation in Melbourne”, Urban Policy and Research, DOI:10.1080/08111146.2011.581335 
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We believe that the height levels should be mandatory, not discretionary (i.e. Council should not 

have the discretion to do deals with developers to increase height levels above the limits set out in 

the Brunswick Structure Plan). The Minister must not sign off on the heights as ‘preferred’ or the 

Design and Development Overlays (DDOs) ‘as permit triggers only’. 

 

In a number of places, Amendment c134 will fix or increase the allowable height levels for buildings 

to 4, 5, 6 or 7 stories – especially along Sydney Road, Lygon and Nicholson Streets but also in a 

number of residential areas. If the current draft amendment is passed, there are a number of areas 

where height levels will be increased, especially along Lygon Street and Nicholson Street. For 

example, the BSP addendum Map 10 (June 2012) proposes: 

 

 3.1.2 Increase preferred maximum heights to five (5) storeys between Breese St and the rail 

corridor 

 3.2.1 Extend the seven (7) storey height limit to additional properties on the eastern side of 

Lygon St between Victoria St and south of Albert St 

 3.3.1 Increase maximum height to five (5) storeys along the west side of Nicholson St 

between Park St and Barkly St. 

 Increase to five stories along Cross Street overlooking Fleming Park 

 

Council should remove these proposed increases, especially the blanket 7-story proposal along 

Lygon Street between Glenlyon and Blyth Streets (which should be no more than 4-5 stories). 

 

 

3) COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE AND TRANSPORT 
 

The explanatory note to the Amendment states: “The proposed zones will encourage the 

establishment of residential uses that take advantage of the broad range of community infrastructure, 

services and facilities within the BMAC.” 

 

However there are sections of the text that need correction to reflect the lived experience of residents. 

When increased urban density is not accompanied by adequate infrastructure, there is more likely to 

be opposition to urban re-development proposals. 

 

In clause 21.04-02, Brunswick is described as “an established urban environment with all necessary 

services and infrastructure in place.” 

 

This is not correct, as there is a lack of services in some areas and a range of community 

infrastructure that is already under stress as the population grows (with a 13.7 per cent increase in the 

period 2006 - 11). The suggestion that “all necessary services and infrastructure” are in place ignores 

significant changes to energy usage and transport patterns that are inevitable in coming years. 

 

The text of Amendment c134 and the Municipal Strategic Statement (MSS) should be revised to take 

note of the need for increased and better services (aged care, child care, welfare, public transport 

etc.) as the suburbs grow. According to Council’s own projections, significant growth is predicted to 

occur in Brunswick and Brunswick East over the next 15 years (with the populations rising by 38.7 

per cent and 103.5 per cent respectively). Over three quarters of Moreland’s population growth is 

expected to occur in Brunswick and Coburg, with the north of the municipality only expected to 

account for 21 per cent of population growth. 
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The Amendment states: “New and existing residents will benefit from a new retail and commercial 

centre between Glenlyon Road and Albert Street [i.e. East Brunswick Village]. Other areas for retail 

activity will be limited to the southern end of Nicholson Street around Park Street and Barkly Street 

as well as the intersection of Nicholson and Blyth Streets.” 

 

In spite of increased opportunities for shopping, there is a lack of community infrastructure in many 

of these redevelopment projects. For example, the developers of the East Brunswick Village have 

refused to incorporate affordable or social housing, even though over 500 apartments are proposed in 

the first phase of construction, with more to come in the future. The developers have used appeals to 

VCAT to oppose significant contributions to traffic management in adjoining residential streets.
2
 

 

For this reason, Council should develop a template for assessment of “net community benefit” 

for larger scale development projects, especially as this concept is increasing used in the State 

Government’s Metropolitan Planning Strategy.  
 

This can be done on a site-by-site basis, and use a template to ‘score’ what benefits the community at 

large is provided with by a new multi-story or major-re-development. Council should also require 

developers and their technical staff (such as traffic consultants) to utilise horizon planning, which 

would take account of other nearby development projects. 

 

The transport section of clause 21.04-02 states: “Council recognises the limits of its influence over 

the wider transport network.”  

 

However there are a number of short and medium-term initiatives that Council can take to translate 

its Integrated Transport Strategy, bicycling and pedestrian strategies into action. In this section, there 

is a need for a clearer statement of Moreland Council policy towards active transport, public 

transport and cycling. Councillors must give priority in annual budgets to these areas, to implement 

existing policy statements. 

 

Council should expand “its influence over the wider transport network” by allocating resources to 

join with other inner-city councils to advocate for improved public transport and cycling / pedestrian 

facilities in areas of increasing density. 

 

In 2012, the Victorian Auditor General released an audit of the performance of public transport in the 

state. People who suffer crowded trams along Lygon Street and Sydney Road every morning will 

hardly be surprised by the findings: 

 

“The department was not prepared to effectively manage the rapid growth in public transport 

patronage that happened between 2004 and 2009. It did not have the capability to foresee 

this growth or fully understand the root causes of poor performance. It was therefore unable 

to effectively deal with the performance pressures.”
3
 

 

The report recommends significant new investment in the system, amounting to $3 billion a year 

over the next decade: “We estimate that capital expenditure on public transport will have to triple 

over the next decade to cope with the expected growth.” 

 

                                                 
2
 East Brunswick Village Pty Ltd v Moreland CC [2012] VCAT 1307 (3 September 2012) 

http://www.austlii.edu.au/cgi-

bin/sinodisp/au/cases/vic/VCAT/2012/1307.html?stem=0&synonyms=0&query=title(Moreland%20) 

 
3
 Victorian Auditor-General’s Office: Public Transport Performance, February 2012, PP No 104, Session 2010–12 

http://www.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/sinodisp/au/cases/vic/VCAT/2012/1307.html?stem=0&synonyms=0&query=title(Moreland%20)
http://www.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/sinodisp/au/cases/vic/VCAT/2012/1307.html?stem=0&synonyms=0&query=title(Moreland%20)
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4) EXEMPTIONS FROM NOTICE, APPEAL AND REVIEW 
 

One major issue of concern is that Amendment c134 will remove residents’ rights to notification and 

appeal over heights of some new buildings and subdivisions of neighbouring property within the 

Activity Centre. Effectively, once the height limits set out in the Plan are fixed through this 

amendment, there will be no right of notification to neighbouring properties and no right to appeal 

for a review of the planning decision at VCAT for buildings under the maximum preferred heights.  

 

While recognising the need for more streamlined processes in planning applications, these provisions 

are a breach of the fundamental principle that affected communities must be engaged right through 

the process of urban design and renewal. Real planning must extend rather than limit community 

involvement. 

 

The following paragraphs should be removed from the amendment, and Council should re-

affirm a commitment to community engagement and involvement at all phases of the planning 

process. 

 

Clause 43.02 schedule 18 DDO18 for Sydney Road 

 

5.0 Exemption from Notice and Review 

 An application that does not propose to exceed the maximum preferred heights in 

metres, vary the street wall heights or reduce the setbacks above the street wall specified in 

the relevant precinct map and section diagrams in Table 1 of this schedule is exempt from the 

notice requirements of Section 52(1)(a), (b) and (d), the decision requirements of Section 

64(1), (2) and (3) and the review rights of Section 82(1) of the Act. 

 An application for development on sites where no preferred height is specified is not 

exempt from the notice requirements or review rights.  

 An application to subdivide land is exempt from the notice requirements of Section 

52(1)(a), (b) and (d), the decision requirements of Section 64(1), (2) and (3) and the review 

rights of Section 82(1) of the Act. 

 

Clause 43.02 schedule 19 DDO19 for Lygon Street 

 

5.0 Exemption from Notice and Review 

 An application that does not propose to exceed the maximum preferred heights in 

metres, vary the street wall heights or reduce the street wall setbacks specified in the relevant 

precinct map and section diagrams in Table 1 of this schedule is exempt from the notice 

requirements of Section 52(1) (a), (b) and (d), the decision requirements of Section 64(1), (2) 

and (3) and the review rights of Section 82(1) of the Act. 

 An application for development on sites where no preferred height is specified is not 

exempt from the notice requirements or review rights.  

 An application to subdivide land is exempt from the notice requirements of Section 

52(1)(a), (b) and (d), the decision requirements of Section 64(1), (2) and (3) and the review 

rights of Section 82(1) of the Act. 

 

Clause 43.02 schedule 20 DDO20 for Nicholson Street 

 

6.0 Exemption from Notice and Review 

 An application that does not propose to exceed the maximum preferred heights in 

metres, vary the street wall heights or reduce the street wall setbacks specified in the relevant 

precinct map and section diagrams in Table 1 of this schedule is exempt from the notice 
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requirements of Section 52(1)(a), (b) and (d), the decision requirements of Section 64(1), (2) 

and (3) and the review rights of Section 82(1) of the Act. 

 An application to subdivide land is exempt from the notice requirements of Section 

52(1)(a), (b) and (d), the decision requirements of Section 64(1), (2) and (3) and the review 

rights of Section 82(1) of the Act. 

 An application for development on sites where no preferred height is specified is not 

exempt from the notice requirements or review rights. 

 

We do not support reductions to notice requirements – indeed, we believe that for major projects 

there should be an extension of legally required notification, beyond adjoining properties. 

 

There are often complaints from officials and developers that resident involvement delays or 

frustrates project applications. However the solution is not to remove residents’ rights – it is to make 

the system more accessible, less costly, more non-adversarial and more efficient.  

 

It is vital that equity of access to the planning system by all affected participants and fair outcomes 

for people are not compromised by efforts to promote efficiency in Moreland’s planning system. The 

current system makes no provision for the inequality of resources between developers and residents. 

 

Local residents should have rights to fully participate in the planning scheme. Council should re-

affirm the need for meaningful community involvement to address the potential impact of 

development on the environment and the social impacts of present and future members of the 

neighbourhood. Ordinary members of the public deserve to have a real say in their own planning 

system, including the right to object to planning permit applications and to appeal planning permit 

decisions. The right to enforce breaches of planning requirements should be entrenched in statute.  

 

The planned removal of rights to notification and appeal seems to be based on the notion that the 

community has already been consulted about the Brunswick Structure Plan (BSP).  

 

This ignores a number of factors. There are significant changes in Brunswick’s population, with new 

residents arriving in the neighbourhood every year. The high proportion of new arrivals and people 

renting have had no say in the past, yet may be affected by the re-development of adjoining 

properties.  

 

Beyond this, residents who were consulted years ago about the BSP may not be aware of the 

Council’s constant and confusing changes to the boundaries of the BMAC or the areas covered by 

Design and Development Overlays (DDOs). Council planners should also recognise the complexity 

of planning law for local residents, especially those from culturally diverse communities. 

 

For these reasons, Council should continually engage with stakeholders, rather than use a “tick the 

box” consultation meeting as justification for avoiding ongoing community discussion.  

 

The proposal to limit residents’ rights to notification and review comes at a time when the State 

Government is proposing significant increases to the cost for appeals to VCAT. This will 

disadvantage many Moreland residents on low and middle incomes. The majority of residents in 

Moreland fall into the bottom half of individual income groups (with almost 55% of the population 

being in the medium lowest to lowest income quartiles), yet they are facing significant gentrification 

as developers oppose Council policy on social housing and affordable housing. 

 

Any new planning policies must have community consultation practices that give residents the 

chance to have input into the ways their neighbourhoods are transformed by high-density 

developments, growing populations and shifts in housing stock. The best sort of community 
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development should draw on the expertise and lived experience of people residing, working and 

playing in the area. 

 

 

5) ENGAGING THE COMMUNITY 
 

For these reasons, BRN submits that Moreland Council review and develop a better process for 

Community Engagement and Communication on planning issues.  

 

Moreland Council must engage residents by: 

 

 clarifying the roles and responsibilities of all parties to the planning scheme 

 enhancing participation by better training, information and resources on how to use the 

planning system (e.g. training sessions run by the Environment Defenders Office, planning 

bodies or other community-run associations) 

 improving transparency by ensuring easy web-based access to planning information and 

documentation (like planning permits, objections and advisory committee recommendations), 

so that resident responses are based on evidence rather than rumour 

 lobbying the State Government for changes to state planning laws that impact on rights to 

notification, review and appeal 

 extending a mandatory requirement for relevant parties to notify adjoining property owners of 

decisions and the state of applications. 

 

Council should take proactive initiatives to explain the complexity of planning to citizens in the 

municipality (e.g. by hosting an evening once a month where people could come to a talk by a 

relevant staff member – on transport, open space, planning law etc. – following by a “locum” where 

people could ask planning staff about particular issues). 

 

 

6) REZONING and IMPACTS ON ACTIVITY CENTRE BOUNDARIES 
 

The Brunswick Major Activity Centre (BMAC) could unlock the medium to high density housing 

potential of approximately 2000 commercial, industrial and residential sites in Brunswick and 

Brunswick East. These are mainly along the corridors of Lygon Street, Nicholson Street and Sydney 

Road, through the proposed permanent application of Design and Development Overlays 18-20 

(DDOs).  

 

The BSP also identifies Albert Street and Victoria Street as the heart and visual centre of the activity 

centre (AC), “identified for high amenity east-west pedestrian linkage.” In the Plan, Albert Street is 

described as an “Activity and Pedestrian Priority Street” (with “high-level pedestrian amenity” 

requiring “pedestrian priority streetscape improvement”). In spite of the focus on east-west 

pedestrian and cycling linkage along these streets between the Merri Creek and Upfield bike paths, 

this is the very area where Council’s vision for increased built form is to be concentrated 

(symbolised by Elvera - the 10-storey concrete monolith on Lygon Street near the corner of Victoria 

Street, and various multi-storey developments on Lygon Street north of Glenlyon). 

 

A key part of the amendment includes the rezoning of old factories and industrial land to residential 

and commercial zones - especially in areas near Fleming Park, Victoria Street and Albert Street:  

“the amendment seeks to rezone parts of two MILUS precincts in the Lygon Street Local Area, 

Precinct No. 54 (west side of Lygon Street) and Precinct No. 61 (east of Lygon Street).” 

 



8 

 

This will have implications for people who live on the edge of the Activity Zone or rezoned area, as 

they may find a 4 - 7 story building can be built next to their 1 - 2 story houses. The planning scheme 

should be amended to ensure that development of Activity Centres respects the neighbourhood 

character of adjacent areas just outside the boundaries of the Activity Centre. 

 

We recognise that Council has proposed to delete various sections of DD0 18-20 from the existing 

interim DDO. The land to be removed seems to be mostly industrial and not residential.  There’s a 

lack of justification for what is in covered by the DDOs and what is not. Residents seek a 

justification for putting DDOs on some land inside the Activity Centre boundary and excluding some 

from the DDO inside the boundary. 

 

Amendment c134 does not apply development overlays across the whole of the Brunswick Activity 

Centre, and does not correlate exactly to the “Built form guidelines of the Brunswick Structure Plan”. 

The amendment deletes significant sections of the existing (interim) DDOs and we commend 

Moreland Council for this. This is because we consider these locations selected for DDO deletion as 

‘edge of activity centre’ areas. 

 

We applaud council for removing the DDOs in areas such as: 

 

 deletion of DDO 18 from Albert and Victoria Streets including Beith / Frith / Lobb / McIver / 

Howarth streets 

 deletion of DDO 19 from Cross and Sedgeman streets 

 deletion of DDO 19 from large sections of Albert and Victoria Streets in Brunswick East 

including the land between Albert and Kirkdale Street and Victoria Street down to Fulton 

Court 

 deletion of DDO 18 from a large industrial section of Weston street (opposite Barkly square) 

between Sydney Road and Ewing Street 

 

We consider the above deletions allow for more sensible narrow boundaries of development in the 

AC, which will give way to more diverse housing.   

 

Beyond this, however, we believe that more areas need to be deleted from the DDOs. Members of 

Brunswick Residents Network have identified many properties that also live off the main corridors, 

but have not been included in the deletion of the DDOs. Having a permanent DDO applied to their 

land will leave their properties, neighbourhood and its surrounding ‘hinterland’ vulnerable to 

redevelopment that is of higher density than is appropriate.  

 

A few examples of residential dwellings where this is occurring include:  

 

a) Piera / Clarke / Linden / Leyden / Arnold Street area – (zoned Mixed Use) 

b) David Street in Brunswick (zoned residential 1);  

c) 170 Edward Street (former Tip Top Bakery site) – (zoned Mixed Use) 

d) 22 French Avenue, Brunswick East – (zoned Mixed Use) 

 

DDO 19 should be removed from the above sites for consistency, based on the following reasons: 

 The sites are either ‘out of centre’ or too far ‘edge of centre’, or 

 The sites’ potential for further redevelopment has been permanently blocked by new, recent 

or contemporary projects 

 

We recognise that a mix of housing types and densities would be acceptable in areas a) and b) and 

already exist (or are underway) in area c) and d).  We perceive that the above areas have valuable 
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character or are already being re-developed - therefore having ‘built form’ policy enforced via a 

DDO on their sites is not necessary.  

 

VCAT has ruled in the past that developments south of Glenlyon should be less intense and less 

visual than those near Albert and Victoria Streets. Why then give a ‘green-light’ for redevelopment 

of Clarke Street or Arnold Street on the edge of the activity centre surrounded by ‘hinterland’?  

 

Areas around Piera / Clark / Arnold Street are characterised by existing old-fashioned housing, and 

occasional industrial buildings. The land is mostly used for residential purposes with some industrial 

uses. Council applying a DDO to the land will stimulate high-density redevelopment in what is 

essentially an ‘out of centre’ area. It is too far east of Lygon Street to be ‘in centre’, and too far south 

of Albert Street to be in ‘the Centre’ of the Brunswick AC. 

 

Amendment c134 does not delete this land from the interim DDO 19, and we submit this is an 

oversight. The section of the activity centre stretches over 350 metres east of Lygon Street, and we 

consider this contrary to the State Government’s AC policy, which encourages higher-density 

housing on or abutting transport corridors. 

 

 

7) OPEN SPACE CONTRIBUTION 
 

In line with Council policy, the Amendment notes that developers of multi-storey or multi-building 

projects must pay a contribution to “open space”:  

 

“Seek the open space contribution from all non-exempt residential, mixed use, commercial and 

industrial subdivisions in accordance with the schedule to Clause 52.01 Public Open Space 

Contribution and Subdivision. The open space contribution in the form of a cash payment is 

preferred, however Council may accept a land rather than cash contribution where it can be clearly 

demonstrated that a land contribution would satisfy the objectives of Clause 21.05-6.” 

 

As well as increasing the Public Open Space Contribution rate in the Schedule to Clause 52.01 of the 

Moreland Planning Scheme, Council needs to clarify: 

 

• does open space revenue go into consolidated revenue or into specific funds allocated 

for increased open space? 

• do developer open space contributions go into funding local improvements in 

Brunswick, or are they allocated across the whole municipality? 

 

Council should work with neighbouring municipalities to investigate the extension of developer 

contributions to other areas that would contribute to community amenity and services. 

 

 

8) LANDMARK BUILDINGS 
 

The amendment notes “Lygon Street Activity Corridor will be strengthened as a coherent streetscape 

well defined by visual gateways at the northern and southern ends.” 

 

The BSP includes provisions for “gateway” buildings in Lygon Street and other “landmark” 

buildings (e.g. near Brunswick station). Early versions of the Plan suggested that landmark and 

gateway buildings could be 15 story towers. We believe instead that a landmark could feature 

exemplary design or innovative use of urban space, rather than simply being a multi-story tower. 
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The latest maps provided with the Amendment do not define the height or Environmentally 

Sustainable Design (ESD) of the landmark buildings. These gateway or landmark buildings should 

not be higher than the seven stories that is the normal maximum for Brunswick. 

 

In a decision by Council staff (not elected councillors), a permit was issued in 2010 to construct a 

residential and shopping complex at 294 Albert Street (near Safeway to the west of Sydney Road). 

The project site has been “land banked” and sold on to other developers who have not yet begun 

construction, and Council has already extended the permit in December 2011. 

 

If construction is not commenced when it runs out again in 2014, Council should not extend the 

permit again for the 14 story building in Albert Street. Council should take the opportunity to look 

again at more appropriate development on this site. 

 

 

9) MORE HERITAGE PROTECTION FOR MORELAND SOUTH WARD 
 

We recognise that in Moreland there are areas and precincts where heritage overlays exist. However 

we submit there needs to be more areas of heritage overlays in Moreland’s South Ward. A 

comparison of the south of Moreland to City of Yarra, where there are character similarities, reveals 

a lack of protection for Brunswick. 

 

In the City of Yarra up to 90 per cent of residential and mixed use properties are heritage overlaid. In 

Brunswick and Brunswick East the percentage is significantly lower.  

 

We submit Moreland needs to look at how other inner city councils have applied heritage overlays to 

dwellings. The Brunswick structure plan identifies that character is important to Council’s vision. 

 

 

 


