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1) Executive Summary 
 
Brunswick Resident’s Network (BRN) thanks Moreland City Council for this opportunity to 
give feedback to “Designing our Neighbourhoods”. We know Neighbourhood Character 
(NC) is very important residents of Brunswick, East and Brunswick and West Brunswick.  
It is important to retain the existing styles of inner urban and urban garden character, which 
are valued by many residents. The south of Brunswick contains many narrow streets (such as 
Albert and Victoria Streets) with Victorian and Edwardian cottages visible from behind low 
front fences. There are also wider roads such as Edward and Weston Streets with stretches of 
interwar houses, between rows of timber and brick Victorian boom cottages and interwar 
houses. Much of northern and western Brunswick has a different character, featuring more 
houses in the Urban Garden style.  
 
Moreland Council needs to value the existing character of our neighbourhoods, and there’s a 
pressing need to discourage future development from disrupting the existing rhythm of how 
housing is spaced.  
 
This BRN submission outlines a number of issues that residents face in their streets. It calls 
on Moreland Council to tailor its Clause 32.09, Neighbourhood Residential Zone (NRZ) in its 
planning scheme, and link the zone to revised (and revived) NC Statements, to ensure that 
new development does not dominate the street scape and is not visually intrusive. Top heavy, 
or flush upper levels of development should be discouraged. In particular, we propose council 
should require front set-backs, recessed upper levels that back away from the street and sides, 
and a roof pitch.  
 
Moreland Council should also be encouraging developers to retain all existing workers’ 
cottages and to encourage alternative developments to retain housing diversity. There should 
also be a requirement to limit walls on corner lots, so they are not sheer. These changes could 
include the addition of a second dwelling at the rear, or ‘age-in-place’ alterations and 
additions behind existing facades.  
 
We could not find ‘good examples’ unit developments in Brunswick in the NRZ, or GRZ. 
The appendix to this submission includes examples of bad developments, and a couple that 
‘get points for trying’ or are promising. We can however find good examples of single 
replacement dwellings that do not disrupt the existing rhythm as the following one at 64 St 
Phillip Street in Brunswick East. The house in not in a heritage overlay, and is zoned NRZ. 
The lot is on a laneway, would like council to explore if a similar result could be achieved for 
two dwellings on a similar sized lot (maybe bigger), considering if dwelling pedestrian access 
can be achieved in the width. Please note we’re not endorsing zero side setbacks for 
Brunswick lots, although it may work on some narrow inner urban streets.  
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This example from Evans Street adds to the number of driveway crossovers added to 
Brunswick footpaths. 
 

 
Too many crossovers?  
Dual occupancy development in at 94 and 94A Evans Street Brunswick, which adds an extra driveway  
 
  

Replacement dwelling at 64 St Phillip 
Street does not disrupt the existing 
rhythm of the street. Upper levels are 
recessed towards the frontage. Fence is 
low and transparent. Existing crossover 
is re-used. 
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Councils across Melbourne have been busy protecting their existing character through 
tailoring the NRZ in their respective schemes. NRZs vary: from adding schedules to the 
Objectives provisions, to up-dating NC Precinct Statements and linking to decision guidelines. 
As one example, the City of Yarra has put specifics into the decision guidelines for North 
Carlton at clause 32.09.7. These specifics include asking decision makers to consider if 
variations to ResCode will result in amenity loss, or whether opportunities exist to avoid new 
buildings being visually obtrusive. 
 
This submission refers to land that is zoned residential, under the three zones introduced into 
Victorian Planning Provisions by the State Government in July 2014: the Neighbourhood 
Residential Zone (NRZ), General Residential Zone (GRZ) and Residential Growth Zone 
(RGZ). However, most of this submission will refer to the NRZ. We are particularly 
concerned with areas that do not have heritage overlays in Brunswick East, Brunswick West 
and Brunswick.  
 
These are the white areas in the following diagram - side streets that run mostly between the 
corridors of Nicholson, Lygon, Sydney and Melville Roads. The submission includes mainly 
photos of residences that are not located in heritage overlay areas.  
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2) Existing neighbourhood character report and objectives needed   
 
For years, BRN has submitted formally to Moreland Council that must apply Neighbourhood 
Character (NC) Objectives into Clause 32.09, Neighbourhood Residential Zone of the 
Moreland Planning Scheme.  
 
The zone was aimed at strengthening NC across Victoria and refers to Neighbourhood 
Character in its purpose. The aim across Victoria was to link this purpose to identified 
character guidelines set out in councils’ various NC precinct statements. Additionally, 
through objectives in a schedule, developers can be required to meet identified existing or 
preferred character. These include house/unit setbacks (front, side and rear), site coverage, 
permeability, landscaping, walls on boundaries, private open space and front fence height.  
 
BRN supports a tightening of these standards and believes decision guidelines to the zone 
can also be tailored to fit the desired NC objective.  
 
We don’t see evidence of a need for an updated housing strategy to pinpoint more growth, 
given the downscaled population and housing data projection published by Council. We 
submit that any work by Council must take a ‘needs based approach’ to directing new 
housing. Suitable locations have already been agreed to by most residents (especially in 
Brunswick’s activity corridors). Given the extensive number of applications for planning 
permits in Moreland’s Activity Centre’s (see graph, below), BRN believes that we can 
accommodate requirements for more dwellings while still preserving our established 
residential areas - without turning residential lots into commodities for the development 
industry, as has been done within the Activity Centre. 
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BRN believes the NRZ schedule should have been used in the recent past to encourage 
better NC outcomes than those we are seeing in Brunswick residential areas.  
 
Recent permit activity (although deemed acceptable by Council officers) has acted as 
‘punctuations’ to many streetscapes. There are eight requirements in the schedule and 
Council has only applied one (landscaping), neglecting to work towards applying the other 
requirements that refer to citing of buildings and streetscape. 
 
In relation to landscaping, Council went through an amendment process requiring developers 
of units to plant a tree in the lot frontage – a positive initiative, but with results on the ground 
that are yet to be measured. The consequence, however, of having just this one requirement 
has led to a failure to add any other requirements in the zone schedule, which is blank in 
relation to all other very important design standards – especially ones that can be tailored to 
prescribe NC.  
 
BRN has serious misgivings regarding the process that lead to this mostly blank schedule. A 
key concern is that the medium density review which led to the tree amendment did not 
involve residents. Instead, development industry representatives were invited to attend 
workshops without any community participation. Predictably, the outcome was that 
developers agreed to standards that are arguably the weakest when it comes to NC. A tree can 
be pulled out immediately after sign-off, and the required trees are often not planted in the 
first place, with limited enforcement by Council. Private building surveyors do not 
automatically sign off on a landscaping plan, and with 1,500 application per year, Council 
officers are stretched to monitor implementation. 
 
We are flagging that there may be a negative outcome to have only filled the ‘landscaping 
requirement’ of the NRZ1, and not the design standards. Decision makers (such as council 
officers and VCAT members) will see that the NRZ1 objectives have been updated (Sept 
2021) but all design standards left unchanged. We’ve experience of seeing schedules 
interpreted in the planning system, and ask if this solo standard, can interpreted as a message 
that building designers have justification to vary the ResCode standards? In short, the absence 
of design requirements in a recently ‘filled’ schedule at 32.09.1, and no decision guideline 
referencing existing character, this is a green light for standard variation (apart from the 
mandatory tree). A recently approved development in Edward Street, Brunswick East 
demonstrates the weakness of our scheme to deliver NC outcomes.  
 
 
 

3) Neighbourhood character initiatives by other councils 
 
After 2014 when the NRZ zone was introduced, many councils worked swiftly to update their 
NC Statements, undertaking new NC Studies.  
 
Hobsons Bay has worked hard to achieve six schedules in its NRZ covering multiple areas of 
character type. Neighbouring Darebin is well into its process to tailor its scheme through its 
2021 NC Study and has developed eight character types. Additionally, Darebin Council 
strengthens NC through clause 22.02, setting out a publicly available NC Precinct Plans (see 
illustration, below). 
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Other councils have updated their NC Statements and referenced them in other sections such 
as decision guidelines. Examples of the zones for Yarra and Boroondara can been seen in 
following pages of this submission. 
 
Applying schedules that define neighbourhood character requirements is strongly encouraged 
through Clause 32.09, in addition and being specific in decision guidelines to the Clause 
32.09.7. 
 
We are perplexed by and disappointed by the 2015 decision taken by Moreland Council to 
remove its NC guidelines, which included the 89 statements. With one exception, there are 
currently no reference guidelines on NC for decision makers to consider when they assess 
permits in Brunswick (the exception is the landscape objective inserted into NRZ1, through a 
process we believe included workshops held with the design and construction industry for 
medium density housing. 
 

4) Future fast tracking of units (through code assessments such as 
VicSmartPlus) 

 
We believe that most residents’ want to respect and protect existing neighbourhood character, 
such as streetscapes. New residents in particular move to Brunswick as they value existing 
characteristics such as some of Melbourne’s oldest working-class single and double fronted 
cottages, and interwar estates of Californian bungalows. 
 
However BRN is concerned that the current Designing our Neighbourhoods program is a 
precursor to the future enaction of Direction 2.4.1 of Plan Melbourne (PM). Plan Melbourne 
has flagged a code assess process, or fast track that will remove notification rights for 
‘defined change areas’. Residents interpret that as meaning an area of Residential Growth 
Zone, and we continue to oppose it. 
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BRN is deeply concerned by any further attempts to remove resident rights over 
notification, review and appeal in the planning process. 
 
We see Council’s justification to build three units per NRZ lot in Brunswick as creating areas 
identified for change, or “defined locations” in line with Plan Melbourne. In the future, this 
will assist the State government in streamlining the approvals process, removing our rights. 
In contrast, we do not see evidence that the current ‘Designing our Neighbourhoods’ program 
has been initiated to introduce new NC requirements. We would like to see requirements put 
in areas based on an ‘existing character study’ of Brunswick, and residents to have a say on 
any preferred character. 
 
Recent data collected by Moreland Council shows a significant reduction in the original 
population projections and housing needs set out in the first version of Plan Melbourne. For 
this reason, we have concerns about the timing of this current process. Zero protection is 
offered through 32.09.1 in our minimal change areas, even though Council supports a 
‘relative growth view’ of the residential zones (for example, by submitting to panels that 
three dwellings on a lot is acceptable in minimal change areas).    
 
We support a needs-based housing policy, but there are no measurements or audits available 
to residents showing the number of new dwellings in residential areas or in activity centres. 
The draft Activity Centre Zone (ACZ) will rezone hundreds of lots (currently zoned Mixed 
Use) to the ACZ, and this reflects the properties of the Residential Growth Zone.  
 
BRN calls on Council to publish updated data on new housing in Moreland.  
 
This data should be disaggregated showing: 

• the amount of new housing in each zone (NRZ, GRZ, RGZ);  
• how much new housing is located in commercial/industrial zones as well as 

residential zones; capacity of that land, vacancy rates 
• and how much new housing is located in each suburb across the municipality.  

Plan Melbourne flags fast-
tracking of units in defined 
areas. 
 
If Council continues to promote 
up-to three dwellings per lot as  
‘minimal change areas’, is it 
deeming these locations as 
‘right’ for medium density? 
Council did justify the 
Amendment C190 under this 
policy. This could  
remove residents’ rights to 
participate in the process.  
 
We will continue to support the 
retention of our rights and 
oppose the identification of new 
areas for change if the loss of 
control to the any fast-track 
process results process. 
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BRN also calls for a refresh of the Medium Density Housing review 2019, by involving 
residents groups who were excluded from the initial stakeholder process. 
 
BRN submits the original allocation of the residential zones as rolled out initially in 2014, is 
not to be altered. Moreland must not release any more NRZ over to General (GRZ) or GRZ to 
Growth (RGZ).  
 
Any changes to Council’s housing strategy must take into account the scaled-down housing 
needs projections that the pandemic has created. Council must not add more uncertainty and 
burden to renters and homeowners, and stop pandering to providers of medium density 
housing. Council should acknowledge the slow take up of poorly designed one and two 
bedroom apartments - a concern raised by resident groups for a period of 20 years. 
 
developers in Moreland are delivering a higher level of housing applications than any 
municipality. This is twice the metro average, and ten times that of the neighbouring 
municipality of Yarra. For this reason, we submit the current status quo on residential zoning 
should be maintained, not identifying any new areas for change. 
 

5) Council needs a fundamental re-calibration of the definition of 
“growth”  

 
There is a fundamental clash between the development expectations of most local residents, 
and those of the Moreland Council planning department. For example, Council staff consider 
two or three dwellings on a lot in a zoned Neighbourhood Residential Zone as “minimal 
change.” As evidence, see this extract from their submissions on Amendment C190 to 
Planning Panels in November 2020: 

  
38. Moreland’s Local planning policy for housing at Clause 21.02 - Strategic 
Direction 3, provides guidance and identifies three different types of housing growth - 
significant, incremental and minimal - which are to be implemented by use of the 
Residential Growth Zone, General Residential Zone and Neighbourhood Residential 
Zone. Residential zoning therefore does not preclude medium density development but 
instead directs the intensity of the growth expected. 
  
39. The terms significant, incremental and minimal change are relative terms, with 
there being no ‘no change’ areas. Two and three dwelling on a lot (sic) infill 
represents minimal change in contrast to the mid-rise and low-rise apartment 
typologies encouraged in higher order zones.  

 
In the above submission, Council staff emphasise the absence of ‘no change’ areas, shifting 
the spectrum on which the zones sit. By extrapolation, the protectionist NRZ becomes the ‘go 
slow’ zone instead of the ‘no go’, the GRZ become the ‘go go’ instead of the ‘slow go’. The 
proposed spectrum of reformed zones is detailed in the graphic below: 
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BRN objects to Council’s position on the relativity of ‘change areas’, as per paragraph 39.  
 
The ‘relativity position’ on growth from Council creates uncertainty for residents. Areas 
prioritised for change must not only be determined by bureaucrats at Council and DEWLP. 
They should be determined equally by all stakeholders, including existing residents. We 
instead ask Council to define clearly to residents what it considers as “limited”, “moderate” 
and “substantial”, and the exact types of housing that could contribute to a preferred 
neighbourhood character.  
 
BRN submits that the current development type in the NRZ should be based on Moreland 
Council’s “Our Neighbourhoods’ documents, which reflect the purpose of the zone. 
Technical changes should be made to points three and four to reflect more recent VPP 
changes on height (8m to 9m) and remove the points on density controls and scheduled 
height. We encourage the addition of the ‘two dwellings on a lot – front and rear’ footprint 
(not shown on the image), if it reduces the need for additional driveways. A subdivision and 
footprint on this must be added to the diagram below. 
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6) Examples of NC Objectives and protections from across Melbourne 
 
The following examples of Neighbourhood Character provisions are from Yarra, Boroondara 
and Hobson’s Bay councils (applied 6 schedules) and Boroondara (which in 2017 applied its 
Neighbourhood Character Precinct Statements 2013). 
 
City of Hobsons’ Bay  
 
The City of Hobson’s Bay has clearly proposed areas 

  
 
Hobsons Bay  
 
2020 – Residential Development Framework Plan and new residential zone schedules: 

• Garden Court  
• Garden Suburban  
• Garden Urban  
• Urban Contemporary  
• Inner Suburban  
• Waterfront Suburban  
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Here an example of Hobson Bay’s NRZ scheduled preferred designs standards: 
 
Schedule 5 to Clause 32.09 in Hobson’s Bay  
 
 
Standard 

Requirement 

Minimum street 
setback 

A3 and B6 None specified 

Site coverage A5 and B8 None specified 
Permeability A6 and B9 None specified 
Landscaping B13 Provide garden beds along accessways. 

Provide canopy trees in the following 
locations: 
At least 2 trees in the side or rear setback, 
including at least 1 tree within the secluded 
private open space of each dwelling 
On lots with a frontage of 20 metres or less, 
at least 2 trees in the street setback 
On lots with a frontage greater than 20 
metres, at least 3 trees in the street setback 

Side and rear 
setbacks 

A10 and B17 A new building not on or within 200mm of a 
boundary should be set back 4 metres from a 
rear boundary. Side setbacks in accordance 
with Standards A10 and B17 continue to 
apply. 

Walls on boundaries A11 and B18 None specified 
Private open space A17  A dwelling should have private open space 

consisting of: 
An area of 80 square metres, with one part of 
the private open space to consist of secluded 
private open space at the side or rear of the 
dwelling or residential building with a 
minimum area of 60 square metres, a 
minimum dimension of 4 metres and 
convenient access from a living room. 

B28 A dwelling should have private open space 
consisting of: 
An area of 60 square metres, with one part of 
the private open space to consist of secluded 
private open space at the side or rear of the 
dwelling or residential building with a 
minimum area of 40 square metres, a 
minimum dimension of 4 metres and 
convenient access from a living room, or 
A balcony of 8 square metres with a 
minimum width of 1.6 metres and convenient 
access from a living room, or 
A roof-top area of 10 square metres with a 
minimum width of 2 metres and convenient 
access from a living room. 

Front fence height A20 and B32 A front fence within 3 metres of a street 
should not exceed: 
1.5 metres in a Transport Zone 2.  
1.2 metres in other streets. 
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City of Boroondara 
 
As well as retaining its 80 Neighbourhood Character Precinct maps, statements and NC 
policy, Boroondara has added a schedule 1 and 3 into its residential zones.  

 
 
 
City of Yarra  
 
Clause 32.09.7 

 
 

7) Moreland should conduct a Nomination Heritage Study 
 
In line with a resolution on Victorian Cottages from the Moreland Council meeting of 
November 2021, Council staff should initiate a new open and transparent ‘Nomination 
Heritage Study” as soon as possible.  
 
BRN strongly supports a new heritage nominations process where any existing dwelling 
(cottages, row or precinct) that is not already under a heritage overlay can be nominated 
through a process allowing on-line, telephone or paper applications. 
 
 
 
Submission Ends.  
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Appendix: Illustrations of housing  
 
 

 
 
*note white cottage is not in Moreland.  
Residents aspire to protect timber cottages  
(such as in Port Philip, and Yarra) 
 
Examples of new development 
 
We cannot find unit developments in the NRZ that we like in Brunswick. Instead, we have 
example of a re-build: 64 St Phillip Street. There is also one and Richardson Street (picture o 
come later). 
 
64 Saint Philip Street, Brunswick East 3057 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Boom-era Edward Street cottages not 
protected 

 
Original workers’ cottage, slated 
for bulldozer, 275 Edward Street, 
Brunswick East  
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Promising development 
 
93 Weston Street, Brunswick 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 
L and above: Upper levels are slightly 
recessed away from the street 
Both have low fences and front 
setbacks. 

Current application at 275 
Edward Street, Brunswick East 
has a roof pitch. This rebuild is 
replacing a timber cottage and 
includes a pitch. However, lack 
of recess creates domination 
compared to existing cottage. If 
this cottage cannot be saved, 
upper level should begin in line 
with neighbouring extension so 
as not to  disrupt rhythm of street 
(below). 
 

We do not endorse the loss of 
this cottage. Council should 
seek. Interim HO (as it did 
recently with many dwellings in 
Brunswick East.) 
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Bad examples 

 
Albert Street, Brunswick (between Minnie and Lygon Streets).  
117 and 117a Albert - Crossovers dominate frontage 
 
 

 
142A Albert Street, Brunswick. Top level 
flush at front and sides should be avoided. 
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119-119A Albert Street, Car entrance dominates especially 
large car parked on upward sloping drives and dark colours  
increases dominance 
 
 
 
 
 
190 Edward Street, Brunswick East 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A permit was recently issued for 190 Edward, Brunswick East 3057, next door to Frederick Jones’s original cottages (b. 
1885). The new development has flat roofs and top heavy second levels. 
 
The dwellings are to be built on an unusual lot, that does not have an HO. The lot holds a replacement barn) from a 
Heritage house at rear (195 Weston) that was a former dairy, and 1940’s red brick milk bar (currently 190a) Edward Street. 
Until recently three families rented there for decades.  
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247-251 Edward Street, Brunswick East 
 

 
 
 

 
 

6 non-Rescode compliant townhouses 
were built on 247-251 Edward Street,  in 
2010. Although the three Victorian 
timber workers’ cottages replaced had a 
7m setback, objector enquires regarding 
proposed set back were quickly 
dismissed by council officer who stated 
frontage matching parapet of boom era 
cottages over Clarke Street was 
acceptable.  
 
A permit amendment is currently in to 
increase number of habitable rooms, 
and various change increasing variation 
to design standards. 
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40 John Street has a garden ‘set-back’, brick façade, but height is too great, it’s square and bulky and dominates. 
 
Examples of valued existing character in Albert Street, George and Richardson Streets 
Brunswick 

 
Example from George Street, Brunswick 

 
Example from Richardson Street.  
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Albert Street, Garden Urban character 


