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Executive summary 

Why review dual occupancies  
in Moreland?
The Medium Density Housing Review, adopted by 
Moreland City Council in October 2018, made nine 
recommendations about how to improve medium 
density housing in Moreland. One of which was an 
investigation of the potential to incentivise better 
quality two dwelling on a lot planning permit 
applications through a more straight forward  
permit process.

Specifically, Council resolved in October 2018 to:

…undertake actions outlined in the review to 
improve medium density housing, including:

c)  Undertaking further work to investigate ways 
to incentivise applicants to design fully compliant 
and improved quality lower density development 
in 2018/2019.

This Better Outcomes for Two Dwellings on a Lot 
Review responds to this Council resolution.

Moreland City Council determines an average of 
400 medium density planning permit applications 
each year. A very large proportion (40%) of medium 
density applications are for two dwellings on a lot, 
also known as dual occupancies.

This highlights the opportunity to explore how 
Council might incentivise improved quality dual 
occupancy development, that satisfies or exceeds 
planning scheme requirements. A more straight 
forward process for fully compliant dual occupancy 
development, could incentivise improved quality 
outcomes whilst freeing up resources to negotiate 
improved outcomes in more complex, resource 
intensive, development proposals.

How the review was undertaken
The key questions explored through this review are:

1. What types of dual occupancy  
development occurs in Moreland?

2. What is the degree of compliance with 
planning scheme standards which have  
the potential to cause material detriment  
to neighbours?

3. What proportion of dual occupancy 
applications receive objections?

4. What influence are these objections  
having on decision-making?

5. Is the current process adding value to the 
outcome for the community?

6. What would the impact be of the  
proposed process change on the overall 
supply of housing?

7. Could the planning permit process be 
improved to maintain and enhance the  
quality of the outcome whilst, achieving 
resource efficiencies?

To answer these questions the Better Outcomes 
for Two Dwellings on a Lot Review undertook the 
following inputs:

• Case studies of approved dual  
occupancy proposals

• Case studies of refused dual  
occupancy proposals including  
analysis of VCAT decisions for dual  
occupancy applications

• Community perspective
• Perspective of Designers
• Analysis of housing supply

These inputs have provided a detailed 
understanding of what is driving the quality of dual 
occupancy outcomes and how it can be improved.
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What the review identified 
The Better Outcomes for Two Dwellings on a Lot 
Review has found that there is a very high degree 
of compliance with the planning scheme for 
these applications. Whilst half of dual occupancy 
applications attract objections, only one in ten dual 
occupancy applications is changed as a result. This 
is despite the Urban Planning Branch having an 
established practice of discussing objections with 
submitters during and post-public notification. 

In all instances where an objector appealed to VCAT 
against Moreland City Council’s support of a dual 
occupancy application, VCAT supported Council’s 
decision and directed that a permit issue. This is 
a very low return on the investment of time and 
emotional energy put into objections and VCAT 
appeals by neighbours.

Processing two dwelling on a lot applications 
utilises significant Council resources and the existing 
process contains steps such as third party notice 
and review, which is resulting in limited changes 
to development proposals beyond those required 
by planning officers to ensure planning scheme 
requirements are satisfied. 

Action recommended  
by the review
The Better Outcomes for Two Dwellings on a Lot 
Review recommends that the Moreland Planning 
Scheme be amended so that planning scheme 
compliant, enhanced quality, two dwelling on a 
lot applications be processed within the VicSmart 
process. 

The key features of VicSmart include a 10-day 
permit process, applications are not advertised, and 
a delegate of the Chief Executive Officer decides the 
application. Under VicSmart the permit applicant 
is able to appeal to VCAT against a refusal or 
conditions of a permit, but the process does not 
provide third parties with review rights.

This action guarantees better outcomes, for both 
those who live in this housing, and the broader 
Moreland community, whilst at the same time 
streamlining the process to make more effective  
use of resources. 

2
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What is the importance of medium 
density housing in Moreland?
Moreland’s population is growing significantly, 
with 78,600 people anticipated to be added to 
Moreland’s population by 2036. This growth is in 
line with Melbourne’s overall rate of population 
growth. In 20 years time, more of Moreland’s 
households will live alone than as families with 
children. As increasing numbers of households live 
alone or as couples without children, more housing 
is needed to accommodate everyone. Even if the 
population remains the same more smaller homes 
are required. 

Population growth and change will influence the 
housing the Moreland community will need in the 
future. Moreland needs an extra 38,000 dwellings 
over the next two decades. This can only be 
achieved if the trend to more medium (and high) 
density housing continues. Expanding the diversity 
of housing types into the future will respond to the 
trend for people to live in smaller households.

Medium density units and townhouses are home 
to 35% of Moreland’s population. Medium density 
housing provides an alternative to separate 
dwellings and contributes to the range of housing 
options to suit different budgets and lifestyle needs. 

In 2016, one in three Moreland couples without 
children lived in medium density dwellings. For 
people living alone, almost one in two lived in 
medium density housing. Medium density living is 
also the norm for an increasing number of families. 

A quarter of all Moreland families with children live 
in medium density housing. This is unlikely to be a 
temporary situation as families with young children 
save up to buy or rent a bigger place, since around 
one in five Moreland young people aged 10 to 19 
are living in medium density housing. 

New medium density development has and will 
continue to provide housing to a significant and 
increasing proportion of Moreland’s growing 
number of households.

Planning for population growth and urban 
consolidation are persistent areas of concern to 
both the Moreland community and communities 
of established areas more broadly, as expressed 
in objections to planning permit applications and 
the annual Local Government Victoria Customer 
Satisfaction Surveys.

One of the key priorities in the Moreland Council 
Plan 2017-21 is to enhance liveability, affordability 
and sustainability by guiding growth, and excellence 
in urban design and development. The Better 
Outcomes for Two Dwellings on a Lot Review 
investigates the potential to guarantee better 
quality two dwelling on a lot development through 
a more straight forward permit process.

Dual occupancies in the context of  
medium density housing in Moreland

Figure 1: Net additional dwellings  
per annum in Moreland

Source: HDD, 2016 Better Outcomes for Two Dwellings on a Lot 
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Figure 2: Who lives in what type of housing – Moreland 2016

There has been a strong shift in preference towards medium density dwellings from all household types. 
Accommodating growth and change in household size means Moreland needs an extra 38,000 dwellings 
over the next two decades and this can only be achieved if the trend to more medium and high density 
housing continues.

Figure 3: Net change in households – Moreland 2006-2016

Source: ABS census of population and housing, 2016

Source: ABS census of population and housing, 2016 
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Housing affordability 
Housing affordability is a major issue in Moreland 
with many households unable to afford market 
housing or requiring financial assistance to support 
private rental costs. In 2006, the median house 
price in Moreland was approximately $350,000; 
about 7.3 times more than the median household 
income ($48,300). By 2016, the median house price 
($825,000) in Moreland was 10.6 times the median 
household income ($78,000).

This house price escalation has effects across the 
continuum of households, incomes and tenures, 
with many households unable to afford market 
housing or requiring housing assistance to pay 
private market rent.

Steeply rising house prices has put home ownership 
in Moreland beyond the reach of most very low and 
low income households. Even families on moderate 
incomes now face challenges buying a separate 
house, with prices considerably higher than their 
budget can stretch.

Figure 4: Ratio of house price to household income 
in Moreland 2006-2016

Although increases in the price of units, townhouses 
and apartments have also outstripped the growth 
in household incomes, the difference has not been 
so stark. This means that for a family on a moderate 
income, medium density dwellings become an 
affordable alternative to separate houses.

Since 2006, there has been a major shift in the 
number of families living in medium density 
housing. The largest increase has been in the 
number of families living in medium density 
dwellings with two bedrooms. Many families are 
choosing to live in medium density housing in 
Moreland instead of moving to more affordable 
housing locations and are prepared to compromise 
on the size of their dwelling to achieve affordability 
and the locational benefits of living in Moreland.

Source: Valuer General Victoria and ABS census of population and housing, 2016 
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Ward boundaries

Public open space

North-West Ward

North-East Ward

South Ward

43%

37%

20%

Proportion of medium density 
development which is for two 
dwellings on a lot
Medium density development applications are 
recognised as consuming significant staff  
resources, through: 

• Pre-application meetings
• Requests for further information
• Public notice
• Consideration of objections
• Planning consultation meetings
• Potential consideration at Planning and 

Related Matters Council Meetings and 
• VCAT applications for review. 

In 2018, 153 medium density planning applications 
(40%) were for two dwellings on a lot.

Where does dual 
occupancy development 
occur in Moreland?
Subject to meeting detailed design requirements, 
medium density development, including dual 
occupancy housing, is permitted in all residential 
zones across Victoria. 

Dual occupancy development occurs in all suburbs 
of Moreland, influenced by lot sizes, availability of 
developable lots and land economics. 

Dual occupancy development is more common in 
the northern parts of Moreland, where lot sizes are 
generally larger, there are more unconstrained lots 
and land is comparatively more affordable. 

Figure 5 Geographic distribution of two dwelling  
on a lot applications, 2018
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Ward boundaries

Medium density permit applications

Public open space

North-West Ward

North-East Ward

South Ward

Figure 6: Moreland medium density planning permit 
applications 2018 - Number of dwellings on a lot

Figure 7: Spatial distribution of new medium  
density development (2005 to 2016) 
*Note – This figure shows all medium density 
development, not just dual occupancies

Source: HDD, 2016

development 
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Understanding dual occupancy  
housing in Moreland 
The key inputs into the review 
The key questions explored through the review 
were:

1. What types of dual occupancy development 
occur in Moreland?

2. What is the degree of compliance with 
planning scheme standards which have the 
potential to cause material detriment to 
neighbours?

3. What proportion of dual occupancy 
applications receive objections?

4. What influence are these objections having on 
decision-making?

5. Is the current process adding value to the 
outcome for the community?

6. What would the impact be of the proposed 
process change on the overall supply of 
housing?

7. Could the planning permit process be 
improved to maintain or improve the quality 
of the outcome, whilst achieving resource 
savings?

Case studies
The key input into the review was comprehensive, 
detailed case study analysis to evaluate compliance 
with the Moreland Planning Scheme, the concerns 
of surrounding residents and the influence of the 
current process on decision-making.

A case study sample of 100 sequential dual 
occupancy planning permit applications, involving 
200 dwellings, approved in 2018, was analysed. 
Where an objector appealed against Moreland 
City Council’s support of an application, the VCAT 
decisions were analysed.

A second input was an examination of all dual 
occupancy refusals from 2018 to examine the 
factors which can lead to the refusal of two dwelling 
on a lot applications and the VCAT decisions on 
these applications. 

11
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Community perspective
An evaluation was undertaken of the community 
perspective based on views expressed by the 
Community Reference Group involved in the 
preparation of the recently adopted Moreland 
Community Engagement Policy, and in the Medium 
Density Housing Review, Moreland Excellence 
Scorecard and the Moreland Good Design Sessions. 

Community sectors considered were:
• Future occupants – the people who will live in 

the housing 
• Land owners/developers/applicants – the people 

who are supplying new housing
• Adjoining owners and occupants and broader 

neighbours.

Perspective of designers
Moreland City Council has consulted widely with the 
design community over the past 2 years including:
• Quality Development Roundtable (2017)
• Interviews with Architects and Designers for the 

Medium Density Housing Review (2017)
• Consultation on the development of 

the Scorecard including Council’s Urban 
Environment Committee, Housing Advisory 
Committee, individual meetings with industry 
professionals such as Planners, Architects, 
Developers, Builders, Engineers, ESD consultants, 
Access consultants and academics as well as 
independent planning and economic analysis of 
the Scorecard (2017 and 2018)

• Workshopping the Good Design Advice Sheets 
at the Moreland Good Design Sessions attended 
by more than 50 people (2018).

Analysis of the impact on  
housing supply
Analysis was undertaken on the impact of the review 
recommendation on housing capacity, housing need 
and housing supply. 
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Dual occupancy types
Dual occupancy housing has long been part of 
the diverse mix of housing in Moreland, providing 
homes for a significant proportion of  
the community.

When discussing dual occupancies, people may 
think of an older dwelling being demolished and 
two new dwellings being built, one dwelling behind 
the other, with a long driveway running the length 
of the property, on a mid-block site. This form 
of development is becoming less common and 
represents less than 15% of recent two dwelling on 
a lot development in Moreland.

At the same time, side-by-side dual occupancy 
development is becoming increasingly popular. 
Half of all recently approved two dwelling on a lot 
development in Moreland are the side-by-side type. 
With this typology both dwellings front the street 
and have their own sense of address, reminiscent of 
older terrace and semi-detached housing common 
in parts of Moreland.

The next most common type, representing almost 
a third of two dwelling on a lot development 
approved in 2018, is an existing dwelling being 
retained and one new dwelling constructed behind 
or beside the existing dwelling.

Figure 8: Moreland dual occupancy typology 2018

Number of objections
Nearly two-thirds (71%) of applications for two 
dwelling on a lot proposals received no or one 
objection. Most commonly, objections related 
to amenity impact on an immediately adjoining 
property; overlooking, overshadowing and the like. 

Concerns were raised about car parking in one 
in ten (10%) applications. Many objections raised 
issues which were not specific to the particular 
application, or raised non-planning issues.

Figure 9: Dual occupancy number of  
objections 2018

Case studies of approved dual occupancies 2018
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Are objections resulting in a 
change to the development?
Giving notice to owners and occupiers of adjoining 
land, as required by Section 52 of the Planning and 
Environment Act 1987, is resulting in a change being 
made to the development in only a small proportion 
(11%) of dual occupancy proposals. 

This is despite the Urban Planning Branch having an 
established practice of discussing objections with 
submitters during and post-public notification.

Figure 10: Response to dual occupancy  
objections 2018

Compliance with the Moreland 
Planning Scheme
The key parts of the Moreland Planning Scheme 
which guide decision-making about the potential 
for a two dwelling on a lot development to cause 
material detriment to neighbours, are the amenity 
impact standards of ResCode (Clause 55.04) and 
provision of car parking spaces (Clause 52.06).

Figure 11: Dual occupancy compliance with  
ResCode amenity impact standards 2018

Source: Moreland City Council , 2018
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Amenity impact standards
Half (53%) of the dual occupancy proposals 
approved in 2018 fully complied with the 
amenity impact standards of ResCode, either 
as lodged, or as a result of matters raised 
and addressed prior to giving notice of  
an application.

For about a quarter (27%) of dual occupancy 
applications minor variations to the 
amenity impact standards of ResCode were 
supported in the decision. Minor variations 
were supported where they were assessed 
against the scheme as being reasonable, 
based on the specific circumstances of the 
site, whether or not there were objections. 
55% the applications where minor variations 
were supported had objections and 45% did 
not have objections. 

As demonstrated in the examples which 
follow, these variations were genuinely very 
minor in nature and typically involved a ruler 
length in difference in some aspect of the 
building envelope. Typical examples of  
minor variations include:

• Wall 25-35cm closer to the boundary  
than the standard requires where it abuts 
a neighbour’s garage or neighbouring 
wall which contains no windows

• Wall on boundary 5cm higher than  
the standard

• Wall on boundary 40cm longer than  
the standard allows.

The remaining 21% of applications were 
conditioned to ensure full compliance 
with the standards of Clause 55.04. Such 
conditions were equally included where 
there were objections and where no 
objections were received. This indicates that 
there is no relationship between receipt 
of an objection and inclusion of permit 
conditions related to neighbours’ amenity. 

Like applications where minor variations 
were supported, the matters dealt with by 
way of permit conditions related to matters 
which were genuinely minor in nature, 
demonstrated in examples which follow. 

15Better Outcomes for Two Dwellings on a Lot 
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Typical examples of matters dealt with  
by condition, arising from an objection
Example 1

An objection was lodged regarding potential overlooking to secluded private open space from first floor 
habitable room windows. The proposed awning windows were obscure glazing to a height of 1.7m to limit 
direct views into existing secluded private open space and habitable room windows. A permit condition 
required that revised plans clearly illustrate the extent that the proposed awning windows can be opened to 
minimise direct views. 

 
Example 2

The overlooking standard was met, however from the key on the plans it was difficult to understand that the 
hatched area on the south facing first floor windows is fixed and obscure. A condition was included for clarity 
to clearly label the south facing first floor windows as fixed and obscure. 
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Typical examples of matters dealt with by  
condition, not arising from an objection
Example 3

Due to the slope of the land the ground floor west facing windows appeared to sit above ground floor. No 
boundary fencing was shown on the plans. A condition required the screening of these windows.
 

Example 4

A large first floor window to a stairwell was shown on the plans. While the large open area around this window 
was not annotated to be used for any specific purpose, it was considered that this area was large enough to be 
used as a room that could be occupied for extended periods of time. A condition was included requiring that 
this window be screened or obscured.
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Typical examples of minor variations  
supported where there were objections
Example 5

The proposal sought a variation to the setback requirement for part of the first floor. A variation of  
49cm was considered acceptable in this example, due to the existence of a pedestrian walkway separating the 
subject site from the adjoining property. This will ensure no adverse amenity impacts result from the variation.

PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY
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Time Increase in shadowing  
to SPOS of the  
neighbouring property

Increase in shadowing  
as percentage of total  
SPOS (%)

9am 0.0sqm 0%
10am 0.0sqm 0%
11am 0.0sqm 0%
12 noon 0.0sqm 0%
1pm 0.0sqm 0%
2pm 1.3sqm 1.54%
3pm 0.8sqm 0.95%

Example 6

The level of sunlight to the Secluded Private Open Space (SPOS) of the adjoining property did not currently meet 
the requirement. The proposal would generate additional shadowing to the SPOS of this property, as follows:

            Figure 12: Increase in shadowing over time

It was considered that a variation was acceptable for the following reasons:
• A reasonable level of sunlight will be maintained to the SPOS of the neighbouring property throughout the 

day. This would ensure that the SPOS will still have a high level of usability. 
• The additional overshadowing generated by the proposal at 2pm would be less than 1.5 square metres in 

total area and at 3pm would be less than 1 square metre in total area. This is considered to have a minimal 
impact upon the SPOS of the neighbouring property. 

• The small lot size of the surrounding sites, which are all generally below 300 square metres in size, makes 
total compliance with the relevant standard difficult to achieve.

• The proposal will not increase the amount of shadowing to the SPOS of the neighbouring property 
between 9am and 2pm.
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Typical examples of minor variations 
supported where there were no objections
Example 7

The western wall was setback 1.63m. ResCode Standard B17 requires the wall is setback 1.67m. It was therefore 
4cm non-compliant, which was considered a minor variation. It was considered that this minor variation would 
not contribute unreasonably to bulk from the adjoining property, due to the location of the wall abutting a 
garage on the adjoining block.
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Example 8

At 3pm, the development will generate 0.3 square metres of additional shadowing to the secluded private 
open space of the neighbouring property. No additional shadowing would be generated by the development 
to the secluded private open spaces of the adjoining property at any other time. 

It was considered that the additional shadowing was acceptable given the small area of encroachment and the 
existing shadowing to the secluded private open space. It was considered that a reasonable level of sunlight 
would be maintained to the neighbour’s secluded private open space given that no additional shadowing 
would be generated to the secluded private open space before 3pm. This would ensure that the usability of the 
private open space was not unreasonably affected. 
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Compliance with car 
parking standards
Of the applications approved in 2018, 90% of 
dual occupancy planning applications were fully 
compliant with the requirements of the Moreland 
Planning Scheme at Clause 52.06, relating to the 
provision of car parking. The other 10% sought 
a reduction in the number of car parking spaces, 
typically providing one less car parking space overall 
than the planning scheme requires. The reduction 
was supported in all instances. 

Car parking adds value to the sale or rental price 
of dual occupancy dwellings and a reduction in 
the number of spaces is primarily being sought on 
smaller lots where the full number could not be 
accommodated and/or on sites in locations within a 
few blocks of a train station or tram stop.

Figure 13: Dual occupancy applications to reduce 
the number of car parking spaces 2018

Car parking was a ground of objection in 22% of 
dual occupancy applications approved in 2018. Of 
the applications where car parking was a ground of 
objection, three quarters (73%) fully complied with 
car parking requirements of the planning scheme. 

Where car parking was a ground of objection, one 
quarter (27%) of the applications sought a reduction 
in the car parking requirement. The parking 
reduction was supported in all of these applications. 
There are no recent dual occupancy applications 
where a car parking objection resulted in a change 
to the application. 

Suburb Lot size 
(sqm)

Distance 
from tram 
or train stop 
(m)

Brunswick 376 204
Brunswick 461 637
Brunswick 330 270
Brunswick 356 318
Coburg 450 59
Coburg 387 194
Coburg 330 405
Coburg 399 208
Pascoe Vale 
South

529 185

Figure 14: Dual occupancy compliance with car 
parking requirements 2018

Objector appeals
If Moreland City Council supports a proposal where 
there are objections, then a Notice of Decision to 
Grant a Permit is issued. The Notice of Decision 
to Grant a Permit is a legal notice that states 
that Council supports the application subject to 
conditions. These conditions are explained on the 
notice. 

Council sends a copy of this notice to the permit 
applicant and objectors. An objector may appeal 
the decision to VCAT. The VCAT fee for an objector 
appeal for a dual occupancy proposal is $950.80. A 
VCAT hearing adds approximately seven months to 
the time frame to obtain a final decision.

An analysis of dual occupancy objector appeals 
for 2017 and 2018 has been undertaken. Of the 
dual occupancy applications where objections 
were received, an objector appealed Moreland 
City Council’s decision to VCAT in nine cases. VCAT 
agreed with Council’s decision and directed that a 
planning permit issue in all cases. Put another way, 
objectors lost their appeal 100% of the time.

23
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• In 10% of these cases an objector was arguing 
that a dual occupancy was not appropriate.

• In 20% of cases an objector was arguing that 
the amenity impacts were unacceptable even 
though the relevant planning scheme standards 
had been fully complied with.

• In 55% of cases the objector withdrew their 
appeal prior to the hearing or the objector 
didn’t attend the hearing.

This analysis indicates that objectors appeal dual 
occupancy decisions in only a very small number 
of instances. In all cases VCAT is concluding 
that Council’s assessment of dual occupancy 
applications against the requirements of the 
planning scheme is robust and reasonable. In these 
cases, third party rights of review are adding to the 
time taken to obtain a decision but not altering  
the outcome.

Conclusion from case studies 
of approved applications
One in two (54%) dual occupancy 
applications attract objections, but only one 
in ten (9%) dual occupancy applications is 
changed as a result of giving notice. This is 
a very low return on the investment of time 
and emotional energy put into objections 
and VCAT appeals by neighbours. Council 
officers are also investing time into engaging 
with objectors and applicants to try and 
mediate changes to address concerns of 
objectors.

All dual occupancy proposals are subject 
to the same rigorous assessment against 
the requirements of the Moreland Planning 
Scheme. The same minor variations are being 
supported or changes made by way of  
permit conditions, whether or not objections 
are received.
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Case studies of refused 
dual occupancies 2018

What factors can lead to the 
refusal of a two dwelling on a lot 
application?
In 2018, approximately 20% of dual occupancy 
applications were refused. Applications for all dual 
occupancy typologies are amongst those refusals. 
Moreland dual occupancy proposals have a high 
degree of compliance with ResCode amenity impact 
standards and car parking requirements. The 
primary reason for refusal is how the development 
fits into its surrounds when viewed either from 
the street or from surrounding properties. These 
applications could still be refused within the 
streamlined process recommended by this review.

Figure 15: Proportion of two dwelling on a  
lot applications which were refused, 2018

Of the refusals, approximately 60% were appealed. 
Of those that were appealed and progressed to 
a full hearing, VCAT approved 75% and upheld 
Moreland City Council’s refusal only 25% of 
the time. 

A summary of VCAT decisions on dual occupancy 
applications determined in 2018 is at Appendix 
4. The key issues within these decisions are 
neighbourhood character and design detail. VCAT 
upheld Moreland City Council’s decisions on these 
matters in only one in four cases.

Figure 16: VCAT dual occupancy appeal  
outcomes, 2018
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Conclusion from case studies 
of refused applications
In response to these VCAT decisions 
Moreland City Council has sought to 
provide additional certainty and guidance 
for all medium density development, 
including dual occupancies, so that these 
matters may be resolved more often within 
Moreland City Council’s consideration of 
applications, rather than at VCAT. 
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Community and  
designer perspectives

Community perspective
‘Community’ in this review is used consistent with 
Council’s recently adopted Community Engagement 
Policy, which defines community as encompassing 
all who have an interest in their city, including 
residents, rate-payers, businesses, participants, 
workers, students and visitors.

Future occupants – the people who will live  
in the houses

A Home in Moreland and the Medium Density 
Housing Review concluded that their needs are:
• To be able to rent or purchase a home they  

can afford
• Reasonable internal and external amenity
• ESD features which reduce operating costs.

Land owner/developer/applicant – the people
who are supplying new housing 

The Medium Density Housing Review, Design 
Excellence Scorecard consultation and Moreland 
Good Design Sessions concluded that their needs 
are:
• A timely decision
• Certainty in requirements
• Simplicity in requirements
• Economically viable development.

Adjoining owners and occupants and  
broader neighbours

The Community Reference Group involved the 
preparation of the recently adopted Community 
Engagement Policy and the case study analysis of 
this review concluded that their needs are:
• To protect the amenity of their house and 

outdoor areas
• For infill development in their street to fit in
• To reduce the number of dwellings on a 

neighbouring site (for some, two dwellings on a 
lot are considered preferable to three)

• To have clarity about if and how they can 
influence the outcome and for engagement 
practices to be authentic.

Conclusion from evaluation  
of community perspective
Facilitating low density urban infill assists in 
providing homes for Moreland’s growing and 
changing population and adds to dwelling 
diversity. Lengthy application processes add to 
the cost of housing and these costs are passed 
on to purchasers and their tenants. Removing 
process steps which add no value has the 
potential to reduce the cost of housing or 
allow this budget to be spent on design 
features which improve housing quality.

The proposed process discussed in the 
‘Review recommendation’ section of this 
report significantly reduces time frames. The 
proposed requirements are simple and clear 
and empower the applicant by front loading 
process to put project time frames within  
their control.

Existing state planning provisions deal with 
on-site amenity, amenity impacts and car 
parking. The proposed requirements would 
add to these requirements to guarantee 
improved quality development. The proposed 
requirements achieve improved outcomes 
for all neighbours on all applications in this 
stream. 

The proposed requirements and process 
incentivises reduced density as some 
applicants may apply for two dwellings rather 
than three dwellings due to the reduced time 
and increased certainty, which some sectors 
of the community may consider a better 
outcome.

For fully compliant, low intensity applications, 
objectors are having minimal influence under 
the existing process. Objectors invest time 
and emotional energy which it isn’t adding 
value or having an influence for two dwelling 
on a lot development where the application is 
compliant with the planning scheme. 

Moreland’s Community Engagement Policy 
states that engagement should be purposeful, 
and participation should be meaningful. 
Council should be clear with stakeholders 
about limitations and the potential for 
influence and that it is important that Council 
engages with the right people at the right 
time, not with all of the people all of the time. 
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Changing the process assists the 
community by not setting up false 
expectations. The purpose of engagement 
is to achieve better outcomes. Under 
the current process, consultation on 
applications for two dwellings on a lot is 
not changing the outcome. The proposed 
process removes steps which don’t add 
value for any sector of the community.

The Community Reference Group involved 
in the preparation of the Community 
Engagement Policy concluded that the 
community does not want to be consulted 
when they can’t have an influence. 

28

Changing the process for fully compliant, 
low intensity applications, where the 
community has no influence on the 
outcome, is being honest with the 
community.

Applications for two dwellings on a lot 
which seek to vary planning scheme 
requirements which could affect  
neighbours in unreasonable ways, would 
still go through the existing process,  
where neighbours would be consulted, 
because they could have an influence in  
this circumstance.

The community would be consulted on  
the proposed change in process.
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Perspective of designers
Moreland City Council has engaged with the 
design community in numerous ways over 
recent years. Designers have consistently 
raised issues in regard to neighbourhood 
character and design. 

Specific comments include:
• Moreland is too conservative in how it 

considers design
• The neighbourhood character policy is  

too restrictive and does not lead to 
contextual design

29Better Outcomes for Two Dwellings on a Lot 
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• There is a lack of flexibility to new design 
language especially where there is no 
clear streetscape character or mixed 
building styles

• In relation to neighbourhood character, 
it’s a guessing game in knowing what 
Council actually wants

• The more Council legislates design, the 
worse outcomes it gets

• The outdated neighbourhood character 
policy should not define how a building 
should respond to a site

• It’s much easier to get approval for 
stock standard design than exemplary 
architecture

• Council should be removing impediments 
of policy design prescriptions.

30

Conclusion from evaluation 
of designers’ perspective
The evaluation of the designers’ 
perspective demonstrates the importance 
of understanding dual occupancy 
development outcomes from the 
perspective of the designer. 

As discussed above, Moreland City 
Council has sought to provide additional 
certainty and guidance for all medium 
density development, including dual 
occupancies, in the implementation of the 
recommendations of the adopted Medium 
Density Housing Review.
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Impact on housing supply 

Impact of the proposed process 
change on the overall supply  
of housing
Over the past decade Moreland has accommodated 
significant housing growth. A large number of new 
apartments have been built, particularly in Brunswick 
and Brunswick East.

However, medium density developments have been 
more common across Moreland, accounting for 70% 
of all new dwellings between 2005 and 2016. 

Moreland’s residential areas provide extensive infill 
housing opportunities. Moreland receives one of the 
highest numbers of planning permit applications 
for medium density dwelling development in 
Victoria. This proposal will not result in change to 
Moreland’s ability to provide for medium density 
development to house future populations but will 
ensure this growth makes a positive contribution to 
the community. 

Census data indicates that there was an increase 
of 7,278 medium density dwellings in Moreland 
between 2006 and 2016; this represents a 5.5% 
increase in terms of an overall stock percentage. 

Figure 17: Relationship between lot size and 
number of dwellings on a lot, 2015-2018

Activity Centres 17,151
Neighbourhood Centres 3,918
Activity and Neighbourhood 
Centre Total capacity

21,069

Neighbourhood Residential Zone 32,296
General Residential Zone 14,812
Neighbourhood and General 
Residential Zone Total capacity

47,108

Grand total capacity within 
existing planning controls

68,177

 
This compares with a 3.3% increase in medium 
density housing for the Northern Region and a 1.4% 
increase in medium density housing for Greater 
Melbourne. Moreland also added 4,557 apartments 
over the same period; more than 11,000 additional 
dwellings in total. 

The state government’s Housing Development Data 
2005 – 2016 indicates that the Northern subregion 
saw an average annual increase in dwelling stock of 
6,620 dwellings over a 10 year period and highlights 
that Moreland has seen the greatest amount of infill 
development during that period. 

Figure 18: Housing capacity within existing  
planning controls

2 3 4

Source: Moreland City Council, 2018
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The forecast housing need in Moreland is 
38,387 dwellings to 2036. They will be medium 
and high density dwellings as Moreland has no 
greenfields and very little greyfields land. The 
State Government’s ‘Victoria in Future’ forecasts an 
increase of 18,251 households in Moreland between 
2016 and 2031. 

Recent housing supply forecasts by SGS Economics 
and Planning for Moreland City Council indicates 
that the demand for medium density housing may 
be up to 20,000 dwellings over the next 20 years. 

What is the relationship between 
lot size and number of dwellings 
on a lot?
From the extensive case study analysis of the 
Medium Density Housing Review and this review, 
both of which looked at lot sizes, there is no 
relationship between lot size and number of 
dwellings on a lot. There is no tipping point at 
which size the lot becomes more likely to be 
developed for three rather than two dwellings. The 
lot sizes utilised for 2 and 3 dwellings on a lot for 
medium density housing, reflects the full range of 
lot sizes within Moreland.

There is also no relationship between the number 
of dwellings on a lot and dwelling size, as dwelling 
sizes within each development are tailored to 
respond to lot size and the target market. Within the 
case studies of the Medium Density Housing Review 
and this review, there were no medium density 
proposals for studio or 1 bedroom dwellings; all 
dwellings had 2, 3 or 4 bedrooms. 

Will the proposed fast tracking  
of dual occupancies act as a 
defacto density control?
In 2018 there were 135 applications in Moreland 
for three dwellings on a lot, netting 270 dwellings; 
noting the need to demolish an existing single 
dwelling to build three units/townhouses on a lot.

If half of these three dwelling on a lot applications 
were instead applications for two dwellings on a lot, 
due to the attractiveness of the faster process, there 
would be a net decrease of 70 dwellings per year. 
Over a 20 year period this is a potential decrease of 
1,400 dwellings.

The opposite might happen, and developing dual 
occupancies in Moreland may become a more 
attractive proposition. Moreland may actually end 
up delivering more medium density dwellings rather 
than less. 

Figure 19: Moreland two and three dwellings  
on a lot in NRZ and GRZ – number of  
bedrooms, 2015-2018

Lot size Number of lots

550-650 sqm 9,700

650-700 sqm 3,500

700-800 sqm 2,600

800-900 sqm 1,100

900-1,000 sqm 560

Over 1,000 sqm 565

Figure 20: Number of unconstrained lots in the 
NRZ and GRZ. 

*Note – Unconstrained lots are those not already 
developed with medium density housing. 

A quarter of the dwellings proposed contained 4 
bedrooms. The balance was evenly split between 2 
and 3 bedrooms. Larger (4 bedroom dwellings) were 
more common with two dwelling on a lot proposals, 
but were also present within the 3 dwelling on a lot 
case studies, because dwelling sizes are a response 
to both lot size and price point for medium density 
dwellings within a given suburb. 

The property market for medium density housing 
in Moreland is far more nuanced than any blunt 
assumptions about lot sizes and dwelling sizes.



33Better Outcomes for Two Dwellings on a Lot 

Should the recommendation 
distinguish between the 
Neighbourhood and General 
Residential Zones?
Within the Victoria Planning Provisions there is no 
density control in the Neighbourhood Residential 
Zone or the General Residential Zone. Both 
zones are equally places for dual occupancy infill 
development, just at different heights. Only 30% 
of residentially zoned land in Moreland is in the 
General Residential Zone and 62% of residentially 
zoned land is in the Neighbourhood Residential 
Zone. 

If the recommendation of this review was pursued 
only in the Neighbourhood Residential Zone, it 
may make the Neighbourhood Residential Zone 
the ‘go’ zone for medium density development, 
which is counter intuitive. If the recommendation 
was pursued in the General Residential Zone only, it 
would exclude much of the municipality. 

The proportions of medium density development 
in the General Residential Zone and the 
Neighbourhood Residential Zone are a 35/65 split. 
The key difference between the Neighbourhood 
and General Residential Zones is height and the 
recommendation does not limit or alter building 
height requirements of the zones.

In Moreland there is very little difference 
between medium density development in the 
Neighbourhood and General Residential Zones. In 
the period July 2015 to June 2017, 6% of medium 
density development in the General Residential 
Zone was 1 storey, 88% was 2 storeys and only 
6% was 3 storeys. The 3 storey medium density 
development tended to be along main roads and 
around railway stations.

There may be less dwellings on some lots, but 
more lots may be redeveloped sooner. Moreland’s 
capacity, need and supply modelling shows there 
are twice as many unconstrained lots as required to 
meet medium density demand for the next 20 years. 

A more likely outcome is that these two things 
will balance one another out and there will be 
somewhere around the same number of dwellings, 
delivered at a lower resource cost and some, but 
not all, of these dwellings will be more generously 
proportioned.

The proposed streamlining of fully compliant two 
dwelling on a lot proposals is considered to be a  
low risk/high benefit intervention.

What are the risks?
• Delivery of sufficient housing for a growing 

population
• Plan Melbourne aspirational scenario of  

70% net increase in dwellings in established 
areas to 2051.

What are the benefits?
• Guaranteed better quality outcomes
• Increased delivery of medium density housing  

by improving the efficiency of obtaining a 
planning permit

• Fully compliant, good quality two dwelling 
developments are received ‘up front’ with no 
negotiation required over discretionary elements

• Guaranteed better ESD outcomes due to the 
inclusion of ESD as a requirement in criteria (not 
a discretionary policy)

• Guaranteed better housing accessibility due to 
a new requirement for certification from Livable 
Housing Australia

• ResCode criteria become mandatory rather 
than discretionary for those that choose this 
application stream

• Will incentivise compliance with the planning 
scheme (reducing tendency for applications to 
‘push the boundaries’ to achieve more dwellings 
on a lot) due to the time cost and uncertainty 
associated with seeking planning approval

• Provides improved customer service and 
certainty for landowners, developers and  
the community

• Reduces the time, cost and resource burden of 
upon the community and Council associated 
with objections, negotiating improved outcomes 
and VCAT reviews.

�

Figure 21: Risks and benefits of streamlining 
compliant dual occupancy applications
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Source: Moreland City Council , 2016

Figure 22: Building height of approved medium 
density development July 2015-June 2017
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But several other Australian government, 
academic and private sector studies have pointed 
to restrictive zoning as being an important factor 
in Australia’s high and rising housing prices. 

Most of those papers that make policy 
recommendations call for increases in land supply 
and changes to zoning rules to allow for greater 
housing density. And a growing international 
literature consistently highlights how land use 
planning rules – including zoning, other land use 
regulations, and lengthy development approval 
processes – have reduced the ability of many 
housing markets to respond to growing demand, 
pushing up house prices in a number of countries. 

Of course land use planning rules benefit other 
land users by preserving the views of existing 
residents or preventing increased congestion. But 
studies assessing the local costs and benefits 
of restricting building generally conclude that 
the negative externalities are not nearly large 
enough to justify the costs of regulation. 

In a review of the literature, Gyourko and Molloy 
(2015) conclude that while the benefits of land 
use planning rules are difficult to quantify, ‘recent 
studies suggest that the overall efficiency 
losses from binding constraints on residential 
development could be quite large’.

In Delivering diverse and affordable housing on infill 
development sites, Australian Housing and Urban 
Research Institute August 2012 
(emphasis added)

Both the public and private sectors represented on 
the panels in both cities wanted a more efficient 
approvals process; efficiency in both strategic 
planning and the development approval (DA) 
stage. The longer the DA process is, the greater 
the uncertainty and potential for increased costs. 
A more efficient development process would 
reduce development risk and increase the 
number of infill projects considered feasible.

In Housing affordability: re-imagining the Australian 
dream - Grattan Institute 2018 (emphasis added)

‘Planning regulations are limiting medium density 
development supply and raising prices. 
Planning restrictions significantly increase delays 
or uncertainty in development, either precluding it 
altogether, or increasing its costs.

And a growing international literature consistently 
highlights how land use planning rules – including 
zoning, other land use regulations, and lengthy 
development approval processes – have reduced 
the ability of many housing markets to respond 
to growing demand, pushing up house prices in a 
number of countries. 

Planning systems play an important role in 
managing the growth of cities. Land use planning 
rules set out how competing land uses should 
be managed to coordinate the provision of 
infrastructure and to minimise the externality costs 
produced by some land users – such as pollution, 
noise, congestion or poorly planned or poor quality 
development – on others.

One prominent Australian study by Ong et al. 
(2017) examines variations in the number and 
types of planning controls used by local councils 
and find they have little effect on housing 
supply. This may be because their planning 
controls do not reflect variations in zoning or 
density measures. Instead, their measure places 
substantial weight on the number of controls used, 
including a variety of controls that we would not 
expect to have a material effect on supply or prices 
– for example, relating to caravan parks, native 
vegetation and so on. 

Other Australian studies, such as Gurran and 
Bramley (2017) and Gurran and Phibbs (2016) 
argue that state government reforms, particularly 
in NSW, have made planning systems more 
responsive to changes in demand and are 
therefore not a major contributor to house price 
increases in recent years.

Research evidence which suggests that the planning 
system inhibits medium density infill development
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Planning documents such as the R-Codes and 
multi-unit development codes in Perth and State 
Environmental Planning Policy (SEPP) documents 
in Sydney are designed with the intention of 
increasing efficiency by providing guidance on 
what developers can and cannot do. However, 
there is a broader debate about just how the DA 
system should work. 

The planning system can either be a rules-based 
system that says they are the rules and there is no 
variation or discretion and if you want a five-day 
turn around then use that. On the other hand. 
there is maximum flexibility; here is the general set 
of principles and then there is discretion around 
that if the developer can prove the merits of a 
scheme. The real dilemma is where to build the 
system as when we go down the rules-based path 
the development industry say they want flexibility 
and the moment we offer flexibility they want 
more certainty. R-Codes say here are the limits 
and you know if you do that people will go right 
up to the limits. With flexibility, comes uncertainty 
and delay and then you add community 
consultation. We could make a completely rules-
based system and you are either in and out and 
we can streamline it.

There was some debate among the developers 
about just what they wanted from the planning 
system. The outcome was somewhere between a 
rules based system and a merit-based approach; 
flexible certainty. If developers want to build a 
standard scheme consistent with local planning 
documents they should be able to opt for a 
rules-based approach; a tick box exercise with a 
quick decision. 

For more innovative development there could be 
a merit-based approach which rewards quality 
design and housing diversity.

If you come with a good design solution you can 
get rewarded, there needs to be that flexibility. 
Move planning away from a prescribed model. 
Whether you can have cluster housing, dual 
occupancy, etc. - they are all just houses. If 
dwellings are permissible they are permissible 
and then you stay within a height plane e.g. four-
storey area, two-storey area and then the market 
delivers the appropriate house type.

I would like to see levelling of the playing field 
between individual houses and other types of 
small development. If building a house on a 
single lot you can bypass the planning system 
and go straight to building approval. You are 
deemed to comply. I don’t see a huge problem 
extending that to group and multiple housing on 
a relatively modest scale…

Developers should be able to opt for a rules-
based decision if their development is fully 
compliant with local planning documents. This 
should result in a quick decision. Developers 
should also be able to opt for a merit based 
approach where required, particularly where 
the development is perhaps innovative or seeks 
variation from the planning policy documents. 
Recognising standard apartment types and 
treating such apartments in the same way as 
project homes could increase the supply of delivery 
of medium-density units.’

The NSW Government has reformed its planning 
system over the past decade. It expanded its 
fast-track development process (known as 
‘complying development certificates’ or CDCs). 
Under the CDC process, if an application meets 
specific criteria in the code, it can be fast-tracked 
and a decision made by a council or accredited 
certifier without the need for a full development 
application. By 2015-16 these changes resulted 
in CDCs accounting for 43 per cent of residential 
development applications in Sydney, up from 3 per 
cent in 2007-08. The NSW Government is working 
on expanding CDCs to include medium-density 
developments up to three storeys. 

Conclusion from analysis 
of impact on overall supply 
of housing
The proposed streamlining of fully compliant 
two dwelling on a lot proposals will not have 
any unreasonable impacts on housing supply 
or dwelling typology, to house Moreland’s 
growing and changing population.
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The Better Outcomes for Two Dwellings on a Lot 
Review recommends that the Moreland Planning 
Scheme be amended so that planning scheme 
compliant, enhanced quality, two dwelling on a 
lot applications be processed within the  
VicSmart stream. 

The key features of VicSmart include a 10-day 
permit process, applications are not advertised, 
and a delegate of the Chief Executive Officer 
decides the application.

This action aims to guarantee improved quality 
of dual occupancy housing, for both those who 
live in this housing, and the broader Moreland 
community, whilst at the same time streamlining 
the process to make more effective use of 
resources.

Under the existing process, at best it takes 
five months to get a decision on a planning 
application. At worst, if an objector appeal is 
lodged, it can take up to 12 months to get a 
decision. Under the proposed process a planning 
permit for fully compliant two dwelling on a lot 
proposals, with guaranteed better outcomes, 
could be issued within two weeks. 

There is a resource benefit through reduced 
need to negotiate proposals into planning 
scheme compliance and in respect to community 
consultation and VCAT hearings, as applications 
would be required to meet and improve upon 
the planning scheme requirements at lodgement. 

This would enable resources to be redirected 
towards improved quality planning outcomes 
for the Moreland community on more complex 
planning proposals.

This recommendation does not relate to all 
medium density applications, or even all 
applications for two dwellings on a lot. It relates to 
only those two dwelling on a lot proposals that are 
fully compliant with the numerical standards of the 
planning scheme including amenity impact and 
car parking standards and which meet specified 
criteria to guarantee better outcomes. 

Figure 23: Dual occupancy application  
processing times 

Review recommendation – How to get better outcomes 
for two dwellings on a lot in Moreland
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Proposed VicSmart criteria
The case studies indicate that dual occupancy 
development which complies with all numerical 
standards of the planning scheme achieves high 
quality outcomes for both those who live in this 
housing, and the broader Moreland community.

All of the proposed requirements are mandatory. 
That is, in order to qualify to be processed within 
the streamlined VicSmart process, all requirements 
specified below must be fully complied with, which 
guarantees better outcomes. 

Case study analysis shows that by requiring 
development to adhere to all standards, it will be of 
high quality. 

If any of the requirements are sought to be varied, 
the application will be processed within the existing 
process with notice and appeal rights to adjoining 
owners and occupiers.

Better Outcomes for Two Dwellings on a Lot 

The following draft provisions are proposed for 
adoption as part of the June 2019 Council Report, 
to seek authorisation for a planning scheme 
amendment. These provision are subject to 
change in response to submissions and Council’s 
consideration of Panel recommendations, 
throughout the amendment process. 

  
Maximum building height

The current maximum building height requirements 
of the zone must continue to be met. Within the 
Neighbourhood Residential Zone, the building 
height must not exceed 9 metres; and must contain 
no more than 2 storeys at any point. Within the 
General Residential Zone, the building height must 
not exceed 11 metres; and must contain no more 
than 3 storeys at any point. It is highlighted that the 
building height requirement works together with 
the side and rear setback requirement, to limit the 
impact on the amenity of existing dwellings, whilst 
respecting neighbourhood character.
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Minimum garden area

The current minimum garden area requirement of 
the zone must continue be met.

• On lots between 400 and 500 square metres 
in area, 25% of the lot must be set aside as 
garden area. 

• On lots between 500 and 650 square metres 
in area, 30% of the lot must be set aside as 
garden area. 

• On lots above 650 square metres in area, 35% 
of the lot must be set aside as garden area. 

This requirement operates together with 
landscaping requirements to increase space for the 
planting of larger canopy trees.

Landscaping

The current landscaping requirements within the 
Neighbourhood and General Residential Zones 
must be met. These requirements relate to canopy 
tree planting. Tying landscaping requirements to 
the schedules to the zones ensures that if Council 
amends these requirements, the new requirements 
will apply to dual occupancies processed within the 
proposed streamlined process.

Site layout and building massing

All current numerical standards relating to street 
setback, site coverage, permeability and width of 
accessways and car spaces must be met.

On-site amenity and facilities

All current numerical standards relating to internal 
views, daylight to new windows, private open space, 
solar access to open space, storage and front fences 
must be met. These requirements ensure that high 
quality living environments are created for those 
who will live in the dwellings.

Amenity impacts

All current numerical standards relating to side 
and rear setbacks, walls on boundaries, daylight to 
existing windows, solar access to existing north-
facing habitable room windows, overshadowing 
of open space and overlooking must be met. 
These requirements ensure that the impacts of 
development on adjoining land owners are  
not unreasonable.

Car parking

Current numerical standards relating to the number 
of car parking spaces must be met. In addition, 
requirements have been included to reduce the 
dominance of crossovers and car parking from the 
street. These requirements are consistent with case 
study analysis of Moreland City Council and VCAT 
decisions, and are particularly applicable to side by 
side dual occupancies.

Livable (accessible) housing

All new dwellings must achieve Silver Level of 
performance under the Livable Housing Australia, 
Livable Housing Design Guidelines. This requirement 
guarantees that the objectives and strategies within 
the Municipal Strategic Statement to increase the 
supply of housing that is visitable and adaptable to 
sectors of the community with altered mobility will 
be achieved. 

Environmental sustainability

All new dwellings must achieve a minimum BESS 
score of 50%, including achieving the mandatory 
minimum score paths for water, energy, storm water 
and indoor environmental quality. This requirement 
has been developed in consultation with Council’s 
ESD Unit to ensure that the outcomes will be of 
high quality and that the requirements of the 
Environmentally Sustainable Development local 
policy will be guaranteed. 
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Conclusion
The Better Outcomes for Two Dwellings on a Lot Review has considered two dwelling on a lot housing 
in Moreland from extensive case study analysis and the perspectives of the community, designers 
and VCAT. It has concluded that fully compliant, low intensity applications for two dwellings on a lot 
are achieving high quality outcomes and the third party notice and review steps within the existing 
workflow are not adding value for any sector of the community.

This review recommends that a streamlined process for fully compliant dual occupancy development 
has the potential to guarantee better quality outcomes, while freeing up resources  
to negotiate improved outcomes in more complex, more intensive, development proposals.

This recommendation does not relate to those two dwelling on a lot proposals which vary the 
amenity impacts, car parking and other specified numerical standards of the planning scheme.  
These applications would still follow the existing process and be advertised to neighbours.
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Appendix 1 - Draft Planning Scheme Provisions

SCHEDULE TO CLAUSE 59.15 LOCAL VICSMART APPLICATIONS 

1.0 Table 1 Classes of VicSmart application under zone provisions 

Name of zone 
or class of 
zone 

Class of application Permit 
requirement 
provision  

Information 
requirements 
and decision 
guidelines 

Neighbourhood 
Residential Zone 
and 
General 
Residential Zone 

Construct a dwelling if there is 
one dwelling existing on the lot  
or construct two dwellings on a 
lot where: 
• Maximum building height 

requirement of the zone 
must be met 

• Minimum garden area 
requirement of the zone 
must be met 

• Meets the requirements in 
the following standards of 
Clause 55 

• B6 Street setback 
standard  

• B8 Site coverage 
standard 

• B9 Permeability 
standard 

• B14 Access 
standard 

• B17 Side and rear 
setbacks standard 

• B18 Walls on 
boundaries 
standard 

• B19 Daylight to 
existing windows 
standard 

• B20 North-facing 
windows standard 

• B21 
Overshadowing 
open space 
standard 

• B22 Overlooking 
standard 

• B23 Internal views 
standard 

• B27 Daylight to 
new windows 
standard 

• B28 Private open 
space standard 

• B29 Solar access 
to open space 
standard 

• B30 Storage 
standard 

32.09-6 
or 
32.08-5 

Schedule 1 to 
Clause 59.16 
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Name of zone 
or class of 
zone 

Class of application Permit 
requirement 
provision  

Information 
requirements 
and decision 
guidelines 

• B32 Front fences 
standard 

• Must provide the number of 
car parking spaces required 
by Clause 52.06 Table 1 

• Must meet the following 
requirements for new 
crossovers and garages: 

• No street trees are 
being removed 

• A minimum 
clearance of 3m 
must be provided 
between the trunk 
of any street tree 
and any part of a 
vehicle crossing, 
inclusive of the 
radial or splay 

• Crossovers 
maximum 3 metres 
width 

• If more than one 
vehicle crossover is 
proposed, the 
crossovers must be 
a minimum of 8 
metres apart, 
measured at the 
front boundary 

• If both dwellings 
front the street, the 
garages must be a 
minimum of 8 
metres apart 

• Any garage which 
faces the street 
must be no more 
than 4.5 metres 
wide 

• Any garage which 
faces the street 
must be setback 
from the street a 
minimum of 500mm 
more than the front 
wall of the dwelling 

• All new dwellings must 
achieve Silver Level of 
performance under the 
Livable Housing Australia, 
Livable Housing Design 
Guidelines. 

• All new dwellings must 
comply with Clause 22.08 – 
Environmentally Sustainable 
Development local policy, by 
achieving a minimum BESS 
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Name of zone 
or class of 
zone 

Class of application Permit 
requirement 
provision  

Information 
requirements 
and decision 
guidelines 

score of 50%, including 
achieving the mandatory 
minimum score paths for 
water, energy, storm water 
and IEQ 

• All dwellings must meet the 
landscaping requirements in 
the schedule to the zone 

If a schedule to the zone 
specifies a requirement of a 
standard different from a 
requirement set out in the Clause 
55 standard, the requirement in 
the schedule to the zone applies 
and must be met. 
For the purposes of this class of 
VicSmart application, the 
requirements specified above are 
mandatory. 

 

SCHEDULE 1 TO CLAUSE 59.16 INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS AND DECISION 
GUIDELINES FOR LOCAL VICSMART APPLICATIONS 

 CONSTRUCT A DWELLING IF THERE ONE DWELLING EXISTING ON THE LOT OR 
CONSTRUCT TWO DWELLINGS ON A LOT 

1.0 Information requirements 

An application must be accompanied by the following information as appropriate: 
▪ Sustainable Design Assessment (SDA) which has been certified by Moreland City 

Council that demonstrates all new dwellings will achieve a minimum BESS score of 
50%, including achieving the mandatory minimum score paths for water, energy, storm 
water and IEQ. 

▪ A Livable Housing assessment which has been certified by a Livable Housing Australia 
Design Guideline Assessor, demonstrating that all new dwellings achieve Silver Level 
of performance under the LHA Livable Housing Design Guidelines. 

▪ A Moreland VicSmart Dual Occupancy Zone and Rescode Compliance Assessment. 

2.0 Decision guidelines 

In assessing an application, the responsible authority must consider as appropriate: 
▪ Any relevant neighbourhood character objective, policy or statement set out in this 

scheme.  
▪ The neighbourhood and site description.  
▪ The design response. 
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Appendix 2 - A Home in Moreland
A Home in Moreland

Appendix 3 - Medium Density 
Housing Review October 2018 
Medium Density Housing Review October 2018

Appendix 4 - Summary of 
Moreland dual occupancy refusal 
VCAT decisions 2018

The following highlights VCAT discussion of key 
issues in relation to dual occupancy refusals (2018). 

Neighbourhood Character General

• It is to be expected that there will be 
differences between a new medium density 
proposal and the surrounding neighbourhood 
character, and indeed planning policy relating 
to urban consolidation and good design 
anticipate that there will be change. The 
question is not, ‘is what is proposed  
the same as the local neighbourhood 
character?’, rather the question should be, 
‘is what is proposed sufficiently respectful of 
neighbourhood character?’

• Policy in the planning scheme is not seeking 
replication. Respecting the character of an 
area is a notion that has been dealt with by 
the Tribunal on numerous occasions. The 
planning scheme seeks that new development 
respects the existing character of the area.

• The Neighbourhood Character policy is 
to be balanced with all of the matters to 
be considered in assessing a proposed 
development. One statement in one local 
policy does not have an elevated weight. 
It must be balanced with all other matters 
including the contribution such developments 
can make to broad housing objectives. The 
policy should not be applied in a blunt and 
prescriptive manner, but contextually.

Degree of Change

• While there is a policy imperative towards 
lower scale and lower density development, 
the context of built form ‘on the ground’ is 
more reflective of the favourable locational 
attributes of the area and includes multi- 
unit development and one to two storey  
scale forms.

• The location is appropriate for limited 
increase in density due to the close vicinity 
to a shopping precinct, which caters to daily 
shopping and community needs, including 
providing good public transport options.

Side by Side Typology

• For a side-by-side format, the sense of 
activation is satisfactory because each 
dwelling has a habitable room window, next to 
the front door, facing the street.

• The two 3 metres wide crossovers, together 
with the associated 7.4 metres long and 3 
metres wide driveways are not disrespectful 
of existing character. Tandem parking in 
driveways is not unusual. There are some 
examples of dual crossovers in the street and 
neighbourhood. The single crossing policy 
must not be applied as if a rule. It must be 
applied contextually.

• As an overall proportion of the façade of  
each dwelling (including ground and first 
floor), the garage doors will be a minor 
component overall.

• When one appreciates the urban environment 
as a whole, crossovers and driveways form 
only a small component of the overall context. 
They are not a vertical element like a front 
façade or readily perceptible like landscaping, 
garage doors, building materials or colours or 
roof form.

• Given the consistent view of many divisions 
of the Tribunal regarding the second 
crossover policy of the Moreland Planning 
Scheme, a more balanced approach than that 
asserted by Council leads me to conclude it 
is acceptable in this context. I find the side-
by-side layout, that includes two driveways 
and two crossovers in the frontage, is an 
acceptable response that will not dominate 
the streetscape.
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Architectural Style

• The character of built form in the surrounding 
area is mixed. There is no consistent theme or 
style. Contemporary built form exists and is 
an emerging style, with flat roofs and modern 
design detail. The combination of these 
two key factors weighs heavily in favour of 
allowing a more contemporary built form.

• Appearance of the buildings is the next issue. 
They feature multiple gables, each with eaves, 
facing the street with decorative strapping. 
This is a common architectural feature in the 
original homes in the area. The ‘appearance’ 
of the buildings, as an aspect of the policy, is 
respectful.

• The built form reflects the emerging 
residential typology in that contemporary 
forms are employed with materials readily 
found in the streetscape such as face brick 
work, weatherboards and render, windows 
and door proportions match those found 
in the streetscape, and the built form is 
sited to respond to the front, side and rear 
setbacks found in the area. The cue for the 
development has been taken, not only from 
the single dwellings in the area, but also the 
multi-unit development.

• This is a modest original housing area, 
with few, but emerging forms of infill 
redevelopment. There is no cohesive 
architectural form that stands out in a unifying 
manner. In that sense the proposal, which 
takes a conservative approach with a mix of 
brick, weatherboard and pitched roofs, will 
not appear out of place with the existing 
development.

Two Storey at Rear

• In terms of the impact of the proposal on 
what is commonly described as the ‘backyard-
scape’ of the surrounding area, the proposal 
does not unacceptably impact on the rear yard 
character. There is no consistent character 
or significantly open ‘backyard-scape’ in the 
surrounding area with many lots supporting 
outbuildings in rear yards.

• The two storey height proposed will not be 
intrusive in an area which includes both single 
and double storey dwellings and the pitched 
tile roof and the mix of external materials 
provide design detail that is respectful of 
nearby development.

Landscaping

• The physical context is diverse enough to 
allow a variety of different types of medium 
density housing. New medium density 
development in this network of local streets 
is quite different than the original low scale 
dwellings, while the second is that the 
opportunities for landscaping in some of 
the tandem dual occupancy developments 
are quite limited. So, the transformation that 
is occurring can absorb a different form of 
medium density development that provides 
reasonable landscaping outcomes.

• The development siting allows for reasonable 
levels of planting to the front and rear 
elevations. This will serve to soften the 
appearance of the building from the 
streetscape and in the rear private realm.

• While a second crossover is proposed, 
the front setback allows for appropriate 
landscaping, and the retention of one on-
street car parking space across the frontage.

• The setback to the street allows for 
landscaping that will contribute positively to 
the streetscape. 

• There is sufficient area within the frontage 
setbacks to provide adequate landscaping, 
on both sides of the crossing, including the 
provision of one canopy tree in each of those 
spaces as well as lower level planting.

• The benefits of the design are the 
achievement of large areas of private open 
space and reasonable amounts of landscaping 
in the frontage. This outweighs the detriment 
of providing two crossovers.

• The proposed planting will enhance the 
landscape character of the street, which is not 
a strong feature of the immediate locality.
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