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1.0 Introduction 

This Statement of Expert Evidence has been prepared by Simon Joseph McPherson (Director, SJB Urban), 
for Moreland City Council.  
 
This report sets out my review of the proposed Amendment C134 to the Moreland Planning Scheme. This 
Amendment seeks to implement new planning controls for built form, guiding the emerging redevelopment 
activity across the Brunswick Activity Centre. I have been instructed to focus on the Lygon and Nicholson 
Street corridors (and not the Sydney Road/Upfield corridor), and to reference the re-exhibited Amendment 
documents (late 2014), rather than the original Amendment as exhibited from October 2012 – March 2013. 
 
Facilitating larger-scale new development, in areas of distinct character, history and heritage and of high 
community value, presents an inherent tension between preservation of character, and introducing a new or 
changed character. This tension is perhaps the key urban design consideration for Amendment C134. 
 
On this matter, Clause 21.05-5 of the MSS as proposed in Amendment C134 states that: 
 
Moreland’s urban character has developed from a rich social history and its population’s cultural diversity. 
Acknowledgment and development of this character fosters a sense of identity and belonging for the 
community. Promotion of a preferred future character acknowledges that the City is ever-changing and 
provides the opportunity to reinforce the valued elements of the existing character whilst confirming a 
preferred future character acceptable to the changing needs of the community. 
 
 
In preparing this report, I have visited and inspected the Lygon and Nicholson Street corridors in full, and the 
photographs in this report are my own, except where specified. I have met with Moreland City Council 
officers and Maddocks Lawyers. 
 
I have received and reviewed the following documents: 

• Brunswick Structure Plan 2010; 
• Brunswick Major Activity Centre Urban Design Review (BLOC Urban), Incomplete Draft for 

internal purposes only, 2012; 
• Brunswick Structure Plan Addendum (map and table of changes) 2012. I understand this was 

informed by the Urban Design Review; 
• Comparison of Urban Design Review and Addendum; 
• Amendment documents: 

o Explanatory Report (October 2014); 
o DDO18, DDO19 and DDO20 (October 2014); 
o MSS Clauses 21.04 and 21.05 (October 2014); 

• Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor Strategic Framework Plan (Draft, October 2014). 
 
It is my understanding that: 

• The Brunswick Structure Plan forms the principle background strategic work for Amendment 
C134, in regard to the Lygon Street and Nicholson Street corridors; 

• This was reviewed by consultants BLOC Urban, as shown in the draft/incomplete Urban Design 
Review report; 

• This Review largely resulted in the Structure Plan Addendum; 
• The proposed controls in C134 largely align with the Structure Plan and Addendum, with some 

minor variations.  
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Council officers have provided me with information regarding these recent adjustments. However, I have 
focused, as instructed, on the re-exhibited (October 2014 – December 2014) Amendment documents, rather 
than the history of their preparation. 
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2.0 What is envisaged? What outcomes are sought? 

This section considers the intent or objectives of Amendment C134, as a basis for assessing the proposed 
planning provisions and their effectiveness, in achieving these outcomes. 
 
2.1 Overarching strategic positioning / vision 

The Vision for Brunswick, as set out in the Brunswick Structure Plan, focuses on: 
 Preservation of heritage and character; 
 Rich spatial experiences; 
 Importance/primacy of the public realm, streets and lanes; 
 Affordability; and  
 Accessibility (getting around sustainably). 
 
This vision, which is relatively silent on development and built form, but focussed more on preservation of 
values, is complemented by strong urban design principles in the Structure Plan, with a focus on 
consolidation, densification, and retention of unique characteristics and heritage. There is also emphasis on 
strengthening the economic role of the corridors, including the transition from industrial to new economic 
uses (p23-24). This may be seen as relating to local population increases and investment/development. The 
Structure Plan encourages mixed, well-located higher-density housing, and facilitates a more comprehensive 
network of linked, well-designed public spaces. These points are supported as high-level urban design 
principles in the Structure Plan. 
 
The proposed DDO Schedules (19 and 20) seek a new built form character that accommodates mid-rise 
buildings, and new development that complements the valued built form and heritage character. 
 
 
2.2 Specific area visioning: Lygon Street 

2.2.1 Structure Plan 

The Structure Plan provides the following vision for Lygon Street: 
This area will continue to develop as a lively urban space, sought after by new residents and small 
businesses, due to its good public transport connections, great local services and its place at the forefront of 
Melbourne’s cultural scene. 
 
The accompanying Future Character statement focuses on: 
 Coherent streetscape and visual gateways 
 Protection of heritage values 
 New landmark buildings (gateways) 
 Increased activity, population increase 
 Public realm improvements 
 

2.2.2 MSS (Amendment C134) 

The proposed (under C134) MSS Clause 21.04 builds on this content but provides greater specificity in terms 
of a ‘vision’ or future character statement for each centre, describing the future Lygon Street Local Area as 
follows: 
 
The Lygon Street Local Area will continue to develop as a lively urban space with good public transport 
connections, great local services and its place at the forefront of Melbourne’s cultural scene. The local 
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convenience retail function of Lygon Street will be strengthened with particular focus on the established 
traditional retail strips at the southern and northern ends.  
 
Lygon Street Activity Corridor will be strengthened as a coherent streetscape well defined by visual gateways 
at the northern and southern ends. New development will build on the heritage character of the traditional 
shopping strips and remaining industrial buildings.  
 
 
2.3 Specific background guidance: Lygon Street 

The background documentation therefore provides a descriptive basis and rationale for what is being sought 
for these areas, balancing redevelopment with retention of character and heritage. 
 
It is worthwhile then to interrogate further, how this background has informed the proposed planning 
controls, in order to test whether the planning controls will achieve the strategic aims. 
 
This section of the report considers the guidance within the Structure Plan and other background 
documentation, which moves from visioning towards particular outcomes and therefore provides a 
basis for  planning guidance and controls. 
 

2.3.1 Lygon Street: Local Area Strategic Framework 

Objectives and Strategies which appear to support the key elements of the vision and background (above) 
are as follows: 
 

• Planning and land use: 
o To reinvigorate the area through the redevelopment of redundant and vacant industrial 

and commercial sites.  
o To effectively manage the ongoing pressure for redevelopment of former industrial sites, 

particularly in Precinct 2B between Blyth Street and Glenlyon Road, in a way that 
achieves good quality design and land use. 

o To ensure the development of new housing is balanced with the need to meet current 
and future demand for employment space. 

• Housing: 
o To provide a broad range of housing types of high quality to reflect the needs of a 

diverse cultural community. 
o To accommodate future residential populations through the redevelopment of former 

industrial sites located behind the Lygon Street B1Z. 
o To ensure new development provides a range of housing types to promote affordable 

housing. 
o To accommodate a new residential population through the redevelopment of former 

industrial sites and above existing commercial buildings. 
• Public realm 

o To improve the pedestrian experience along Lygon Street (in terms of function, safety, 
amenity and access). 

• Built form 
o To create a sense of arrival and identity when entering the gateways to Lygon Street 

at Brunswick Road and Albion Street. 
o To ensure that urban renewal is sympathetic to the heritage values of places. 

• Specific built form guidance: 
o ‘Map 8: Built Form’ sets out maximum heights, street wall heights and setbacks (building 

envelopes) 
o ‘Guidelines: Built Form’ address envelopes, interfaces, dwelling amenity, facades, 

frontages, car parking and other considerations.  
• Character and identity: 
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o To create a sense of visual identity along Lygon Street through the celebration of 
existing landmark buildings, and ensuring that new development contributes sympathetic 
architecture and urban design. 

o To retain and enhance the eclectic character of Lygon Street. 
 

2.3.2 Lygon Street: Local Area Precincts 

This third ‘tier’ of the Structure Plan provides further strategic directions for each of the three (3) Precincts, as 
well as further building envelope guidance, in the form of sectional drawings. These sections are aligned with 
the guidance in the Local Area Framework (Built Form). 
 
This section addresses Planning and Land Use, Transport and Movement, Built Form, Public Realm and 
Active Frontage, and Social Cultural Facilities (as applicable). It does not address local character 
considerations at the Precinct-scale level. 
 
 
2.4 Specific area visioning: Nicholson Street 

2.4.1 Structure Plan 

The Structure Plan provides the following vision for Nicholson Street: 
This area will develop as a city fringe location for businesses serving the inner city. The Nicholson Street 
boulevard will attract investment in showrooms and offices as well as medium and high-density housing. New 
and existing residents will benefit from a new neighbourhood shopping and service centre, and improved 
connections to open space and recreational facilities. 
 
 
2.5 Specific background guidance:  Nicholson Street 

2.5.1 Nicholson Street: Local Area Strategic Framework 

Objectives and Strategies which appear to support the key elements of the vision and background (above) 
are as follows: 

• Planning and land use: 
o To create a vibrant mixed use area with a balance of employment generating uses and 

residential development. 
o To maximise the potential of vacant and under-utilised sites on Nicholson Street for 

mixed-use including offices, showrooms, business services and residential. 
• Housing: 

o To ensure new development provides a range of housing types to promote affordable 
housing. 

o To accommodate a new residential population through the redevelopment of former 
industrial sites and above existing commercial buildings. 

• Public realm 
o To encourage more intensive investment in the local area through streetscape and 

improvements to pedestrian amenity and networks. 
• Built form 

o To ensure new development contributes to a high quality streetscape that celebrates 
iconic buildings such as the Lomond Hotel and churches. 

• Character and identity: 
o To create a coherent streetscape that brings together the variety of land use zones and 

building types. 
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2.6 Discussion 

Based on the above summary points, it may be deduced that the Amendment is seeking to achieve the 
following outcomes: 
 Facilitating new development, encouraging employment opportunities, supporting housing provision, 

diversity and affordability; 
 Leveraging new development to define and enhance streets and public spaces; and 
 Retention of valued local characteristics in built form, linking to local area heritage, and complementing 

this through new development. 
 
The Structure Plan provides a comprehensive sequence of information, from visioning and strategic 
directions, through to specific requirements for new development and recommendations for the public realm. 
 

2.6.1 Next analysis steps 

In general I am supportive of the background guidance, summarised above, which addresses: 
 Balance of land uses; 
 Optimising potential development; 
 Primacy of the public realm – design quality and streetscape enhancement; and 
 Reinforcing and responding to character. 
 
These objectives and strategies are aligned with, and supportive of, the vision for each of the corridors, but 
are not strongly place-specific or aligned to particular characteristics of each corridor or Precinct. 
 
The next level of consideration, therefore, is:  

1. Consideration of the general appropriateness of the strategic foundations of the Amendment, in 
this particular urban setting; 

2. Testing the proposed controls against specific local context/considerations, in terms of their 
support for the vision and strategic guidance; 

3. Consideration of other (modified) controls, in also potentially achieving the vision. 
 
The appropriateness of the above strategic directions is considered in the next section (3.0), through 
discussion of several key areas of consideration. 
 
The application of this strategic basis through the proposed controls is tested by Precinct in 4.0, which seeks 
to align the existing character, proposed controls and the character implications of potential future 
development. 
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3.0 Is this an appropriate strategic direction/framework? 

3.1 Activity corridors and redevelopment 

Activity Centres that are configured along major/arterial road corridors are a common condition in Melbourne, 
where commercial land fronting the major road is typically just one property deep, with an interface to 
residential areas to the rear (often with a rear service lane). They are also often characterised by narrow lot 
‘fine grain’ subdivision patterns and built form, as well as larger commercial and (former) industrial parcels, as 
is the case in Brunswick. 
 
These Centres comprise commercial-size lots (being typically larger than residential house lots, but which 
vary markedly in width and area), and so present significant opportunities for redevelopment that addresses 
the main road frontage and provides for an interface to adjoining residential areas to the rear.  
 
In this context, the strategic direction of Amendment C134 towards mid-rise development along 
these corridors, with a low-scale street frontage and varied building scale in response to local 
contexts, with recessive interfaces to adjoining residential properties, is appropriate from an urban 
design perspective. 
 
3.2 Streetscapes 

The redevelopment envisaged by the Structure Plan can contribute to a more ‘urban’ streetscape character, 
comprising typically mid-rise built form (say 5-8 levels approximately), for a more defined and enclosed 
streetscape profile (in cross-section). 
 

3.2.1 Building height in relation to street width 

I have investigated relevant guidance or urban design principles pertaining to ‘optimal’ streetscape profiles (or 
building height relative to street width ratios), and note that while there is no definitive ‘rule’ for the height of 
buildings in relation to street width, there is guidance available including the following: 
 Guidance from Islington (London UK) notes that streets with a height/width ratio of between 0.5:1 and 

1:1 normally provide a well-proportioned street frontage which provides a good sense of enclosure. 
 The City North Structure Plan (City of Melbourne) similarly suggests a ratio of between 0.5:1 and 1:1 

to achieve street enclosure and definition. 
 The US publication Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach states 

that the threshold when pedestrians first perceive enclosure is a 1:4 ratio of building height to 
thoroughfare width—typical of low-density environments. In denser urban contexts, height-to-width 
ratios between 1:3 and 1:2 create an appropriate enclosure on a thoroughfare. 

 
Lygon and Nicholson Streets are mainly approximately 19m in width. In this context, street wall 
heights of 3-4 storeys predominantly would deliver a ratio in between 0.5:1 and 1:1. The higher built 
form up to 6-7 storeys, set back on each side to create greater width, would support similar ratios. 
Therefore these broad height ranges are seen as acceptable and appropriate in terms of proportions, 
creating a sense of enclosure, without the streetscape profile becoming excessively ‘vertical’. 
 
This is indicated in my sketch below. 
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Figure 1: Streetscape profile (height to width ratios) 
 
3.3 Interfaces and ‘depth’ 

As noted above, the typical condition of deep lots (of varying width) presents redevelopment opportunities, 
but this is tempered by the Activity Centre corridor being typically one property deep, and by the residential 
interface to the rear. 
 
Therefore for much of these Centres, potential redevelopment will be limited by the inherent nature of the land 
parcels, to a mid-rise outcome. That is, there is often insufficient depth or ‘buffer’ areas to allow larger-scale 
development. 
 
It is appropriate to require a responsive built form interface where larger-scale mixed-use 
development meets established residential areas. In my opinion, this requirement may be less than 
the typical ‘ResCode’ profile, for properties that adjoin commercial lots in an Activity Centre, and 
should be considered on a case-by-case basis, given the number of variables, such as: 
 Orientation of the adjoining property (rear or side interface); 
 Position of the house on that property (for example, impacts may only be across a roof); 
 Solar orientation and access to the residential property; and 
 Position of windows and terraces on residential property and in the new development. 
 
However I have suggested a potential ‘typical’ rear interface profile in 5.3, below. 
 
3.4 Character preservation versus new character 

This matter, as noted above, is perhaps the key consideration in assessing the appropriateness of the 
strategic directions of this Amendment, and also the proposed controls. 
 
Regarding character, the Amendment seeks to (from DDO19 for Lygon Street): 
 Create new built form character… while respecting valued streetscape characteristics. 
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 Ensure new development complements the valued built form and heritage character of Lygon 
Street. 

 Reinforce the fine grain character of Lygon Street. 
 
These points are reflected also in DDO20 for Nicholson Street (except the point regarding fine grain 
character). 
 
It is therefore apparent that new development of individual sites must grapple with the requirements 
to create a new character, while also respecting, complementing and reinforcing the existing 
character. 
 
Alternatively, it may be possible for built form to establish and contribute to a new character, while 
respecting and responding to existing characteristics. This consideration will be essential in testing 
the proposed controls, below. 
 
 
3.5 Discussion 

The above (3.4) may be read in one of the following ways: 
 New development should BOTH contribute to a new character while ALSO complementing and 

reinforcing the existing character; and 
 New development of a particular scale and profile (set by the controls), WILL contribute to the 

establishment of a new character, which also complements and reinforces the existing character. 
 
There may also be an assumption that existing heritage built form and clusters, smaller sites and fixed 
ownership will constrain redevelopment along much of these corridors, thereby preserving elements of the 
existing character, while new development on other sites will contribute to creating a new character. 
 
It is necessary to consider the character implications of extensive new development (under the 
proposed controls), for the current or existing character. What form or scale of buildings would 
constitute a changed character which is acceptable, or unacceptable, in the context of the existing 
character? 
 
I have considered these questions through detailed consideration of Precincts within both the Lygon Street 
and Nicholson Street corridors, as set out below. 
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4.0 Precinct-based analysis and investigation of the proposed controls 

This section considers both the Lygon and Nicholson Street corridors, by investigating each Precinct, with 
each corridor comprising three (3) Precincts, as reflected in the Brunswick Structure Plan and Urban Design 
Review. While these Precincts are not utilised in the Amendment documentation, they provide a useful format 
for analysis.  
 
This section of the Statement is structured as follows (for each corridor): 

1. Observations and analysis of the physical character; 
2. Review of character descriptions form background documents; 
3. Review of recent development activity and character implications; 
4. Review of the proposed controls in Amendment C134; 
5. Discussion/conclusion/recommendations, setting out my opinions on the proposed controls. 

 
My photographs and an aerial image of each Precinct are included in Appendix 1. 
 
4.1 Lygon Street: Precinct 2A (south) 

As captured in the Urban Design Review, the Structure Plan describes the existing character of Lygon Street 
(overall) Activity Corridor as: 
 Representing a number of historic periods and architectural styles ranging from Victorian to interwar 

and post-war, and a range of building types from traditional shops, to housing through to interwar 
industrial buildings. 

 Lacking grand civic buildings or churches apart from the bank and post office constructed in the early 
1900s.  

 Localised commercial activity hubs around a number of significant hotels at intersections with the 
street’s key cross roads as the most significant historic development pattern – The Quarry to the 
south at the corner of Weston Street, The East Brunswick Club centrally located at the corner of Albert 
Street, and the Lyndhurst Hotel at the corner of Albion Street at the streets northern gateway. 

 

4.1.1 General character description 

My observations of the character of this Precinct are as follows: 
 Distinct lively and vibrant feel, more so than other Precincts; 
 Eclectic mix of buildings, old and new, of various scales; 
 Some larger developments (6+ storeys), with varied setback profiles; 
 Segments of distinct ‘heritage’ character, with relatively large extent of ornate narrow-fronted 

buildings; 
 Relatively recent 3-storey warehouse types, built to the street frontage; 
 Distinct contrast/juxtaposition between old, small buildings and large, new development in some 

locations; 
 Generally prevailing 2-storey street frontage, but scattered larger developments create a ‘vertical 

staccato’ effect; 
 New development does not read as an emerging character, but remains as an occasional ‘exception’. 
 
This part of Lygon Street is approximately 28m wide, between property frontages, with footpaths of 
approximately 4-5m wide generally, and central tram lines. Much of the Activity Centre area interfaces to 
established residential development at the rear. 
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4.1.2 Background character descriptions 

The Urban Design Review references the Structure Plan in describing the character of this Precinct as 
follows. It should be noted that the physical area of the Precinct has been reduced between this review and 
the current controls, and my observations are generally limited to the area covered by the Amendment. 
 
Between Brunswick Road and Glenlyon Road has a stronger Victorian period character with a greater 
predominance of double storey buildings. Significant buildings include the Quarry Hotel, and former bank and 
post office buildings. 
 
While I support this brief description, it does not comprehensively capture the character of this Precinct. 
 

4.1.3 Recent development activity and character implications 

The Urban Design Review provides detailed analysis of recent development along Lygon Street, and it is not 
the purpose of this Statement to address this matter in detail, but my observations are as follows: 
 
This part of Lygon Street includes a small number of large-scale recent developments, with the large building 
on the south-west corner of Brunswick Road and Lygon Street the most prominent at approximately 9 
storeys with little or no setbacks. There are two other 6-storey buildings with setbacks above three levels. 
 
As noted above, the new development does not yet read as an emerging character, but remains as an 
occasional ‘exception’, and perhaps a signal to the future character. 
 

4.1.4 What do the controls recommend? 

DDO19 recommends for this Precinct: 
 5-storey building height; and 
 3-storey street wall, 3-5m min, setback. 
 

4.1.5 Discussion/conclusion/recommendations 

The proposed controls are generally in line with the two existing 6-storey developments in this Precinct. 
 
Identifying character 
As is expected for much of the subject study areas, it is difficult to identify a definitive or clear character, as 
the corridors comprise a diverse mix of buildings types, ages and scales, as well as varied materials and 
architectural styles.  
 
However this ‘eclectic’ or mixed quality may be seen as the prevailing character in itself, and an important 
‘value’ of the area. The streetscape provides for high levels of visual interest and a sense of surprise and even 
quirkiness, which suggests a diverse, creative community environment. However the streetscape does lack 
cohesion or a sense of integrity. 
 
It is apparent that there is a delicate balance to be struck, however in my view it is important that new 
contemporary development at a particular mid-rise scale does not become the dominant or singular type for 
this corridor, as this would likely result in destruction of the current diverse, eclectic character. 
 
Intersection with heritage considerations 
Given the relatively large extent of heritage built form in this Precinct, the role of heritage controls and 
considerations becomes an important factor, but this area is beyond my expertise. 
 
I understand that Council’s heritage expert witness is recommending: 
 Lower street wall and overall heights in areas of clustered single-storey heritage shop buildings, similar 

to the northern part of Precinct C in DDO19; 
 Specific controls for significant sites, requiring a sensitive response to context. 
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I am also aware that Amendment C149, which is awaiting Ministerial approval, proposes additional Heritage 
Overlay areas in this corridor.  
 
Built form scale 
The proposed 3-storey street wall appears to be an appropriate balance between the scale of 2-3 storey 
older buildings, and the forms displayed by some new developments. 
 
Moderately taller buildings (say 6-7 storeys rather than 5) would be acceptable in some locations in my view, 
as demonstrated by the existing 6-storey buildings, and noting the wider road width in this Precinct. While 
these buildings are not particularly noteworthy, their scale in the streetscape is not excessive, in my view, 
noting that both have relatively narrow frontages. 
 
However the existing 9-storey development without setbacks demonstrates that this height or mass is 
excessive, in the context of neighbouring built form, and presents an abrupt streetscape condition. 
 
The visual distinction between street frontage and upper levels is equally important as the setback distance, 
in my view, as discussed above. While a setback of minimum 3m can be effective in approximately 5-storey 
built form, the detail of the design can either reinforce, or erode, the visual effect of this setback, and the 
primacy of the street wall. 
 
Significant sites 
I am supportive of particular/specific controls for significant sites, and also sites adjoining or surrounding 
significant sites. If some significant sites are unlikely to be redevelopment, achieving a sense of transition 
towards taller built form is important, to avoid the ‘jarring’ effect of contrasting adjoining buildings, which is 
already evident in this Precinct. 
 
Recommended controls 
Based on the above discussion, I would recommend controls that allow for limited additional height 
potentially, subject to other outcomes being achieved. These recommendations would be as effective in 
reinforcing the existing character, while supporting a new character, as those currently set out in DDO19. 
 
Noting my expertise is not is Statutory Planning or Policy, this may be expressed as follows: 
 

Street wall height: 2-3 storeys. Specific height of 2 or 3 storeys in response to 
adjoining/surrounding buildings. 
 
Upper level setback: 3-5+ m 
 
Building height: 5+ storeys. 5 storeys is the preferred maximum height. Additional overall height of 
1-2 storeys may be achievable if: 
 Significant upper level setbacks of minimum 5m or more are achieved (to avoid developments 

‘pushing’ both height and setbacks); 
 There is a clear and expressed distinction between the street wall expression and upper level 

expression; 
 The development demonstrates close alignment and reference to on-site and neighboring 

heritage built form and existing streetscape conditions. 
 
 
4.2 Lygon Street: Precinct 2B (central) 

4.2.1 General character description 

My observations of the character of this Precinct are as follows: 
 Diverse mix of building types: single storey terrace shops, wider commercial/warehouse buildings, 

single houses; 
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 Areas of distinct heritage character and ornate building facades; 
 Typically zero-setback built edge to street; 
 Relatively narrow footpaths and areas of streetscape canopies; 
 Predominantly 1-2-storey building frontage height, with some taller parapets; 
 Prevalence of solid, masonry materials and ‘punched’ windows in solid front walls; 
 Areas of ‘fine grain’ modulation through narrow lots and building frontages, as well as wide 

buildings/sites; 
 Visual predominance of a number of recent larger-scale apartment-based developments on both 

sides; 
 Diverse contemporary architectural expression, with generally quite highly articulated buildings (but no 

consistent language, style or materiality; 
 Numerous 2-storey brick warehouse/factory buildings, containing retail uses, built to the street 

frontage; and 
 Some single-storey heritage/older building forms, juxtaposed against large new developments. 
 
This part of Lygon Street is approximately 19m wide, between property frontages, with footpaths of 
approximately 2.5 wide generally, and central tram lines.  
 

4.2.2 Background character descriptions 

The Structure Plan (Character and identity, Volume 2, Part 2, page 9), provides very limited description of 
general characteristics, but notes that Lygon Street has recently undergone some redevelopment, but it 
retains much of its eclectic character 
 
The Urban Design Review references the Structure Plan in describing the character of this Precinct as 
follows. 
 
Between Glenlyon Road and Stewart Street by contrast lacks a consistent or coherent character – its existing 
character evolving from adhoc development patterns. Existing building stock includes large factory buildings, 
some period shopfronts, and more recent large mixed use residential buildings. One of the key defining 
aspects of the central section is the presence of these large interwar industrial factory buildings fronting 
Lygon Street. 
 
I generally support this description but would emphasise the visually primacy of the larger recent 
developments, due to their scale and often bold or assertive architectural expression. 
 

4.2.3 Recent development activity and character implications 

The number and size of recent mixed-use apartment developments is most prevalent in this Precinct, 
particularly on the east side, and reflects, in my view, a changing or changed character. While the number of 
large buildings is still quite limited to 5-6, their scale makes them very prominent in most streetscape vistas, 
as my photographs demonstrate (Appendix 1). 
 
As noted above, this is due to the height and also breadth of these buildings, which are generally quite wide, 
and also their architectural design which is often quite ‘showy’, although more recent developments are more 
refined in their design. 
 
Extensive redevelopment to the scale envisaged by the controls will certainly contribute to a changed or new 
character in this Precinct (as is already evident). However it is my view that this changed character can be 
adequately recessive and moderate (within the recommended controls, below) to retain the ‘essential’ 
characteristics of the existing streetscape experience. 
 

4.2.4 What do the controls recommend? 

DDO19 recommends for this Precinct: 
 5-storey building height (full west side and east side: north and south);  
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 7-storey building height (east side: central);  
 3-storey street wall, 3-5m min. setback (west side: north and east side: north and south); 
 4-storey street wall, 3-5m min. setback (west side: south and east side: central); 
 
I interpret the controls for this Precinct as follows: 
 Reinforcing the prevailing existing street wall scale 
 Acknowledging the ‘central’ focus in this Precinct; and 
 Acknowledging existing recent large-scale development. 
 

4.2.5 Discussion/conclusion/recommendations 

In my view the controls for this Precinct: 
 Are reasonably conservative in terms of overall building height (5-7 storeys is at the lower-end of ‘mid-

rise’, but is still a significant ‘step up’ from existing conditions); 
 Will retain and reinforce the existing streetscape profile; 
 Will support an ‘open’ streetscape profile with plentiful daylight and visibility of sky; 
 May limit or constrain redevelopment activity, given the modest heights proposed; 
 May lead to a distinct difference between opposite sides of Lygon Street, where 7-storeys is permitted 

on the east side, but only 5-storeys on the west side. I am not aware of any clear rationale for this 
difference, given that both sides include a ‘buffer’ of sites to the rear that are within the Amendment 
area, before the residential interface. 

 
The existing recent developments clearly set a precedent for built form scale, with buildings up to 9 storeys in 
height. 
 
The notion of having (mandatory or discretionary) height limits which are lower than existing recent buildings 
is challenging, and would be to development proponents.  
 
While I am not certain of how the Planning Permit process would address this matter, it does seem 
incongruous. However I assume it is based on the 8-9 story buildings being seen as excessively tall in the 
streetscape. 
 
In my opinion, 7-8 storeys is acceptable, particularly given the commercial/industrial rear interfaces in some 
locations, while 9-10 storeys is too large. I note that, assuming 3m setbacks above street wall, 8 storeys or 
25m approximately, will just achieve a 1:1 height/width ratio, whereas taller form is likely to exceed this ratio, 
creating a vertically-oriented streetscape profile. 
 
It would be beneficial also to provide some guidance for architectural expression, in response to the context 
of historic factories, solid brick buildings etc, as well as the ‘eclectic’ character. In my view new development 
should not necessarily seek an eclectic expression in responding to the character, but should be more 
refined and ‘quiet’ in their expression, to allow older built form fabric to remain visually prominent. 
 
I am not aware of the rationale for taller street walls where taller buildings are permitted, or why the controls 
would not require consistency of street wall height, given the original character, but variation in overall building 
height. It is my opinion that if the street wall height is to strongly preserve and reinforce the existing 
streetscape experience, then this condition should be generally consistent, while the overall building height 
may vary, even if it makes some upper level forms more visible. However, being responsive to adjoining 
heritage or significant buildings may override this requirement for consistency, and so a street wall height 
range is appropriate. 
 
Recommended controls 
The controls for the 5-storey areas in Precinct 2B could be similar to the above (Precinct 2A), while those for 
the 7-storey area may be expressed as follows: 
 

Street wall height: 3-4 storeys. Specific height of 3 or 4 storeys in response to 
adjoining/surrounding buildings. 
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Upper level setback: 3-5+ m 
 
Building height: 7+ storeys. 7 storeys is the preferred maximum height. Additional overall height of 
1-2 storeys may be achievable if: 
 Significant upper level setbacks of minimum 5m or more are achieved (to avoid developments 

‘pushing’ both height and setbacks, and to retain a profile of less than 1:1); 
 There is a clear and expressed distinction between the street wall expression and upper level 

expression; 
 The development demonstrates close alignment and reference to neighboring heritage built 

form and existing streetscape conditions; 
 The architectural design is responsive to the inter-war factory buildings and other built form 

context comprising refined, solid expression, broad punched windows and robust, simple 
detailing and articulation. 

 
 
4.3 Lygon Street: Precinct 2C (north) 

4.3.1 General character description 

My observations of the character of this Precinct are as follows: 
 Mixed presence of fine-grain low scale heritage shop buildings, and larger apartment developments; 
 Large lots presenting development potential: car parks, single-level showrooms; 
 Mixed building quality, some quite run down; 
 More quiet, suburban character, like a local shopping village, in contrast to other Precincts; 
 Several planned or permitted developments (advertising hoardings). 
 

4.3.2 Background character descriptions 

The Urban Design Review references the Structure Plan in describing the character of this Precinct as 
follows. 
 
A traditional shopping strip between Albion and Hickford Streets is mainly characterised by single storey 
shopfronts from the interwar period along the east side of the street. The more visually dominant Lyndhurst 
Hotel and former Theatre define the character to the west side of the street. 
 
I generally support this description, but note the emerging presence of larger developments. 
 

4.3.3 Recent development activity and character implications 

One 5-storey complete development and another in construction are prominent in the streetscape, located 
centrally in this Precinct. Further development of similar scale, as expected based on the advertising 
hoardings present and large sites. 
 

4.3.4 What do the controls recommend? 

DDO19 recommends for this Precinct: 
 5-storey building height (full west side and east side: south);  
 3-storey building height (east side: north);  
 3-storey street wall, 3-5m min. setback  (full west side and east side: south);  
 2-storey street wall, 7m min. setback (east side: north). 
 

4.3.5 Discussion/conclusion/recommendations 

The clustered heritage shops extending from the northern gateway are evidently the basis for a quite 
restrictive built form envelope here, of up to 4 storeys with a 7m setback above two storeys. The remainder 
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of this Precinct is similar to Precinct 2A, in response to the predominantly residential interfaces to the east 
and west. 
 
The contrasting controls between east and west sides, between Stewart and Albion Streets, may lead to an 
imbalanced streetscape profile (particularly if ultimately discretionary controls permit developments of larger 
than 5-storeys). 
 
It may be prudent, therefore, to either reduce the street wall height on the west side, and/or only allow 
potential for higher built form south of Stewart Street. 
 
In my view a 7m upper level setback seems very large for just a 4-storey building. From my rough sketch-
based consideration, the 7m setback will still allow visibility of most or all of the top floor of a 4-storey built 
form, from the opposite side of the street. Interestingly, if the street wall was 3-storeys, with a 7m setback to 
the top floor only, this top level would be largely invisible from the opposite footpath, as shown below. 
However I realise that the 2-storey street wall is in response to existing single-level heritage shop buildings. 
 
In my opinion this setback could be reduce to 5-6m without any significant additional visibility or visual bulk 
impacts at this scale. 
 

 
Figure 2: Sketch cross-section through Lygon Street, Precinct 2C (Type 2 on east/right side), indicting visibility of upper levels from 

opposite footpath 
 
 
Recommended controls: north of Stewart Street: 
 

Street wall height: 2 storeys. Consistent to both sides of street. 
 
Upper level setback: 3-5m (west) and 5-6m (east).  
 
Building height: 5 storeys (west) and 4 storeys (east). No potential for increased height. 

 
Recommended controls: south of Stewart Street: 
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Street wall height: 2-3 storeys. Specific height of 2 or 3 storeys in response to 
adjoining/surrounding buildings. 
 
Upper level setback: 3-5+ m 
 
Building height: 5+ storeys. 5 storeys is the preferred maximum height. Additional overall height of 
1-2 storeys may be achievable if: 
 Significant upper level setbacks of minimum 5m or more are achieved (to avoid developments 

‘pushing’ both height and setbacks); 
 There is a clear and expressed distinction between the street wall expression and upper level 

expression; 
 The development demonstrates close alignment and reference to neighboring heritage built 

form and existing streetscape conditions. 
 
 
4.4 Nicholson Street: Precinct 3A (south) 

As captured in the Urban Design Review, the Structure Plan describes the existing character of Nicholson 
Street Activity Corridor as: 
 An incoherent built form character along Nicholson Street despite the presence of iconic buildings 

such as the 3 churches in its southern, central and northern sections; and the Lomond Hotel at the 
intersection of Nicholson & Blyth Streets. 

 Lacking consistency and character because of the mosaic of land use zones (and resultant building 
types) from residential through to industrial and mixed use. 

 Having a poorly defined intersection at Brunswick Road and Nicholson Street within the Local Area’s 
southern section. 

 Being dominated by large industrial building stock within the Corridor’s central section. 
 Having diverse and distinctive land use precincts in the northern section of Corridor centred around an 

existing urban village at the intersection of Blythe Street. 
 

4.4.1 General character description 

My observations of the character of this Precinct are as follows: 
 School/church buildings predominate, in this very limited Precinct area. 
 The terrace shop buildings reflect a ‘main street’ character, with varied types and styles. 
 

4.4.2 Background character descriptions 

The Urban Design Review references the Structure Plan in describing the character of this Precinct as 
follows. 
 
Between the Capital City Trail and Miller Street the southern portion is experienced as an extension of the 
Nicholson Village Shopping Strip in North Carlton. The northern portion is dominated by a catholic church 
and associated school. The eastern portion of this section (within the City of Yarra) is defined by traditional 
detached housing in the southern portion and higher density public housing & open space in the northern 
portion. 
 
I generally support this description, but note that in Amendment C134, the Precinct has been reduced to a 
limited area, only on the west side of Nicholson Street. 
 

4.4.3 Recent development activity and character implications 

One large building (corner Brunswick Road) demonstrates the scale of 6-storey development in the 
streetscape, but this building remains an ‘exception’ in this part of Nicholson Street. However I note that this 
block (Brunswick Road to Barkly Street) is excluded from the Amendment area under DDO20. 
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4.4.4 What do the controls recommend? 

DDO20 recommends for this Precinct: 
 North of Barkly Street: 3 storey height; 
 South of Barkly Street: 5-storey height / 3-storey street wall, 3-5m setback. 
 

4.4.5 Discussion/conclusion/recommendations 

It is assumed that redevelopment of the church/school area is unlikely, but the 3-storey scale seems 
appropriate in the content of the existing characteristic buildings. 
 
The row of terrace shop units (1-2 storeys) between the Capital City Trail and Brunswick Road is planned for 
5-storey development, which I see as acceptable in the content of the neighbouring major roads, open space 
corridor and 6-storey development to the north. 
 
Recommended controls 
I do not have specific recommendations for changes to the proposed controls, however the limited discretion 
for overall height described above for Lygon Street Precincts A and C, could also be applicable here. 
 
 
4.5 Nicholson Street: Precinct 3B (central) 

4.5.1 General character description 

My observations of the character of this Precinct are as follows: 
• Distinct contrast between east side (low-scale established residential houses and units), and 

west side (large-lot industrial, warehouses etc.); 
• Domestic character to residential side: brickwork, pitched tiled roofs; 
• Quite hard-edged character or ‘feel’ along west side; 
• Mixed building quality to east, with various commercial buildings appearing quite run-down or 

low-grade; 
• Visible ‘depth’ of industrial land through laneways and hardstand areas. 

 

4.5.2 Background character descriptions 

The Structure Plan (Character and identity, Volume 2, Part 3, page 9) states that: 
 The pattern of land use on Nicholson Street creates an incoherent streetscape that generally suffers 

from lack of consistency and character. 
 The mosaic of land use zones… has allowed a streetscape to develop that suffers from lack of 

consistency and character 
 
The Urban Design Review references the Structure Plan in describing the character of this Precinct as 
follows. 
 
Between Miller & Albert Streets centres on the intersection of Glenlyon Road. This precinct contains a 
majority of the Activity Corridor’s largest industrial sites which define the built form character of the western 
edge. To the east, south of Glenlyon Road larger lots are in the process of redeveloping for medium density 
housing while lots north of the church marking the Glenlyon intersection are small and remain as detached 
houses. 
 
I generally support this description. 
 

4.5.3 Recent development activity and character implications 

There is one existing contemporary 5-storey development (4-storey street wall) in this Precinct, but others of 
similar scale planned or permitted (based on advertising hoardings). Other recent development is limited to 3-
storey townhouse/walk-up types.  
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The large extent of industrial properties indicates the potential for extensive redevelopment in this Precinct, 
but this is yet to occur to any significant extent. 
 

4.5.4 What do the controls recommend? 

DDO20 recommends for this Precinct: 
 North of Glenlyon Road – west side: 3-5 storey heights (with up to 6-storeys centrally within this 

industrial area), 3-storey street wall / 3-5m min. setback ; 
 North of Glenlyon Road – east side: 3-storey height; 
 South of Glenlyon Road – east side: 4-storey height; 
 

4.5.5 Discussion/conclusion/recommendations 

The lower-scale street frontage along the west side is appropriate given the residential context opposite. It is 
assumed that this residential area is unlikely to experience significant change. 
 
The small area of 5-storey height should be extended to the north, across the industrial area, as far as the 
current extent of ‘Type 3’ frontage (so excluding the four (4) house lots south of Albert Street). 
 
Given the significant setback and large land area, there is potential for increased height located centrally 
within the industrial area, to approximately 10-12 storeys. This area shown orange on the DDO20 map is set 
back by approximately 35-40m from street and residential interfaces. Therefore additional height of 3-5 
storeys above the general perimeter height, will be largely concealed from view from the outside. Heights of 
10-12 storeys are seen as the upper limit of mid-rise development, and high-rise types (such as 
podium/tower forms) should not be permitted here, in my opinion. 
 
Recommended controls: West side, between Glenlyon Road and Albert Street (excluding small lots at 
northern end): 

Street wall height: 3 storeys.  
 
Upper level setback: 5+ m 
 
Building height: 5+ storeys. 5 storeys is the preferred maximum height. Additional overall height of 
1-3 storeys may be achievable centrally within the redevelopment area if: 
 Upper levels are generally not directly visible from the streetscape; 
 The architectural design is responsive to the industrial context, and also the residential 

context opposite. 
 
 
4.6 Nicholson Street: Precinct 3C (north) 

4.6.1 General character description 

My observations of the character of this Precinct are as follows: 
 Prevalence of relatively small house lots; 
 Older houses with significant front setbacks, solid masonry materials but also weatherboard; 
 Red brick character in many buildings; 
 Commercial warehouse and shop buildings with zero setbacks, especially around Stewart Street; 
 Landmark pub and School building(s) with heritage character; 
 Very little recent development, but one large site under construction (corner Victoria Street). 
 

4.6.2 Background character descriptions 

The Structure Plan (Character and identity, Volume 2, Part 3, page 9) states that: 
 The pattern of land use on Nicholson Street creates an incoherent streetscape that generally suffers 
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from lack of consistency and character. 
 The mosaic of land use zones…  has allowed a streetscape to develop that suffers from lack of 

consistency and character 
 
The Urban Design Review references the Structure Plan in describing the character of this Precinct as 
follows. 
 
Between Albert & Stewart Streets while predominantly small residential lots it contains three different nodes of 
activity at key intersections. These include larger former industrial sites and consolidated residential lots 
around Victoria Street, the existing Urban Village including the Lomond Hotel and RRR Radio Station around 
Blythe Street, and a cluster of community and civic buildings in a landscaped setting around Stewart Street. 
 
I generally support this description. 
 

4.6.3 Recent development activity and character implications 

There is some contemporary development of around 3-storeys, including at the corner of Albert Street, but in 
general, this Precinct does not display extensive development activity currently. 
 

4.6.4 What do the controls recommend? 

DDO20 recommends for this Precinct: 
 3-storey heights generally (no setbacks nominated); 
 Activity hub at Arthurton Road: 4-storey heights, 3-storey street wall, 3-5m setback. 
 

4.6.5 Discussion/conclusion/recommendations 

I interpret the controls for this Precinct as follows: 
 Retention of low-rise built form character, with ‘focus’ or activity hub located centrally near existing 

historic pub; 
 Transition to a more typical activity centre street condition with built form up to the street rather than 

houses set well back. 
 
In my view the controls for this Precinct: 
 Will retain a low-scale streetscape and open street profile; 
 Would presume limited, incremental or ‘scattered’ redevelopment of existing house lots, given 

ownership and subdivision pattern; 
 Would establish a distinctly new or changed character, even at 3-storey height/street wall, relative to 

current character of houses set back from the street. 
 May lead to further lack of cohesion in the streetscape, if smaller-scale redevelopment occurs ad-hoc 

amongst streetscapes comprising many older houses. 
 
In response to these proposed controls, my recommendations are: 
 Consider nominating a 2-storey street wall height where houses currently prevail (and specifying 

recommended front and upper level setbacks, if any), to limit the potential for scattered 3-storey built 
form up to the street, amongst recessive single-storey older houses. 

 
Amendment C153 proposes that this part of Nicholson Street be incorporated in the Residential Growth 
Zone, which I understand would trigger front setback requirements (rather than buildings to the street). I 
would need to clarify/confirm this understanding before finalising my recommendations. However the controls 
should seek to avoid the potential for 3-storey development with zero-setbacks, within areas of 
predominantly detached houses with significant street setbacks. 
 
The two significant sites at the northern gateway contain historic or heritage/significant buildings. The 
northern one is under the Heritage Overlay, and provides a height control of 4-storeys. The other is not in the 
HO, and no height control is provided in DDO20. I am not aware of the rationale for this, but the 4-5 storey 
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scale is appropriate for these sites, in my view, subject to heritage considerations. 
 
Recommended controls 
I do not have specific recommendations for changes to the proposed controls for this Precinct, except to 
note: 

• The residential areas should perhaps provide a control for front, ground-floor setbacks, in line 
with the residential context. 

• These areas should also provide for a 2-storey street wall, with upper level setback. 
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5.0 Review of other aspects of the proposed controls 

This section considers DDO19 and DDO20 specifically, providing commentary and recommendations on 
other aspects of the proposed planning provisions. This commentary generally applies to both DDO19 and 
DDO20,  
 
In general it is clear that: 

• A change of character (or new character) is one of the aims of the Amendment; 
• New development should be complementary and responsive/sensitive to existing characteristics; 
• The Amendment seeks to limit or control the extent of change, in order to: 

o Limit the change of character or support development which is complementary to local 
character, or retains aspects of the existing character; 

o Preserve streetscape qualities and public realm amenity; and 
o Protect residential interfaces to the rear. 

 
5.1 Objectives 

The Design objectives provide an effective and comprehensive foundation, addressing: 
 Creation of a new mid-rise built form character; 
 Iconic buildings and sites (reinforcing the prominence of existing landmarks); 
 Primacy of the street wall; 
 Transition to residential areas; 
 Building performance, including sustainability and accessibility. 
 
The first objective is perhaps the most important, specifying a new built form character (with height range) 
while respecting valued streetscape characteristics. These characteristics may be defined as: 
 Low-height street frontage, zero setbacks; 
 Open streetscape profile, low or moderate height/width ratio; 
 Diverse and varied built form, fine grain and other ‘design’ aspects. 
 
However low-height buildings are also a key aspect of the existing character, and so taller buildings will 
create a significant change in that regard. 
 
As noted above this creates some confusion or insufficient distinction between 
sensitive/complementary development within a new character, and retention of the existing 
character.  
 
The current objectives require respecting, complementing and reinforcing the existing character, but 
unlike the Structure Plan, do not require preservation of existing character (but clearly suggest a changed or 
new character). 
 
This situation may warrant revision to objectives to clarify the intent, such as: 
 To create new built form character that accommodates mid-rise buildings ranging from 3-7 

storeys, and which retains essential qualities of the existing streetscape character. 
 To ensure new development reinforces identified aspects of the valued streetscape character, 

such as low-height street walls, zero-setbacks and open streetscape profile. 
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5.2 Buildings and works: Street wall  

This section may be strengthened by guidance for new development to establish a street wall which 
specifically responds to or aligns with that of neighbouring buildings, to encourage a localised sense of 
cohesion in the streetscape. 
 
Further, the guidance should emphasise the importance of a clear visual distinction between the street wall 
and upper levels, to reinforce the primacy of the street wall and to avoid a ‘blurred’ transition between these. 
The wording used in DDO18 would be appropriate here also, as follows: 
 
To ensure the street wall remains the visually dominant element of all development and that any height above 
the street wall is visually recessive, subservient and does not dominate the streetscape appearance. 
 
 
5.3 Buildings and works: Rear interfaces  

The Structure Plan provides guidelines for rear and side interfaces, stating that built form and side and rear 
interfaces should be carefully designed to relate to adjacent scale and to avoid overlooking into adjacent 
dwellings. 
 
It does not provide specific parameters, but the DDO does, applicable to all precincts, stating that: 
 
Any part of a building adjacent to residentially-zoned land outside the Activity Centre (including across a lane) 
must be set back from the residential boundary at that interface by a dimension equivalent to its height above 
5 metres, up to a maximum setback of 10 metres. This equates to: 

• A maximum height of 5 metres at the common boundary.   
• A maximum height of 8 metres where the site is separated from the adjacent residential property 

by a 3 metre wide lane. 
• A maximum height of 11 metres where existing lanes are widened to 6 metres. 

 
This is illustrated in my sketches below. 
 

 
Figure 3: Rear interface as suggested by DDO19 and DDO20 
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Figure 4: Rear interface in commercial area, and streetscape proportions (height to width ratios). 
 
 
 
In my opinion this explanation is confusing in that it explains a setback profile in terms of maximum heights 
and boundary conditions. This requirement could perhaps be explained and demonstrated through a 
sectional diagram, similar to that above or those in the Structure Plan for front boundary setbacks. 
 
The resultant rear setback profile is a stepped form following a 45 degree profile away from residential 
interfaces. While in my view this ‘extent’ of recessiveness is adequate and appropriate at sensitive, low-scale 
interfaces, it results in quite complex stepped buildings, especially for taller buildings of 5-7 storeys. 
 
It may be preferable, in my view, to establish setback requirements such as: 
 Zero setback at ground floor (so same as current DDO19) 
 Setback of, say, 8-10m for all other levels. 
 
As illustrated below, this would create a simpler profile, and while the upper levels may be closer to the 
residential interface, the overall impression would be more spacious at the interface. 
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Figure 5: Alternative/suggested rear interface, to avoid excessive stepping of built form and create simpler profile and more ‘breathing 

space’ at lower levels. 
 
5.4 Buildings and works: Building layout and detailed design 

5.4.1 Active edges 

I am supportive of the initiative to maximise active frontages and I understand the reference to the Moreland 
Apartment Design Code. 
 
I understand the proportions of active frontage have been tested for applicability, but would suggest some 
flexibility where sites require vehicle access at the main road frontage, or other unavoidable technical 
requirements, such as electrical substations or other utilities, which impact on the potential extent of active 
frontage. 
 
Also, the guidance should require that glazed frontages be designed and retained as transparent, visually 
permeable frontages (rather than being obstructed by advertising posters, obscure glass etc.). 
 

5.4.2 Floor heights 

The guidance should refer to ‘floor to floor’ heights or structural heights, rather than ceiling heights, as this is 
the real determinant of appropriateness for a range of uses, rather than ceiling height. 
 

5.4.3 Adaptable, accessible and visitable development 

This section seems incongruous and out of place in the DDO, being a specific and technical area of 
consideration, rather than being relevant to built form and development in the urban context. I understand 
that these matters are addressed elsewhere in Building Codes and regulations, so would question the 
relevance or value of this aspect in the DDO. 
 
 
5.5 Mandatory versus discretionary controls 

This matter is also a key consideration for this Amendment. I would commence this discussion by stating 
that:  
 I have limited experience in dealing with the matter of discretionary versus mandatory controls in 

planning policy; 
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 I have worked on and supported numerous development projects that have, or sought to exceed 
discretionary height controls; and 

 This matter is strictly a statutory planning consideration, rather than a matter of urban design opinion, 
and being an Architect/Urban Designer, I do not have expertise to provide specific opinions. 

 
However I am able to provide comment on the potential implications in development of mandatory controls 
as opposed to discretionary controls, as follows. 
 

5.5.1 Building height flexibility 

It is apparent that along the Lygon and Nicholson Street corridors, some areas are more amenable to larger-
scale development than others, as the proposed controls illustrate. Similarly, in my opinion, some areas 
should be more flexible that others in terms of building height, particularly where the corridor has a greater 
‘depth’ of commercial/industrial land to either side of the main road. 
 
As discussed above, it may be assumed that clear controls for rear interfaces will of themselves limit overall 
building height, in areas of limited site depth (front to rear). In this context, mandatory controls may not be 
necessary to control excessive height variation. 
 
It is my opinion that there is a relatively narrow margin in these corridors between appropriate height and ‘too 
high’ in the streetscape, where buildings can become excessively prominent and shift towards a vertically-
oriented streetscape profile, with variation of just a small number of floors. 
 
There is merit in providing clear and strict controls, but on balance, variation of, say between 1-3 storeys 
above the preferred maximum height, may be acceptable, depending on context and subject to good design 
and other factors (setbacks, visual distinction between street wall and upper levels). 
 
Significantly taller buildings are certainly not appropriate in these corridors, but some flexibility is achievable in 
my view, as explained above. 
 
This flexibility may also apply to street walls (with certain limits), as the existing streetscape character features 
variation in street wall height. In this case, it is my view that a mandatory ‘upper limit’ is appropriate, but that 
lower street walls should be allowable where local context and adjoining buildings suggest this in new 
development. 
 

5.5.2 Design quality considerations 

The Structure Plan describes the poor quality of some recent development in these corridors, which ‘locks in 
disadvantage’ for residents (Volume 2 Part 2, page 8, item 2.3.1). The financial feasibility of development can 
be closely linked to design and construction quality and amenity outcomes. That is, development projects 
that are more ‘marginally’ feasible are likely to adopt cost-saving measures such as smaller dwellings, lesser-
quality materials, reduced shared amenities and so on. 
 
Therefore strict limitations to modest building heights, without flexibility for good design outcomes, may 
reinforce or exacerbate the prevalence of lower-grade developments, rather than encouraging higher-quality 
outcomes. However, this aspect of my report is an observation, without specific empirical basis. 
 
Conversely it may also be argued that higher quality development leads to reduced housing affordability 
which is also undesirable. However these matters are beyond the scope of this Amendment. 
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6.0 Conclusion 

The Brunswick Structure Plan provides a substantial, considered and rigorous strategic background for 
Amendment C134, along with the more recent Urban Design Review and Addendum to this document.  
 
There is perhaps a lack of clear rationale connecting the proposed built form controls to the strategic 
background. Essentially this Amendment is about achieving a balance between facilitating new development 
in desirable and well-serviced locations, while retaining valued aspects and characteristics of those locations. 
 
Local character, and what constitutes this character, is therefore a key consideration. The Design objectives 
require respecting, complementing and reinforcing the existing character, but that character is not definitive 
(and is generally not adequately explained even in the Structure Plan). Further, the character varies 
significantly along these corridors. 
 
Therefore it is not realistic to expect a direct and ‘fixed’ interpretation of character into particular heights and 
setbacks. This task required me to consider the prevailing characteristics and essential qualities of the 
character, identifying which of these can be carried through amongst new, larger scale development, and 
then considering whether the current controls adequately guide and inform this outcome. 
 
As noted above, specific aspects of the proposed controls are questionable, when one considers the 
particular locality in detail, and further, site-specific considerations, such as adjoining buildings would also 
inform an appropriate design response. 
 
However in general, the proposed controls will support an appropriate response to the prevailing urban 
character, through lower-scale street walls, and significant upper level setbacks, with modest mid-rise built 
form above. This approach is designed to retain a consistent streetscape condition, and a relatively open 
streetscape profile. 
 
Because the existing character is varied and not definitive, and the proposed controls are not explicitly driven 
by empirical measures, then applying mandatory controls seems too specific and definitive, relative to the 
background work that has arrived at these controls. 
 
There are some areas where opportunities for greater building height exist, and equally other particular 
locations where a lower building height or street wall height may be appropriate, in response to the 
immediate context. 
 
Discretionary controls would also be more appropriate in my view, to allow more nuanced, site-specific 
design responses and optimisation of opportunity sites, without creating excessive impacts. That is, the 
policy framework would need to ensure that excessively tall buildings are not permitted. I have suggested a 
potential approach to this, which allows, in some locations, for limited additional building height, subject to 
other factors being achieved. These other matters are focussed on built form profile considerations, rather 
than other, less-defined factors such as design quality or ESD. 
 
I have made all the inquiries that I believe are desirable and appropriate and no matters of significance that I 
regard as relevant have to my knowledge been withheld from the Panel. 

 
Simon Joseph McPherson, Director, SJB Urban Pty Ltd 
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7.0 Appendix 1: Precinct photographs 
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Lygon Street _ Precinct C
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8.0 Appendix 2: Qualifications and Experience 

Name and Address 
Simon Joseph McPherson (MSc, BArch, BPD, RAIA) 
Urban Designer and Architect 
Director, SJB Urban Pty Ltd 
25 Coventry Street 
Southbank, Victoria 3006 
 
Qualifications and Experience 
 Master of Science (MSc): Built Environment - Urban Design (Distinction), University College London, 

UK 
 Bachelor of Architecture (BArch) (First Class Honours), The University of Melbourne 
 Bachelor of Planning and Design (BPD) (Architecture), The University of Melbourne 
 Architects Registration Board of Victoria: individual registration number 5838 
 Australian Institute of Architects: full member 

 
2007-present: Director, SJB Urban 
2003-2007: Urban Designer, Department of Planning and Community Development 
2001-2002: Architect, SJB Architects 
1999-2000: Graduate Architect, Reid Architecture, Glasgow UK 
1998-1999: Graduate Architect, Gray Pucksand Architects 
1999-present: Tutor, occasional Lecturer, The University of Melbourne 
 
Areas of Expertise and Experience 
 Design Review: 

− Member, Design Review Panel for South Australia (Office for Design and Architecture South Australia 
ODASA) 

− Member, Capital City Design Review Panel, South Australia 
− Member, Moreland City Council Design Review Panel for Central Coburg 
− Member, ACT Expert Reference Group for planning projects 

 Independent Urban Design Reviews for Councils, including Yarra, Casey and Brimbank 
 Expert witness: numerous cases at VCAT and Planning Panels Victoria 
 Urban Design Advice on a range of development proposals and locations 
 Urban Design Analysis and Assessment and preparation of Urban Context Reports 
 Preparation of Development Plans, Master Plans and Urban Design Frameworks for public and private 

sector clients 
 Strategic Urban Design and Planning for Melbourne 2030 Growth Area Planning process (Committees 

for Smart Growth) 2004-2005 
 Research for and preparation of DPCD Design Guidelines for Higher Density Residential Development 

and Activity Centres 
 Urban development research, investigation, modelling 
 Architectural practice - design, documentation, administration on a range of residential, commercial 

and master planning projects. 


	1.0 Introduction
	2.0 What is envisaged? What outcomes are sought?
	2.1 Overarching strategic positioning / vision
	2.2 Specific area visioning: Lygon Street
	2.2.1 Structure Plan
	2.2.2 MSS (Amendment C134)

	2.3 Specific background guidance: Lygon Street
	2.3.1 Lygon Street: Local Area Strategic Framework
	2.3.2 Lygon Street: Local Area Precincts

	2.4 Specific area visioning: Nicholson Street
	2.4.1 Structure Plan

	2.5 Specific background guidance:  Nicholson Street
	2.5.1 Nicholson Street: Local Area Strategic Framework

	2.6 Discussion
	2.6.1 Next analysis steps


	3.0 Is this an appropriate strategic direction/framework?
	3.1 Activity corridors and redevelopment
	3.2 Streetscapes
	3.2.1 Building height in relation to street width

	3.3 Interfaces and ‘depth’
	3.4 Character preservation versus new character
	3.5 Discussion

	4.0 Precinct-based analysis and investigation of the proposed controls
	4.1 Lygon Street: Precinct 2A (south)
	4.1.1 General character description
	4.1.2 Background character descriptions
	4.1.3 Recent development activity and character implications
	4.1.4 What do the controls recommend?
	4.1.5 Discussion/conclusion/recommendations

	4.2 Lygon Street: Precinct 2B (central)
	4.2.1 General character description
	4.2.2 Background character descriptions
	4.2.3 Recent development activity and character implications
	4.2.4 What do the controls recommend?
	4.2.5 Discussion/conclusion/recommendations

	4.3 Lygon Street: Precinct 2C (north)
	4.3.1 General character description
	4.3.2 Background character descriptions
	4.3.3 Recent development activity and character implications
	4.3.4 What do the controls recommend?
	4.3.5 Discussion/conclusion/recommendations

	4.4 Nicholson Street: Precinct 3A (south)
	4.4.1 General character description
	4.4.2 Background character descriptions
	4.4.3 Recent development activity and character implications
	4.4.4 What do the controls recommend?
	4.4.5 Discussion/conclusion/recommendations

	4.5 Nicholson Street: Precinct 3B (central)
	4.5.1 General character description
	4.5.2 Background character descriptions
	4.5.3 Recent development activity and character implications
	4.5.4 What do the controls recommend?
	4.5.5 Discussion/conclusion/recommendations

	4.6 Nicholson Street: Precinct 3C (north)
	4.6.1 General character description
	4.6.2 Background character descriptions
	4.6.3 Recent development activity and character implications
	4.6.4 What do the controls recommend?
	4.6.5 Discussion/conclusion/recommendations


	5.0 Review of other aspects of the proposed controls
	5.1 Objectives
	5.2 Buildings and works: Street wall
	5.3 Buildings and works: Rear interfaces
	5.4 Buildings and works: Building layout and detailed design
	5.4.1 Active edges
	5.4.2 Floor heights
	5.4.3 Adaptable, accessible and visitable development

	5.5 Mandatory versus discretionary controls
	5.5.1 Building height flexibility
	5.5.2 Design quality considerations


	6.0 Conclusion
	7.0 Appendix 1: Precinct photographs
	8.0 Appendix 2: Qualifications and Experience

