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1.0 Introduction 

1. This statement was prepared at the request of Planning & Property Partners 
Pty Ltd on behalf of the owner of the site at 1 Moreland Road Coburg.  I 
have been instructed to comment on the appropriateness of Amendment 
C160 to the Moreland Planning Scheme with respect to heritage 
considerations.   
 

2. Amendment C160 to the Moreland Planning Scheme proposes to reduce the 
extent of the existing Heritage Overlay and to rezone the land from Industrial 
3 Zone to Part Commercial 2 Zone and Mixed Use Zone. The Amendment 
also introduces a new Design and Development Overlay and applies an 
Environmental Audit Overlay.  My office provided a report to Council in 
relation to the proposed Amendment and the associated heritage 
considerations (June 2015).   

 
3. The proponent is generally supportive of the Amendment but is seeking 

further consideration of certain requirements of the proposed DDO. The 
issues of concern most directly relevant to heritage considerations are the 
proposal for mandatory heights and the requirement that new development 
within 18 metres of the rear of the retained 1940 office building should be 
generally consistent with the scale and form of the original former loading 
dock area.  A further modification is also suggested with regard to policy that 
touches on the restoration of the heritage building on the land.  

 
4. This report comments on the significance of the site and provides an analysis 

of the issues relevant to determining an appropriate extent of retention and 
demolition such that the balance of the land can be redeveloped in an 
appropriate manner.   

 
5. I have been assisted in the preparation of this statement by Martin Turnor of 

my office. I adopt the content of this statement as my evidence before the 
Amendment C160 Panel.  The views expressed in this witness statement are 
my own. 
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2.0 Sources of Information 

6. The analysis below draws upon external and internal inspections of buildings 
on the site and a review the Amendment C160 documentation and Rezoning 
Report for 1-9 Moreland Road (Urbis, June 2015 and Revision 2 February 
2016). I have also had regard for comments from Council’s Heritage Adviser 
(dated June 2015) and various submissions in respect to the Amendment.    
 

7. Relevant heritage studies have been reviewed including: City of Coburg Heritage 
Conservation and Streetscape Study by Timothy Hubbard (1991); the City of 
Moreland Heritage Review by Allom Lovell & Associates (1999). Various 
historical sources are cited in this statement, including Sands and McDougall 
directories, MMBW plans and early photographs and architectural drawings 
held by the State Library of Victoria. 

 
8. As noted above, this statement also has regard for and draws upon a report to 

Council prepared by my office in relation to the subject site in June 2015 
(Former Spicers Paper Mill, 1 Moreland Road, Coburg, Amendment to allow for rezoning 
of land – Analysis of heritage issues).  
 
 

3.0 Author Qualifications 

9. A statement of my qualifications and experience with respect to urban 
conservation issues is appended to this report.  Note that I have provided 
expert witness evidence on similar matters before the VCAT, Heritage 
Council, Planning Panels Victoria and the Building Appeals Board on 
numerous occasions in the past, and have been retained in such matters 
variously by municipal councils, developers and objectors to planning 
proposals. 
 
 

4.0 Summary of views 

10. My views on Amendment C160 as proposed can be summarised thus:  
 

• The proposal to reduce the extent of the Heritage Overlay to the 
Administration Building and a curtilage of land is an appropriate 
reflection of the extent of significant fabric.  The outcome is also 
consistent with other large industrial sites in metropolitan 
Melbourne where the Heritage Overlay applies only to key 
buildings within a larger complex. 

• While the proposed DDO is generally an appropriate framework 
for redevelopment of this site with respect to heritage 
considerations, it is nonetheless appropriate to amend several 
aspects of the DDO policy with regard to matters of 
development height and the restoration of the Administration 
Building.   
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5.0 Declaration 

11. I declare that I have made all the inquiries that I believe are desirable and 
appropriate, and that no matters of significance which I regard as relevant 
have to my knowledge been withheld from the Panel.  
 
 

 
 
BRYCE RAWORTH 
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6.0 Listings and Controls 

City of Moreland  
12. The subject site is included on the Heritage Overlay schedule as HO117 – ‘1-

9 Moreland Road, Coburg – Former Spicer Paper Mills’.  External paint 
controls apply under H0117 but there are no internal alteration controls or 
tree controls.  The Heritage Overlay covers the majority of the site apart from 
a small parcel of land at the northern end (which appears to be outside the 
extent of the factory as originally built in 1940).    
 

13. Amendment C160 seeks to delete a large portion of the site from the Heritage 
Overlay. The office building at the front of the site and a curtilage of land 
would remain with in the HO.   
 
 

   
Figure 1 (left) Heritage Overlay map showing the subject site (HO117).   
Figure 2 (right) Heritage Overlay showing area to be deleted from HO117.     

 
 
Heritage Victoria 

14. The site is not included on the Victorian Heritage Register.  
 
National Trust 

15. The site is not classified by the National Trust of Australia (Victoria). 
 
Australian Heritage Council 

16. The site is not included on the Commonwealth Heritage List or the National 
Heritage List.  Nor was the site included on the (now discontinued) Register 
of the National Estate.   
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7.0 History   

17. The 1919 MMBW plan for this part of Coburg shows the site presently 
known as 1-9 Moreland Road as undeveloped land (refer figure 2 below).  To 
its west was a large quarry (now Campbell Reserve).  Around c1923, knitted 
goods manufacturer John Sims & Son established the Moreland Mills on the 
west side of the quarry.1   
 

18. By 1935, the quarry had been filled to create a recreation reserve – first listed 
as ‘Campbell Reserve’ in the 1939 Sands and McDougall directory.  The 
subject site is shown undeveloped in the Sands and McDougall directories 
until 1941 when the first listing occurs for the Spicers and Detmold Ltd 
factory.  According to Council’s heritage study citation, the factory produced 
finished products such as stationery and envelopes, rather than paper.2 
 
 

 
Figure 3 Part of a 1919 MMBW plan of Coburg showing the subject site as vacant land with 

a quarry to its west (now Campbell Reserve).  Source:  State Library of Victoria.   

 
 

19. Spicers had it origins in England in the 1790s when John Edward Spicer 
established a paper mill in Alton, Hampshire.  By the mid 1800s, Spicer’s 
main business had become the manufacture and distribution of fine papers 
and paper based stationery.  Spicers expanded into Australia in 1896, 
acquiring the business of William Detmold Ltd.3 
 
 
 

 
1 Sands and McDougall directories, 1920-1924.  
2 Allom Lovell & Associates, City of Moreland Heritage Review, p.410.  
3 http://listofcompanies.co.in/spicers-paper-limited/ 

MORELAND ROAD 
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Figure 4 Undated illustration of Spicers & Detmold factory (c1939).  Source:  State Library 

of Victoria.    

 
 

20. In October 1939 tenders were called for the erection of ‘large brick and 
concrete factory premises’ in Moreland Road, Coburg, for Spicers and 
Detmold Ltd’.4  Construction work had commenced by January 1940.5  
Designed by architects Carleton and & Carleton in conjunction with Oakley 
and Parkes, the factory was described in detail in a contemporary newspaper 
article: 
 

The tender of Messrs. Rispin Bros. having been accepted for the construction of the 
large new factory for Spicers and Detmold Ltd. in Moreland Road, Coburg, work has 
now commenced on the building. On its completion in September next the whole of this 
firm’s business will be transferred under the one roof. 
 
The building will be situated on high ground adjacent to the Merri Creek, and 
overlooking Northcote. The site is slightly over three acres in extent and is bounded 
on the east and west by parklands, and on the south by Moreland Road. A slope to 
the east will be utilised as a lower ground floor, with full light and ventilation on 
two sides, and direct unloading facilities and storage for bulk goods.  It will be 
31,000 square feet in area and will also accommodate engineers’ shops, boiler 
house, bicycle store and minor manufacturing activities. The existence of an old 
bluestone quarry on the site greatly reduced the excavation work. 
 
The main floor has an area of 67,000 square feet, and is 468 feet long. A feature 
will be the long, uninterrupted area unbroken by cross walls, ensuring excellent 
supervision and minimum interference.  The windows of the sawtooth all face 
south. Approximately 12,500 square feet of glass will be used in the lighting of the 
factory alone.  Facing Moreland Road is situated the despatch block, with covered 
accommodation in a spacious courtyard for several delivery vehicles standing clear of 
the roadway. 
 
Office Quarters  
On the Moreland Road frontage also are located the offices for clerical staff, 
together with the main entrances for public and employees … Above this office block 
is the dining room and cafeteria, the floor being suitable for dancing and similar 
functions. Residential caretaker’s quarters and flat roof complete the area on this 
level.  

 
4 Argus, 28 October. 1939, p.24. 
5 Age, 9 January 1940, p.4.  
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Walls throughout are of brick, bagged and coloured internally in the factory and 
plastered elsewhere. Special pink face brick dados exposed in Flemish bond are used 
throughout areas subject to hard wear, such as the passages, main office and dining 
room …  
 
… the whole remainder of the roofing is in corrugated asbestos. Windows 
throughout are of steel with glazing to suit particular conditions.  
 
The elevation to Moreland Road is of simple design, relying on color [sic] and form 
for its attractiveness. Carried out in special light pink to cream facing bricks with ivory 
cement dressing and strong contrasting trim in black inience [sic, faience?] and 
paintwork, it will command attention over a wide area. 6 

 
 

 
Figure 5 A c1943 photograph of the newly completed office building.  Source:  State Library of 

Victoria.   

 
 

 
Figure 6 The east elevation of the factory, as viewed from the Merri Creek, c1943.  Source:  

State Library of Victoria.   

 
 

 
6 Age, 9 January 1940, p.4.  
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21. A 1945 aerial photograph of the site shows the main sawtooth roofed factory 
building with a smaller detached building to its rear.  The latter does not 
appear on an undated plan post-1946 site plan of the factory, and was 
presumably not originally associated with Spicers and Detmold.  By the late 
1960s, a covered loading dock had been erected on the west side of the office 
building. 
 
 

  
Figure 7 (left) A 1945 aerial photograph of the site.  Source:  University of Melbourne Library.   
Figure 8 (right) Undated site plan signed by Carleton & Henderson architects. The plan was 

presumably prepared after 1946 (this being the year when this architectural firm was 
established).  Source:  State Library of Victoria.   

 
 

 
Figure 9 A c1967 photograph showing loading bay addition to the west side of the office 

building.  Source:  National Library of Australia.   
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8.0 Description   

22. The former Spicers Paper Mill is located on the north side of Moreland Road 
and is bordered by Campbell Reserve to the west and the Merri Creek 
parklands to the east.   Most of the site is occupied by a large industrial 
building with a double-storey office wing fronting Moreland Road.  The 
balance of the site is taken up by open car parking areas.   
 
 

 
Figure 10 Recent oblique aerial photograph of the former Spicer’s Paper Mill.   

 
 

23. The 1940 office building at the front of the site adopts an interwar Moderne 
style expression, strongly suggestive of the work of interwar Dutch architect 
Willem Dudok.  It has a curved corner entry, multi-pane steel-framed 
windows and a flat-roofed tower.   
 

24. The most substantial external alteration to the office building has been the 
rendering over of the original cream brick walls.  While this is an unfortunate 
change, the original character of the building can still be discerned.  The 
façade has been uniformly painted in a charcoal colour, obscuring the 
distinction between brick wall surfaces and rendered elements that were 
originally ivory coloured.  All of the original steel-framed windows on the east 
elevation have been replaced. The flagpole originally mounted on the west 
face of the tower has been removed.  The tower has also been stripped of its 
original Spicers signage and presently supports an array of 
telecommunications equipment, accessed via a modern steel walkway and 
ladder.  The flat-roofed loading dock on the west side of the office building is 
a post war addition.    

 
25. Internally, the office building retains some early fabric including exposed 

timber roof trusses, counterweight steel fire doors, door joinery and 
decorative plaster cornices.  These are fairly generic items for an interwar 
factory. 
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Figure 11 The Moreland Road façade of the 1940 office building.      

 
 

 
Figure 12 The ground floor interior of the 1940 office building.      

 
 

26. The main factory building has been altered to an extent that hardly resembles 
the 1940 design.  As originally built, the factory had face brick walls, steel-
framed windows and a multi-bay sawtooth roof with south facing lights.  The 
sawtooth roof has been entirely demolished and replaced with a modern 
shallow pitched roof, although the outline of the original roof profile can be 
seen internally on the west wall.  The east elevation appears to have been 
largely rebuilt using precast concrete wall panels.  All window frames are 
modern.  The west elevation retains original face brickwork but it has been 
over-painted in a charcoal colour and is essentially a blank featureless wall. 
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Figure 13 East elevation.     

 
 

 
Figure 14 Moore Street (north) elevation.   

 
 

27. Internally, the factory has a modern office fit-out in the lower ground floor, 
and utilitarian open-plan warehouse spaces above retaining little, if any, 
evidence of the original paper goods manufacturing processes.  The smaller 
sawtooth roofed building visible in the 1945 aerial (at the rear of the main 
factory) has been largely demolished apart from remnant face brick walls on 
the north and west sides.   
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Figure 15 Typical factory interior showing open plan warehouse space.     

 
 

9.0 Significance 

28. The City of Moreland Heritage Review (1999) provides a statement of significance 
for the former Spicer Paper Mills as follows: 
 

The Spicers Paper Mills are of local historical and architectural significance. It is an 
important factory complex in Melbourne’s northern suburbs and is a good example of 
Dutch Modernism in Melbourne, designed by two well known architectural firms of the 
period, Carleton and Carleton and Oakley and Parkes. Its significance has been 
diminished considerably by the rendered and painting of the cream brick exterior. 

 
29. The citation also lists the following as ‘key architectural elements’: 

 
• Dutch Moderne facades with rendered dressings to openings 
• Landmark tower 
• Steel framed windows  

 
30. This suggests the building had not been fully rendered at that time, and that it 

may have retained more steel framed windows than are found at present. 
 

31. The former Spicers Paper Mill was graded B in the 1990 study.  B graded 
buildings were defined thus: 

 
Grade B places are those that are integral to the cultural significance of the City of 
Moreland as a whole, through their architectural integrity and/or historical associations. 
These structures form a framework of substantially intact buildings with sound 
architectural characteristics which demonstrate and underlay the historic nature of the 
area. Generally they are places that, while essential to the heritage values of the City’s 
building stock and its streetscapes, would not warrant an individual listing on the 
Victorian Heritage Register, however listing on the Register of the National Estate 
should be considered.   
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32. Another statement of significance can be found in the City of Coburg Heritage 
Conservation and Streetscape Study (1990): 
 

The original section of the present factory was built in 1940 for Spicers and Detmold 
Ltd to design by Carleton, Carleton [sic] and Oakley and Parkes. The design was in 
the Dutch Modernist style which had become popular in Melbourne in the 1930s for 
almost all building types. The original buildings appear to be intact and have been 
extended and added to in a generally sympathetic fashion. The factory complex is one of 
Coburg’s largest and remains an important part of its industrial sector.  

 
The Spicers Paper Mills are of regional significance as an important factory complex in 
Melbourne’s northern suburbs and as a fine example of Dutch Modernism in 
Melbourne, design by a well-known firm of the period. 

 
33. Additionally, the Northern Suburbs Factory Study (Gary Vines, 1992) provides a 

brief statement of significance as follows: 
 

Spicer’s Paper is of state significance as an example of the work of Oakley & Parkes in 
an industrial context and an interesting example of the Dutch Modernist style as applied 
to a large industrial complex. 

 
34. This assessment vastly overstates the significance of the building and again 

appears to have been made prior to the works that greatly altered the 
appearance of the main factory building.  This is not a place of State 
significance and it is not identified as such in Council’s current citation or the 
Coburg Heritage Study.  It should be noted that the Northern Suburbs Factory Study 
has no status with respect to the Moreland Planning Scheme. 
 
 
 

10.0 Proposal  

35. As noted, Amendment C160 to the Moreland Planning Scheme proposes the 
following: 
 

• Reduce the extent of the existing Heritage Overlay  
• Introduces a new Design and Development Overlay  
• Apply an Environmental Audit Overlay.   
• Rezone the land from Industrial 3 Zone to Part Commercial 2 Zone 

and Mixed Use Zone.  
 

36. The proposed Design and Development Overlay has a concept plan for the 
redevelopment of the site with new built form ranging from 4 storeys to a 
mandatory maximum height of 6 storeys. The 1940 office building at the 
front of the site is to be retained within a reduced Heritage Overlay curtilage.   
 

37. The proposed Design and Development Overlay (most recently advanced by 
Council) also includes the following policy with respect to heritage:  
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• New development must respect the scale and visual prominence of the tower 
element of the Administration Building. 

• Viewlines to the Administration Building from the east and west along Moreland 
Road should be protected. 

• New development within 18 metres directly behind the Administration Building 
should be generally consistent with the scale and form of the original former 
loading dock area. 

• Restoration of the Administration Building should include: 
- Removal of extraneous items currently fixed to the tower;  
- The restoration of the original colour scheme; and  
- The removal of later additions that obscure views to the original building. 

 
38. Heritage considerations arise in relation to the extent of the Heritage Overlay 

and appropriate parameters for new development vis-à-vis impacts on the 
1940 office building.  These issues are discussed in further detail below.   
 
Extent of Heritage Overlay  

39. As noted, a Heritage Overlay presently covers the majority of the subject site.  
The Amendment seeks to reduce to the extent of the HO to the 1940 office 
building at the front of the site and a curtilage of land.  This approach is 
appropriate in recognising that the significant heritage fabric on the site is 
limited to the office building with the balance of the existing factory building 
being of little heritage value.   
 

40. Past heritage study citations for the site concentrate upon the office building.  
Accepting that these assessments predated some of the changes that have 
taken place, this seems even more apposite today, given that the office 
building is far more intact and more architecturally sophisticated than the 
heavily altered utilitarian factory/warehouse to its rear.   

 
41. As outlined in section 8.0 of this statement above, the main factory has the 

appearance of a modern warehouse retaining little evidence, externally or 
internally, of its original use as a place for the manufacture of stationary 
products.  

 
42. Further to this, and as noted, it would appear that the heritage study citations 

predate the alterations that dramatically transformed the appearance of the 
main factory.  Council’s current citation describes ‘red brick saw-tooth roofed 
factory buildings’ but these are no longer evident.  The factory at present has 
a modern, shallow-pitched gable roof across its entire length, and its brick 
walls appear to have been replaced in large part on the east elevation with 
modern concrete panels.  Surviving early brickwork on the west elevation has 
been painted uniformly in a charcoal colour.  These changes have diminished 
the significance of the factory.  This is not to say that the place is no longer of 
local significance.  It remains such but only to the extent of the 1940 office 
building.   
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43. Accepting that the main factory no longer makes an important contribution 
to the significance of the place, it is appropriate for the Moreland Planning 
Scheme to be amended to reduce the extent of the Heritage Overlay so that it 
only covers the front office building and a curtilage of land.   

 
44. In the report prepared by my office in June 2015 it was recommended that 

the boundary be defined by the Moreland Road frontage and a line 5 metres 
out from the rear and side elevations of the office building.  Council’s heritage 
adviser was also supportive of a reduction in the HO but recommended what 
is in effect a buffer zone of 18 metres to the west and north and 5 metres to 
the east be identified within the DDO25.  The heritage adviser has also 
recommended policy relevant to this buffer zone be included within the 
DDO25.  This is discussed in more detail at paragraphs 51-60 below. 

 
 

 
Figure 16 Heritage Overlay curtilage as recommended in the June 2015 report by my office   

 
 

 
Figure 17 Extent of Heritage Overlay as recommended by Council’s heritage advisor.   

Recommended 
HO boundary 

Extent of 1940 office building 
recommended for retention 

 
5m 

 
5m 

 
5m 
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45. Notwithstanding differences of opinion with respect to the curtilage and 

application of the Heritage Overlay, the outcome will essentially be similar to 
that found on some other large industrial sites in metropolitan Melbourne 
where the Heritage Overlay applies only to key buildings within a larger 
complex.  Examples include Monsanto Chemicals in Somerville Road, 
Brooklyn (where the Heritage Overlay is limited to the administration 
building and staff canteen) [HO30 – Brimbank Planning Scheme] (Figure 18) 
and the former Nestle site in Wellington Road, Mulgrave (where the Heritage 
Overlay is confined to the front part of the administration building and 
garden to its front extending to the street) [HO86 – Monash Planning 
Scheme] (Figure 19).  Another example can be found in the neighbouring 
municipality of Maribyrnong.  The former Melbourne Woollen Mills at 2 
Banool Avenue, Yarraville, is included on the Heritage Overlay to the extent 
of its early bluestone walls and sawtooth roofed structure (HO81). 

 
 

 
Figure 18  Heritage Overlay map for the former Monsanto Chemicals office block and 

canteen, Sunshine (HO30) 

 

 
Figure 19  Heritage Overlay map for the Nestle Factory (HO86).  
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46. Accepting that only a small portion of the subject site is of heritage value, the 
key design parameters for new development should be urban design 
requirements and other local planning policies rather than the Heritage 
Overlay – eg the Design and Development Overlay.  
 
 
DDO25 and New Development  

47. The proposed Design and Development Overlay provides a framework for 
new built form on the site of a much more substantial scale than the retained 
1940 office building.   
 

48. Multi-storey redevelopment would not be an unreasonable outcome for the 
balance of this site in terms of heritage considerations.  Many other approved 
and constructed developments of recent years in the inner metropolitan area 
provide precedent for the juxtaposition of restored heritage fabric against 
larger, modern forms, and to some extent this can be seen to be an emerging 
idiom within the Melbourne landscape as a result of the pressure for increased 
density and rising land values. It is generally accepted that the redevelopment 
of industrial sites in this manner can result in a very substantial and evident 
degree of change, without a commensurate or insupportable degree of impact 
upon cultural significance.  

 
49. Further to issues of scale, new development to the rear of the office building 

could conceivably be taller than the proposed mandatory 6 storey height 
limited without adversely impacting on the significance of the place.  

 
50. The office building on the subject site already has substantial built form to its 

rear (in the form of the modernised/heavily altered factory) and its 
significance does not rely on it having a low-rise setting.    

 
51. Looking specifically at the heritage section at page 4 of the proposed DDO25 

policy, I note that my office included an alternative set of parameters for new 
development in the report to Council prepared in support of the rezoning 
application.  This said, and on reflection, I consider that the Heritage Overlay 
policies are in themselves an appropriate basis for the determination of works 
to the Administration Building, and on that basis my view is that there does 
not seem any reason to include specific requirements in relation to the 
restoration of the heritage place within the DDO. 

 
52. The DDO states the following at page 4 (as I have already set out): 

 
Heritage 
 

• New development must respect the scale and visual prominence of the tower 
element of the Administration Building. 

• Viewlines to the Administration Building from the east and west along Moreland 
Road should be protected. 
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• New development within 18 metres directly behind the  Administration Building 
should be generally consistent with the scale and form of the original form former 
loading dock area. 

• Restoration of the Administration Building should include: 
– Removal of extraneous items currently fixed to the tower; 
– The restoration of the original colour scheme; and 
– The removal of later additions that obscure views to the original building. 

 
53. The first two of these principles are reasonable and I generally support them.   

 
54. The landmark character of the Administration Building, such as it is, is a 

direct result of the architectural intent of its designers.  It is appropriate that 
the building should remain relatively prominent in terms of views along 
Moreland Road. 

 
55. This said, it is noted that even a low building of the scale encouraged for the 

east side of the site will substantially obscure views of the Administration 
Building from the east, and my view is that it should be accepted that this is a 
reasonable outcome for this site.   

 
56. Further to this, it is noted that the vegetation to the east side, along the creek, 

already obscures views to the Administration Building and its tower to a 
considerable degree. It is also noted that Council’s heritage adviser has not 
recommended a Heritage Overlay extend to the eastern side of the Moreland 
Road frontage, in relation to which I agree. 

 
57. The subject building is in any case a minor and highly localised landmark.  It 

is not a landmark that might compare in prominence of either location (ie on 
a key or notable location within the municipality), or siting (ie on a high point 
in land that is visible within a wide range of locations) with places such as the 
Shrine of Remembrance, or Ballarat’s Arch of Victory, or Richmond’s St 
Ignatius Church.  The term ‘landmark’ as used in Council’s citation seems to 
refer to the fact that it is relatively prominent and visible within its immediate 
environment, which is in large part undeveloped.  The location of the 
building at the front of the site means that it will retain an appreciable level of 
prominence and visibility within Moreland Road, even if there is substantially 
taller built form set back to its rear.   

 
58. Further to this, there is scope in my view for new built form to potentially be 

greater than the 4 and 6 storey maximum heights that have been proposed by 
Council for DDO25.  For example, taller built form in the centre of the site 
would have minimal impact upon the relative prominence of the 
Administration Building within Moreland Road.  The recommended height 
of development to the east of the Administration Building is accepted as 
appropriate, but it would be acceptable for the height of future development 
on the balance of the site to be judged against performance measures rather 
than against prescribed maximum heights.  
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59. Further to issues of scale and relative prominence, the third dot point of the 
proposed planning control is questionable and I recommend against it.  I do 
not see the necessity for the DDO to specify that new development within the 
proposed 18 metre curtilage recommended by Council’s heritage adviser 
must be limited to the height of the loading dock area – noting that this is a 
non-contributory element that is not proposed for retention.  The impacts of 
new built form occurring within the Heritage Overlay curtilage would need to 
be tested through the normal planning process under existing heritage policies 
and with regard to a range of factors other than simply the height of a 
building.   
 

60. Moreover, new built form within the suggested 18 metre curtilage does not 
necessarily need to be limited to the height of the loading dock in order to 
protect the landmark quality of the office building tower.  The principal view 
corridors to the tower are from the east and west along Moreland Road.  As 
such new built form to the rear of the office building would not interfere with 
the tower’s landmark qualities if carefully designed and sited.   

 
61. With regard to the fourth dot point and the restoration of the Administration 

Building, the Heritage Overlay itself provides a sound and sufficient basis for 
consideration of restoration and adaptation works to this building.   

 
62. The Administration Building has been heavily altered in the past, and there 

seems no strong imperative, in my view, for reinstatement of an original 
colour scheme.  The original external colour was associated with the original 
face brick finish, understood to have been a cream brick.  A painted render 
finish will not recapture the character associated with an unpainted brick 
surface, and any reasonable interpretive or period-based or sympathetic 
colour scheme would be valid as an alternative to a cream brick paint colour.   

 
63. Beyond this, the removal of extraneous items to the tower and removal of the 

additions to the west side are matters that can reasonably be contemplated in 
the context of some future proposal for adaptive reuse of the building, and do 
not warrant a specific requirement within the terms of this DDO policy. 

 
64. It is noted that Council’s heritage adviser has recommended ‘That the 

proposed DDO24 (sic) should identify minimum expectations in regard to 
works to enhance the heritage character and appearance of the original 
administration building’.  In my view it would be more appropriate for any 
such works to be determined on the basis of a permit application process, and 
potentially through permit conditions, rather than through the 
policy/objective that has been proposed.  
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11.0 Conclusion 

65. In summary, the present concept plan for the site anticipates substantial 
demolition of non-contributory fabric outside the proposed new Heritage 
Overlay curtilage, and adaptive reuse of the significant Administration 
Building, along with multi storey development of the balance of the land.  
This is an appropriate master planning response to the constraints arising 
from the heritage values of the place.   

 
66. The proposed development of the site as contemplated will inevitably result in 

a substantial degree of change but no commensurate degree of adverse 
impact upon the significance of the former Spicer’s Paper Mill office building.    
 

67. While specific permit applications in relation to the site will need to provide 
an appropriate level of detail in terms of adaptive change and restoration 
works to the Administration Building itself, and in terms of the architectural 
expression of new built form, the proposed development concept is one that 
has been prepared with appropriate regard for the objectives and design 
guidelines as set out in Clause 43.01, as well as the associated heritage policies 
provided within Clauses 21.07 and 22.01 of the Moreland Planning Scheme. 
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