






 
   

 Page 2 

It is useful to regard the SA1 boundary as a space that a resident might visit neighbours by foot or walk the 
dog.  Open space in this regard is not regarded as space that could incorporate wheeled movement, such 
as bicycles or skateboards. 

Note that the areas of high residential density are associated with the DHHS towers with associated open 
space surrounding each tower.  Nevertheless, it is worth noting that “tower blocks” have significantly 
higher neighbourhood density above the surrounding low-rise residences.v   

Densification Planning 

The Arden-Macaulay Refresh proposes a population 
increase of 25,000. This densification has been broken into 
the Arden component with a planned resident population 
equivalent to the current numbersvi in the suburb of 
North Melbourne on 20% of the existing area.  This is 
indicated in the diagram.  I believe that this is an extreme 
five-fold densification.  It is worth noting that the Arden 
area largely occupies the “100 Year Flood” zone of the 
Moonee Ponds Creek and the provision of new open space 
is largely driven by the planning requirement of flood 
mitigation.  The open space proposed in the existing 
Council works and the Lost Dogs Home is equivalent to the 
North Melbourne football field and the North Melbourne 
Pool.  The open space associated with Langford street is 
2.6 hectares.  There are 230 references to open space in the draft Arden Refresh document, so the 
planners are aware of the significance of high-density rezoning and the adequate provision of open space.  
It is my view that densification of the inner city should not consider existing open space as part of the tally. 

The Macaulay Refresh document contains 126 references to open space in the draft documentvii.  The 
planners are conscious of a densification equivalent to the current population of Kensington that requires a 
reference to open space.  Unlike the Arden document, there is no specific reference to the location of 
new open space.  It is unclear that the previously stated policy of the City of Melbourne, of no 
compulsory acquisition, has changed.   

Maps of both the Arden and Macaulay Refresh plan 
appear to indicate that the Moonee Ponds Creek is an 
important part of the open space consideration. It is 
important to consider the actual state of public access to a 
creek that floods.  The creek has six significant pumping 
stations on both the eastern and western side of the 
creek.  It is conceivable that the creek could and should 
become a viable open space.   
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International examples of this planning have reclaimed inner city waterways.  The Seoul City project that 
resulted in the Cheonggyecheon linear park is an outstanding example.viiiA Nineteenth Century drain can 
be repurposed for inner-city densification now. 

Moonee Ponds Creek Issues 

The Moonee Ponds Creek was planned as open space in the first iteration of C190 in 2012.  Densification 
on the western side of the creek is already taking place.  The multiple issues of management, however, 
have not resolved.  These are listed below. 

• Public access.  The Creek is dominated by the elevated 
road viaduct with little access for cross pedestrian traffic. 

 
• The creek is an electrical easement.  Sub-contractors 

routinely reduce the size of the trees with severe pruning.  
Photograph was taken in August 2020. 

 
• Parts of the creek bank that are in public ownership have 

not been acquired for public access. 
Insert picture of Stubb street 
“nursery garden” 

• Conflicting management issues with the fundamental 
functions of the creek as a drain.  Melbourne Water and 
the City of Melbourne have strategically differing interests 
in the use of the creek.  Photo taken in June 2020 

 
• The eastern side of the creek is dominated by a concrete 

cycle path that has heavy use of cycle commuters to 
suburbs beyond North Melbourne. 
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• The potential of the creek even now is limited by poor 
access from the roads that cross the bridge.  No 
significant change to the access has occurred since the 
first iteration of C190 in 2012 

 
 

The Problems of Definition – Open Space and Densification 

In this document, I am attempting to define the terms open space and densification.  It is not clear that 
either the City of Melbourne or the Victorian Planning Authority have done this.  In my view that 
“definition” has considerable impacts on the open space residential amenity for both existing and future 
residents.  From the 1920’s the suburbanization of Melbourne took place over the expanding electric rail 
network.  The “quarter acre block” became the desired residential format.  The suburb of Box Hill is a 
good example of this residential density. 

Whilst open space often meant the private back 
yard, there was a clear desire for residential buffers 
between neighbours as the suburbs expanded.  It 
is for this reason that I believe that public open 
space is space that is shared by pedestrians within 
reasonable walking distance of their residence.  It 
cannot be a cycle path or a skateboard rink.  Open 
space which is used by people playing sport is 
problematic.  Dog parks may also present a problem, as 
these places may be used by people who have driven to 
that place from other suburbs.  The Moonee Ponds 
Creek might be considered as open space in the sense 
that is provides a vista.  Bird watching or fishing might 
be regarded as reasonable open space activities.  I also 
believe that densification must provide new open space.  
It is unreasonable that existing open space should be 
absorbed in a process of rapid densification.  The table 
here shows that new open space for a residential area to 
occupied by 15,000 new residents is barely equivalent to 
existing open space available to the immediate local neighbourhood. 

The continued construction of residential towers in Southbank and Docklands have led to the assertion that 
Melbourne is now more densely settled than Sydney.ix  I believe that this sort of analysis fails to recognize the 
nature of densification upon a residential neighbourhood.  Gross densification measurements include areas where 
residents are unable or unlikely to walk.  A more detailed measurement of area might include a lake or a creek.  
Road areas are commonly aggregated in the measurements of area with significant impacts on the calculation of 
density.  Since residential density is the number of residents divided by the area they occupy or use, a fine-grained 
analysis of the area is vital.  I believe that taking the above factors into consideration allows for a comparison 
between the suburban density of Box Hill (for example) and North Melbourne and its neighbouring inner city 
suburbs.x 
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Summary 

Densification of the inner-city suburbs must inexorably produce a pressure on the shared use of open space.  
Densification means that more residents use the same space. 

I believe that inner city Melbourne is already densely settled.  Infill developments and changing demographics have 
seen 20% increases in residential numbers across the suburb.xi  This densification is reasonable and sustainable.  It 
has been achieved with strict planning controls on height limits and built form controls.  The construction of multi-
storey towers adjacent to the Moonee Ponds Creek poses particularly extreme pressures on the residential access to 
open space.  I believe that this planning of extreme densification has been a result of the failure to define open 
space and densification. 

I believe that the City of Melbourne has participated in a strategy of urban densification in parts of North Melbourne 
since 2012 without acquiring sufficient open space.  The C190 Structure Plan and its more recent iteration are 
examples of extreme densification without reference to existing residential amenity.  I am not opposed to 
densification but believes that sufficient open space is a vital element of inner-city life. 

Open space must be regarded as public space.  The tendency to highlight, for example, spaces on the roof of a 
building is highly misleading.  Open space implies passive use.  It is does not involve organized sport of vehicle 
traffic of any kind. 

Gross comparisons to Hong Kong, New York and London are not a revealing comparison for the Melbourne urban 
density context.  As the urban area of Melbourne expands it is not unreasonable to redefine the residential density 
of North and West Melbourne.  It is not clear that planning such as C190 is sufficiently considering the significant 
impacts of densification and open space.  Significant public open space should be acquired as part of the process of 
densification.  A metric with a fair comparison with existing open space is the only fair way of achieving this 
outcome. 






