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 OVERVIEW 

1.1. Introduction 

(1) I am a Principal of town planning and urban design consultants Kinetica Studio Pty Ltd. 

I hold qualifications in architecture and urban design. I have thirty years’ professional 

experience and have practised exclusively in the field of urban design since 1993. 

Further details of my qualifications and experience are outlined in Appendix A. 

(2) In July 2021 I was requested by Harwood Andrews, on behalf of the Victorian Planning 

Authority (VPA), to provide an independent urban design peer review of a draft of 

Melbourne Planning Scheme Amendment C407 (draft Amendment) for the Arden 

Urban Renewal Precinct (Arden). The primary purpose of the review was to assess 

whether the proposed controls implement the Arden Structure Plan, Vision, relevant 

policy and background reports. I reviewed the draft Amendment documentation 

including draft planning ordinances, the draft Arden Structure Plan, August 2021 

(Structure Plan), Arden Vision, built form testing prepared by Hayball, and other 

background reports. My peer review report is attached at Appendix B. 

(3) To test the recommendations of my peer review, further built form testing was 

undertaken by the VPA and kinetica. This is attached at Appendices C and D.  

(4) In December 2021, I was instructed by Harwood Andrews on behalf of the VPA to 

provide an urban design assessment of the Part A Amendment material and issues 

raised in submissions, with particular relevance to the effectiveness of the proposed 

built form controls in implementing the Structure Plan.  

(5) My evidence focuses on the proposed DDOs (DDO80-83) and corresponding policy 

provisions. It does not assess the appropriateness of provisions relating to land use, 

wind or other non-urban design matters, although these provisions have formed part of 

my framework for assessing the built form and design provisions. 

1.2. Statement structure 

(6) I have organised my evidence as follows: 
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• Section 2 – Strategic Context outlines the key aspirations for Arden as set out in 

the Melbourne Planning Scheme (MPS), the Arden Vision and the Structure Plan. It 

summarises the key opportunities and challenges in Arden. The subsequent 

sections assess the proposed built form and design provisions against these 

aspects of the policy and physical context. 

• Section 3 – Urban Structure assesses the spatial plan proposed for Arden in terms 

of the Structure Plan objectives and its delivery. 

• Section 4 – Built Form Character assesses whether the built form character 

envisaged for Arden is appropriate and whether it will be delivered through the 

Amendment. 

• Sections 5-8 – DDO80-83 provide my assessment of the proposed DDOs in 

relation to sub-precinct specific provisions, including design objectives, overall 

height and Floor Area Ratio (FAR) controls, and solar protection controls. 

• Section 9 – General Provisions contains my assessment of the general provisions 

of the proposed DDOs in relation to street wall heights, setbacks, public interface 

and design detail, and adaptable buildings. It also includes general comments in 

relation to drafting. 

• Section 10 – Conclusion summarises my recommendations. 

1.3. Summary of opinion 

(7) In summary, my opinion in relation to Amendment C407 is that: 

1. The proposed planning framework establishes a sound set of urban design 

objectives and outcomes, and many of the proposed controls deliver the intended 

built form aspirations in the Arden Vision and Structure Plan. 

2. I support the proposed urban structure and the intent to establish a character that 

is unique to Arden, and a series of sub-characters.  

3. I support the proposed types of control, including density controls in combination 

with other built form controls. 

4. However, I recommend some refinements to the proposed controls to better 

realise the vision. 
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 STRATEGIC CONTEXT 

2.1. Key policy themes 

(8) Plan Melbourne identifies Arden as one of Melbourne’s major urban renewal precincts 

to cater for substantial future housing and employment growth over the next 35 years. 

It notes Arden as a priority precinct that is positioned to form part of an interconnected 

network of new neighbourhoods. 

(9) Plan Melbourne Policy 1.1.2 directs major urban renewal precincts to ‘to deliver high-

quality, distinct and diverse neighbourhoods offering a mix of uses’ and Policy 4.3.1 aims 

to ‘promote urban design excellence in every aspect of the built environment’.  

(10) The Melbourne Planning Scheme (MPS) identifies Arden as one of the Proposed Urban 

Renewal Areas in the municipality along with Macaulay, City North and E-Gate, as 

locations of state significance for investment and growth (Clause 11.01-1R, Clause 21.04, 

Clause 21.14-2).  

(11) The Growth Area Framework Plan at Clause 21.04 of the MPS identifies that a key driver 

in the transformation of Arden is the Melbourne Metro station project. This will provide 

a new station in the centre of Arden that will link it to Parkville NEIC, surrounding urban 

renewal precincts and the Melbourne CBD, resulting in a network of highly connected 

jobs close to additional jobs, and homes. 

(12) MPS Built environment direction at Clause 21.06 provides key guidance on the height 

and scale of urban renewal precincts, however there are no specific building height 

provisions for Arden. Strategy 1.4 seeks to ensure the design, height and bulk of 

development in the Urban Renewal Areas results in high quality built form. This is 

necessary to support excellent public realm outcomes (Strategy 5.2). Height and scale 

in Urban Renewal Areas is sought to ‘provide a complementary transitional scale to 

adjoining low scale buildings in areas where the existing built form character should be 

maintained’, as specified in Strategy 4.1. 

(13) Housing policy at Clause 21.07 directs the most significant housing and growth to urban 

renewal areas and the Central City in accordance with structure planning. 
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(14) Economic development objectives at Clause 21.08 identify the importance of 

knowledge-based industry in the municipality, stating ‘innovation in business is central 

to Melbourne’s economic vitality and its role as a globally competitive Capital City.’ 

Knowledge precincts are supported to encourage research and development uses in 

clustered locations around the City. 

(15) Urban Design policy at Clause 22.17 applies to areas outside the Capital City Zone and  

aims for a new and attractive environment in areas where built form change is 

envisaged. Urban design guidance is provided in relation to building scale, height, bulk, 

frontage and activation and designed design, among other themes.  

(16) The Urban Design Guidelines for Victoria provides key guidance for high quality and 

contextually-responsive design and built form outcomes and response to public space 

interface for all development. 

(17) A range of planning scheme amendments are currently active in the City of Melbourne. 

The Central Melbourne Design Guide and an updated DDO1 is intended to be applied to 

the Central City and Southbank by Amendment C308. Arden does not form part of the 

subject land for this amendment, however it establishes new standards of urban design 

for inner Melbourne areas that provide a useful benchmark for assessing the Draft 

Amendment C407. 

(18) Planning Scheme Amendment C278 – Sunlight to Parks, proposes to implement 

mandatory winter shadow controls for existing parks within and around Arden. The 

proposed controls have been supported by the panel and the amendment is seriously 

entertained. The proposed controls for Arden (and other urban renewal precincts) are 

planned to apply on an interim basis. The panel report states that these parks ‘should 

be protected in the interim, and those protections can be revisited as part of the 

strategic planning for those areas if it is considered strategically justified at the time’.  

(19) In summary, there is clear policy direction for Arden to undergo transformation to 

provide substantial housing and employment growth. This change is to take the form 

of distinct and diverse neighbourhoods supported by high quality built form and public 

realm outcomes that respond to low scale interfaces. 

2.2. Arden Vision 
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(20) The Arden Vision (2018) was prepared by the VPA and sets a high-level framework for 

Arden. 

(21) The vision for Arden is to create a new destination in a central, well-connected location. 

Arden is envisaged to be an international innovation and technology precinct, providing 

an important contribution to the growth of the knowledge economy and Melbourne’s 

status as a locally and globally connected city. The development of Arden is anticipated 

to draw upon its cultural and industrial heritage as it changes to support a diverse 

residential and worker population. It is intended to be connected by network of open 

spaces, active transport links and adaptable civic uses. 

(22) There are 8 key directions that underpin the Arden Vision.  

(23) Direction 1, ‘Transforming Arden’ sets the tone for transformation, underpinned by 

government landholdings and infrastructure investment. 

(24) Direction 2, ‘Designing a Distinctive Place’ provides urban design and built form 

objectives, including: 

• A new urban form that supports high density housing and jobs with activity 

focused around North Melbourne Station. 

• A new urban identity reinforced by Arden’s assets, such as heritage places, 

industrial buildings, natural features and water. 

• A high-quality public realm with wide tree-lined streets. 

• A network of streets that are stimulating, attractive, safe and well connected. 

• Building typologies that provide small and large enterprise to support a diverse 

economy. 

• Housing supported by fine grain, permeable, pedestrian and cycle friendly 

environment. 

• Design excellence. 

(25) The vision also acknowledges the range of interfaces to which new development should 

respond. Sensitive design is an important consideration for filling the ‘gap’ between the 

low rise established areas of Flemington and North Melbourne, as well as providing a 

more robust response to its interface with Citylink and the Macaulay Urban Renewal 

Precinct. 
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(26) The objectives are advanced by a set of guidelines relating to built form and 

streets/open space. 

(27) In summary, the vision identifies the key ingredients required for a successful new high-

density neighbourhood as a distinct and responsive urban form, housing and 

employment growth and diversity, a high-quality public realm, generous open space, 

and well-connected and permeable streets. 

2.3. Structure Plan  

(28) Arden Structure Plan is underpinned by the eight key directions of Arden Vision. It 

aspires to accommodate approximately 34,000 jobs and 15,000 residents.  

(29) Key urban design objectives focus on the spatial structure, built form and design 

excellence (Objectives 4 – 8): 

• Create a new urban structure for Arden that incorporates a high-quality network of 

connected streets and open spaces that help support a varied and walkable block 

structure. 

• Introduce density and built form controls that assist with Arden’s transformation 

into a world leading urban renewal and innovation precinct. 

• Recognise and celebrate the valued built form heritage and character of Arden. 

• Encourage buildings to remain adaptable as uses change over time. 

• Ensure design excellence is achieved in Arden. 

(30) The Structure Plan contains a suite of key design recommendations that inform the 

proposed planning scheme controls in relation to scale and built form typology (FARs 

and height ranges), urban structure and layout, wind protection, overshadowing and 

activation. 

(31) The Structure Plan is supported by a range of background reports, including the Urban 

Design and Built Form Analysis Report prepared by the VPA (September 2021) and the 

Arden Built Form Testing prepared by Hayball (April 2021).  These reports review how 

future development is likely to respond to the key design recommendations listed within 

the structure plan and where there are gaps. 
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(32) The following table compares the density of the proposed aspirations for 34,000 jobs 

and 15,000 residents with the approximate densities of other inner-city urban renewal 

areas sharing similar characteristics in terms of built form character, uses and 

infrastructure in order to inform my assessment of the proposed built form controls.  

Location  Approximate 

size  

Target Target 

year 

Approximate 

units/hectare 

Source 

Arden 45ha 15,000 residents 2050 330/ha Arden Structure Plan 

2040 

34,000 jobs 760/ha 

Fisherman’s Bend 

(Sandridge) 
85ha 34,400 

residents 
2051 400/ha Fisherman’s Bend 

Population and 

Demographics 

Report April 2017  
28,000 jobs 330/ha 

Fisherman’s Bend 

NEIC 

240ha 40,000 jobs 2050 170/ha Advancing 

Manufacturing the 

Fishermans Bend 

opportunity, 

September 2021 

City North   115ha 22,000 

residents 

2040 190/ha City North Structure 

Plan 2012  

28,400 jobs 250/ha 

20,000 

students 

170/ha 

Southbank 160ha 74,000 

residents 

2040 460/ha Southbank Structure 

Plan, 2010 

56,000 jobs 350/ha 

Table 1 – Inner-city Urban Renewal Areas resident and job density comparison   
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(33) Submitter 40 raises a concern that some aspects of the revised Structure Plan vary 

significantly from the draft Structure Plan. This includes densities and heights that have 

increased, rather than been moderated, without sufficient strategic justification or 

technical evidence. The submission states that the proposed densities will exceed those 

of all areas of the City of Melbourne, except for Central Melbourne. It does not support 

the change from population estimates in the draft Structure Plan to delivery targets in 

the final Structure Plan, which it suggests result in the targets being prioritised over 

other important objectives of the Arden Vision, including the quality of built form and 

the public realm. Submitter 40 does not accept the Urban Design and Built Form 

Analysis Report as justification for the built form controls, as it recommends greater 

densities and building heights than were contemplated in detailed testing, and its 

recommendations exacerbate issues associated with greater densities such as amenity 

impacts on the public realm. 

(34) Submitter 67 also raises concerns with the density of Arden, based on existing parts of 

Central Melbourne exceeding the maximum density limits of other high-density cities 

such as Hong Kong, New York and Sydney.  

(35) Arden is proposed to have a substantially higher number of jobs per hectare than any 

other precinct. The closest comparator for Arden is the Sandridge Precinct in 

Fisherman’s Bend, which will be a new high-density neighbourhood set around a new 

station. In comparison with Sandridge, Arden is anticipated to have fewer residents per 

hectare, but more than double the job density. 

(36) From an urban design perspective, the question to be considered is whether the 

resulting built form will deliver the character and amenity aspirations. This question is 

assessed in the following chapters of this report. 

2.4. Physical context  

(37) Key elements of Arden’s physical context from an urban design perspective are 

summarised below and illustrated in Figure 1. 
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(38) Key opportunities presented by the physical context include: 

• The large (45ha) size of Arden, including large areas of government-owned land 

southwest of the proposed Station, and the resulting opportunity for it to establish 

a new character. 

• The proximity to Melbourne CBD, Parkville National Employment and Innovation 

Cluster (NEIC) and Melbourne Biomedical Precinct, and improvements to this 

accessibility that will result from the proposed Metro Station. 

• Landmarks and views, including views from Arden to the city skyline and views 

towards Arden from Citylink and the rail corridor, encompassing a clear view 

towards the prominent Weston Milling silos. 

• A substantial portion of public open space, including North Melbourne Recreation 

Reserve, Clayton Reserve and Moonee Ponds Creek.  

• A lack of sensitive interfaces to the south and, to some extent, to the west. 

• Existing heritage fabric within Arden comprising industrial sawtooth buildings and 

historic dwellings. 

(39) Key constraints of the physical context include: 

• The mix of land ownership, including large industrial blocks and fine-grain 

residential land along Dryburgh Street. 

• The existing asphalt plant. 

• Large parts of Arden that are low-lying and subject to flood inundation. 

• The exposure of Arden to strong winds. 

• Land subject to DDO70 for Metro Tunnel infrastructure protection areas. 

• An underground gas pipeline intersecting Arden along Green and Fogarty Streets. 

• Relatively steep land in the southeast of the renewal area. 

• Contamination from previous industry requiring remediation. 

• Limited public accessibility to existing public open space, due to existing lease 

arrangements for the North Melbourne Football Club at North Melbourne Reserve 

and barriers to movement. 

• Challenging interfaces including major transport infrastructure which creates 

barriers to local lateral movement, fine-grain heritage buildings and established 

residential areas (discussed further below). 
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(40) The broader area is experiencing built form change with new developments emerging 

in proximity to Arden in Kensington, Flemington, North Melbourne, West Melbourne and 

Macaulay. This includes developments in the order of 8-12 storeys with a wide range of 

building typologies.  

Figure 1: Elements of Arden’s physical context (source: Arden Structure Plan, August 2021) 
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 URBAN STRUCTURE 

3.1. Overview 

(41) The Structure Plan proposes a new urban structure for Arden, represented by the figure 

below. 

Figure 2 – Arden’s proposed future urban structure (source: Arden Structure Plan, August 2021/ proposed 

Clause 21.13) 
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(42) Objective 4 of the Structure Plan encourages ‘a network of connected streets and open 

spaces that support a varied and walkable block structure’. This is reinforced by key 

urban structure and layout recommendations, including for ‘new, direct and convenient 

pedestrian connections that align with other streets, laneways or walking routes in new 

development’. 

(43) I support the future urban structure proposed for Arden and consider that it aligns with 

the Structure Plan objectives. The spatial layout is well-considered and consistent with 

the aspirations of the Structure Plan to support a high-quality urban environment, 

providing for: 

• a range of block sizes to support diversity,  

• a well-integrated public transport system,  

• a legible, defined and well-integrated street network,  

• appropriate open space distribution and diversity, and 

• well-defined land use character precincts. 

(44) The Amendment faithfully implements the proposed urban structure via changes to 

Clause 21.13 – Urban Renewal Areas and DDO schedules for each of the four sub-

precincts. 

3.2. Streets and open spaces 

(45) Submitter 83 is seeking the removal of Reynolds Street from the urban structure plan 

on the basis that its removal is not considered to undermine the Structure Plan’s 

pedestrian permeability and legibility objectives. The submitter argues that the Hayball 

built form testing demonstrates the significant efficiencies which would arise from the 

closure of Reynolds Street.  

(46) Reynolds Street is an existing public road. The Amendment is silent in relation to its 

retention or closure. Therefore, it does not change the potential for a road closure, which 

may still be pursued by adjoining landowners. 

(47) I do not consider that it is necessary or appropriate for the future of Reynolds Street to 

be the subject of this Amendment. Therefore, I do not think that this change is 

necessary.   
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3.3. Laneways 

3.3.1. Alignment 

(48) The Amendment provides for a number of laneways throughout Arden. The Structure 

Plan proposes that the alignment of the new laneways is flexible to ensure adaptability, 

while ensuring a connected, fine-grain and walkable network. Laneways are categorised 

based on their envisaged character and function (refer Figure 2). 

(49) The Urban Design and Built Form Analysis states that new pedestrian connections are 

included where the average length of a street block exceeds 100m (except within 200m 

of the Station where more frequent connections are desired to manage high pedestrian 

volumes), and at least two connections through blocks exceeding 200m. 

(50) The introduction of secondary streets and laneways across Arden is proposed to be 

implemented through discretionary ‘Public interface and design detail’ requirements 

that correspond to a Map in each proposed DDO, except DDO81 (Arden Central Mixed 

Use). It is not clear why the same approach has not been taken in DDO81. I recommend 

that this be reviewed alongside the proposal for securing the delivery of new streets. 

(51) Some submitters raise concerns with the fixed location of laneways across private land 

that could impact existing operations or future development viability (Submitter 72, 73 

and 102). Submitter 102 states that the focus should be on acceptable pedestrian 

connectivity, rather than fixed laneway positions.  

(52) I consider that the discretionary nature of the requirement for laneways generally 

provides sufficient flexibility for them to respond to land ownership and the design of 

development. However, to provide clearer flexibility, I recommend that the 

requirements be reworded to provide laneways, through-links and connections 

generally as identified in the map.  

(53) The need for flexibility is illustrated by Test Site 01 in the Hayball Built Form Testing 

which proposes to relocate a laneway to the south of the test site to accommodate an 

efficient above ground carpark layout. 

(54) Submitter 83 requests that if Reynolds Street is not closed, the through-block 

pedestrian link between Straker Street and Gracie Street be removed from the Structure 
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Plan and the Amendment. Similarly, there are two other instances where built form 

testing shows that proposed laneway connections are problematic: 

• two lanes that link Macaulay Road and Henderson Street in Arden North (DDO82), 

and 

• the indicative-through block link located between Arden Street and Laurens Street 

in Map 3 of DDO83 (Laurens Street sub-precinct). 

(55) The delivery of these links is problematic primarily due to the ground conditions in 

Arden that make basement car parking unfeasible, combined with requirements for 

above-ground parking to be ‘sleeved’ (to streets). The blocks that would result from the 

proposed laneways are not wide enough to accommodate sleeved car parking, as 

illustrated by Test Sites 01 and 04 of the Hayball Built Form Testing.  

Figure 3 – Hayball Test Site 04 at Ground Floor demonstrating that a sleeved carparking arrangement does 

allow a north-south link (DDO83) 

(56) In Arden North, proposed ‘Laneway 1’ (the northern of the two laneways) also intersects 

the consolidated landholding at 177-181 Macaulay Road.  



 

18 
 

MELBOURNE PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C407 / ARDEN STRUCTURE PLAN 
EXPERT URBAN DESIGN EVIDENCE / MARK SHEPPARD / JANUARY 2022 

 

(57) Submitter 102 queries the requirement for an open-to-sky laneway along the rail tunnel 

alignment. In terms of private land, this affects the block between Laurens Street, Arden 

Street, Munster Terrace and Queensberry Street, which is Hayball Test Site 04. I consider 

that one mid-block east-west link is required in this block for permeability reasons. 

Therefore, if the indicative through-block link is to be removed in accordance with my 

recommendation in section 3.3.2 below, the Laneway 1 requirement should remain. I 

note that its discretionary nature allows the alignment to be refined in conjunction with 

the design of adjoining development. 

(58) Therefore, I recommend:  

• In Arden North (DDO82, Map 3) deleting the indicative through-block link between 

Reynolds Street and Gracie Street, 

• In Arden North (DDO82, Map 3) moving Laneway 1 between Macaulay Road and 

Henderson Street to the alignment of the existing lane/ indicative through-block 

link and Laneway 2, and 

• In Laurens Street (DDO083, Map 3) deleting the indicative through-block link 

between Arden Street and Laurens Street. 

(59) I also note that Table 7 in DDO83 also refers to the wrong map (2 not 3). 

3.3.2. Laneway design 

(60) DDO80, DDO82 and DDO83 contain the following requirements in relation to the design 

of new laneways (refer to Figure 2):  

• Pedestrian only (Laneway 1): open to the sky and 9m wide. 

• Shared (Laneway 2): open to the sky and 8m wide (applies in DDO82 only) 

• Internal (Laneway 3): 9m-12m with proportional void (applies in DDO80 only) 

• Through-block links: open to the sky or internal arcades and 6m to 9m wide. 

(61) In some cases, these widths vary from those specified in the Structure Plan. 

(62) The proposed DDOs also include the following references to activation of streets and 

lanes. 

• Public interface and design detail - Built form outcomes seek activation of streets 

and laneways through transparent glazing and pedestrian entrances. 
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• Public interface and design detail - Active streets requirements seek 5m or 80% of 

facades at Ground Level an entry or display window (I interpret this to only apply 

to those greater than 9m wide and defined as ‘streets’). 

• Decision guidelines seek through-links and laneways to ‘incorporate activity where 

possible’.   

(63) Submitter 102 raises concerns regarding the requirement for ‘active interfaces’ along all 

mid-block pedestrian links, which is not supported by the retail demand assessment and 

the relatively remote location of the precinct. 

(64) Submitter 83 seeks clearer definition of the role and function of some laneways as 

pedestrian throughfares to align with the anticipated outcomes sought in the Structure 

Plan.  

(65) I agree that the DDO requirements for laneway activation should be refined. I support 

the requirement for active frontages in streets and pedestrian laneways. However, some 

of the existing laneways serve a ‘rear access’ purpose, taking ‘back of house’ functions 

off the street frontages of the lots that back onto them. They also have limited value in 

terms of permeability because they duplicate nearby parallel streets. These rear access 

laneways include Ink Lane and the unnamed lane between Gracie Street and Fogarty 

Street in Arden North, which are identified as shared laneways (‘Laneway 2’). Reynolds 

Street could also be a candidate. 

(66) I consider that these laneways should not be required to be activated because they do 

not serve a key pedestrian purpose. Requiring building facades fronting these laneways 

to be activated risks locating their ‘back of house’ functions to the street frontage. 

(67) Therefore, I recommend that the requirement for active frontages not apply to ‘Laneway 

2’, and the need for them to be widened to 8m be reviewed, given their primarily 

vehicular function. 

(68) Submission 40 states that the spatial layout will result in a large number of narrow and 

enclosed laneway connections which is at odds with the Structure Plan objectives, and 

will compromise their quality. For example, it suggests that screening would be required 

for apartments in podium levels, reducing their amenity. It proposes that all laneways 

should be delivered to a basic standard width. 
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(69) I consider that links narrower than 9m can provide an attractive pedestrian environment. 

They will also contribute to a diverse experience. An example of this is Bank Place of 

approximately 7.5m wide in Melbourne CBD. Further, my recommendations above for 

the deletion of some laneways and the reclassification of others as rear access lanes will 

result in only a handful of pedestrian links within Arden that are proposed to be less 

than 9m wide.  

(70) In Arden North and Arden Central Innovation, the SUZ discourages residential uses in 

the lower 6 storeys. As a result, only two laneways in the Laurens Street sub-precinct 

are anticipated to potentially have a privacy conflict as a result of their width. These 

laneways are likely to be faced by the sides of dwellings, at least in part. It is not difficult 

to imagine design solutions to manage intervisibility in these circumstances.  

(71) Therefore, I consider that the proposed through-block link widths are appropriate. 

 

Recommendation 1: Amend the DDO80, DDO82 and DDO83 Laneways, through-links, 

pedestrian and cycling connections requirements to ‘provide laneways, through-links and 

connections generally as identified in Map ....’. 

Recommendation 2: In DDO82 Map 3, move Laneway 1 between Macaulay Road and 

Henderson Street to the alignment of the existing lane/ indicative through-block link and 

Laneway 2. 

Recommendation 3: In DDO083 Map 3, delete the indicative through-block link between 

Arden Street and Laurens Street and update reference to Map 2. 

Recommendation 4: Review the requirement in DDO82 to widen ‘Laneway 2’ to 8m, given 

their rear access function. 
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 BUILT FORM CHARACTER 

4.1. Overview 

(72) Key directions in the Arden Vision are to provide for transformative growth and a 

distinctive place.  

(73) Objective 3 of the Structure Plan is to ‘Deliver a highly liveable, mixed-use precinct of 

Melbourne that aspires to accommodate approximately 34,000 jobs and around 15,000 

residents with innovation at its heart’. 

(74) Objective 5 of the Structure Plan is to ‘Introduce density and built form controls that 

assist with Arden’s transformation into a world leading urban renewal and innovation 

precinct’.  

(75) To realise these objectives, density and built form controls have been crafted to support 

a high intensity scale of development and foster a diversity of uses and built form, while 

delivering a high-quality environment.  

(76) The Structure Plan sets out a distinct character and role for each sub-precinct. The built 

form controls have been tailored to support these roles and characters as follows: 

• Arden Central Innovation (proposed DDO80): a mix of low-rise (up to 6 storeys) to 

mid-rise (7-15 storeys) development within the core, with taller buildings to the 

north and south  

• Arden Central Mixed Use (proposed DDO81): mid (7-15 storeys) to high-rise (16 

storeys and above) development in the north surrounding the new open space, 

with denser and taller buildings layered around the edge and south-west 

• Arden North (proposed DDO82): mid (7-15 storeys) to high-rise (16 storeys and 

above) development 

• Laurens Street (proposed DDO83): low-rise (up to 6 storeys) built form along 

Dryburgh and Stawell Streets to high-rise (16 storeys and above) built form along 

Laurens Street.  

(77) Various submitters raise concerns with the overall distribution of density across Arden. 

Submitters 64 and 66 consider the proposed high-rise character of Arden North and 

the Laurens Precinct too intense considering their lower rise interfaces.  
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(78) Submitter 48 raises concerns regarding the potential impact of high-density buildings 

immediately adjacent to major existing and proposed open spaces, including 

overwhelming visual dominance, overshadowing and adverse wind effects. 

(79) Broadly, I support the proposed range of building heights given Arden’s role as an urban 

renewal precinct on the Metro line, with the densest development focused in the core 

of the precinct across both Arden Central sub-precincts near the Metro station. The 

range of heights is commensurate with those of other urban renewal precincts within 

inner-city Melbourne such as Fisherman’s Bend, Macaulay and City North.  

(80) However, I recommend a range of refinements to the proposed density and built form 

controls to improve the response to the Arden Vision and Structure Plan objectives, 

particularly those relating to amenity outcomes. These are discussed in Sections 5-8. 

4.2. Types of built form control 

(81) The DDOs incorporate maximum FARs in combination with building envelope controls 

to manage built form. The FARs range from a minimum of 4:1 in lower density areas to 

17:1 at the upper end. A mix of mandatory and discretionary FARs are proposed.  

(82) Various submitters raise concerns that the proposed maximum FARs are too high and 

should be reduced. Submission 40 suggests that, combined with the built form controls, 

FARs will lead to large and bulky podium-tower forms with high site coverage, 

compromising the ability for Arden’s Vision to be achieved. It is suggested that the 

proposed FARs will result in buildings that will not respond appropriately to heritage, 

character elements or interfaces, and that the delivery of safe and comfortable streets 

that encourage walking and cycling will be compromised. 

(83) Other submitters (Submitters 90 and 101) call for the FAR controls to be deleted entirely 

due to their potential to restrict innovation and development yield. Both submitters 

suggest that FAR controls should only apply to sites less than 1,000-1,200m2 and that 

all FARs should be discretionary.  

(84) I support the combined use of density and building envelope controls in Arden to meet 

key objectives of the Structure Plan such as design flexibility, high quality public amenity 

outcomes and built form diversity. 
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(85) When used in isolation, building envelope controls (including height and setback 

provisions) encourage buildings that fill out the prescribed envelope. This results in 

uniformity rather than a careful response to specific interface conditions. It also 

disincentivises the shaping of buildings to optimise internal amenity and create better 

architectural outcomes.  

(86) Density controls (such as FARs) provide certainty about how much floor area is 

appropriate on a site. When combined with a building envelope that can accommodate 

a greater floor area, this provides flexibility about how that floor area is shaped. This 

allows it to be designed to respond sensitively to interfaces, to ensure good internal 

amenity and to deliver a high-quality architectural outcome, without ‘penalty’ to the 

overall yield. Benefits of this approach include a more varied range of building 

typologies and housing, while the building envelope controls ensure that new 

development contributes to a broadly-defined desired future built form character, and 

contributes to good public and private amenity. 

(87) The character aspiration for Arden is one of built form diversity, compared with an 

established area where building envelope controls alone may be more appropriate to 

reinforce aspects of the existing built form character. 

(88) Therefore, I support the use of a combination of FAR and building envelope controls. 

(89) It is important to ensure that density and building envelope controls are appropriately 

related to each other. If the potential floor areas determined by the FAR and building 

envelope controls are too close, this ‘tight fit’ will limit the potential diversity and 

opportunity for a site responsive design. Alternatively, if the fit is too ‘loose’, this implies 

that the development potential is underutilised and growth will be unnecessarily stifled. 

(90) The built form testing indicates that in some circumstances the proposed FAR maxima 

are too high relative to the built form envelopes. This limits the benefits of having FAR 

controls as the ‘fit’ between the two controls is too tight. The modelling also 

demonstrates that this is likely to result in a limited mix of building typologies (primarily 

generating podium-tower forms) and bulkier tower forms. 

(91) In these areas, I recommend a ‘looser’ fit that will enable greater diversity, less bulky 

towers and opportunity for buildings to respond to heritage, character elements or 

interfaces. This is discussed further in Sections 5-8. 
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4.3. Discretionary and mandatory nature of controls 

(92) The proposed DDOs include the following discretionary and mandatory FAR controls: 

• DDO80 (Arden Central Innovation), DDO81 (Arden Central Mixed Use) and DDO83 

(Laurens Street – west): Preferred maximum FARs, and 

• DDO82 (Arden North) and DDO83 (Laurens Street – east): Mandatory maximum 

FARs. 

(93) Submission 40 seeks mandatory FAR controls across all precincts. It suggests that 

discretionary FAR controls combined with discretionary height controls will create 

complex implementation issues for Council officers, and that even small exceedances 

to FAR controls can have significant consequences, the cumulative impact of which 

could compromise the realisation of the Arden Vision. 

(94) Submitter 40 also suggests that the proposed controls fail to explain how the design 

excellence program should be conducted.  

(95) Other submitters, such as Submitter 104, seek the removal of mandatory controls. They 

suggest that discretionary controls will ensure a design response can appropriately 

respond to the unique characteristics of each site.   

(96) I support the mix of discretionary and mandatory controls, taking into account the clear 

criteria for exceeding the discretionary maximum heights and FARs contained within 

the Decision guidelines.  

(97) Mandatory maximum FARs ‘lock in’ the benefits of a combination of FAR and envelope 

controls. Therefore, I support mandatory FAR controls in the Laurens Street and Arden 

North sub-precincts because of the need to respond to existing established character 

and interfaces that warrant more flexibility in terms of built form response, and their 

lesser proximity to the Metro station where the value of optimising growth is greatest. 

(98) I support discretionary FAR controls in the Arden Central sub-precincts in response to 

their large landholdings, proximity to the station and distance from sensitive interfaces, 

which provide a unique opportunity for a new, flexible character to be set. Clear decision 

guidelines have been included to provide clarity about the circumstances in which the 

FARs may be exceeded. 
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(99) The decision guidelines include ‘Demonstration of design excellence …. supported, 

where appropriate, by an independent design review or design competition….’. 

Submitter 40 submits this should occur in line with the City of Melbourne’s Design 

Excellence Program, including the inclusion of the Melbourne Design Review Panel or a 

design competition endorsed by the City of Melbourne. Submitter 90 seeks Office of 

the Victorian Government Architect (OVGA) to be referenced. 

(100) Submitter 101 sees merit in design competitions, but raises the financial implications and 

time-delays associated with them. It is suggested that instead, only government-owned 

land that is developed or sold be subject to design competition requirements. I do not 

agree with this approach and consider all proponents that seek to vary the maximum 

height and FAR controls ought to demonstrate design excellence in this manner. 

(101) I support the use of design review processes and competitions as potential mechanisms 

for raising design quality, particularly where applicants seek to depart from the 

preferred maximum FAR or height, irrespective of who owns the land. However, I do 

not consider that any one program or review panel should be nominated in a planning 

control as these are subject to change over time. 
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 DDO80 – ARDEN CENTRAL INNOVATION 

5.1. Vision  

(102) The Arden Central Innovation sub-precinct is located at the core of the Arden Precinct.  

(103) The Structure Plan identifies the main elements of built form character for the Arden 

Central Innovation sub-precinct as ‘Low to mid-rise development within the core 

surrounding the new open spaces and the heart of Arden, with denser and taller 

buildings layered around the edge. A range of typologies will be required to respond to 

the controls, specific land use needs.’ 

(104) The Structure Plan identifies this sub-precinct to create and attract large anchor 

tenants, institutions, and small businesses, and a potential hospital campus to support 

the intent for innovation and education. Retail uses are envisaged near the Station along 

Barwise Street and some residential use at upper floors. This is reinforced by the 

proposed SUZ whereby an Education centre (including Tertiary institutions), Hospital, 

Research centre, and Research and development centre are listed Section 1 uses, subject 

to conditions. In contrast, Accommodation is only a Section 1 use provided it is located 

above the first 6 storeys. 

5.2. Design objectives 

(105) The DDO80 Design objectives can be summarised as follows: 

• An innovative urban renewal area that is an exemplar for design excellence, 

environmental sustainability and connectivity. 

• A mix of typologies with floorplates that support innovation uses. 

• Low to mid-rise development in the core surrounding the open space, with denser 

development to the north and south. 

• A high-quality public realm, achieved through human scale building design, wind 

mitigation and solar access to the Neighbourhood Park. 

• Visually interesting form incorporating fine-grain and articulation to reduce mass 

and bulk. 
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(106) I support the Design objectives and consider them to uphold the intent of the Arden 

Vision and Structure Plan, notably the aspiration for a mix of building typologies to 

support innovation uses. I discuss the implementation of this aspiration below. 

5.3. Density and key built form requirements 

(107) Proposed DDO80 contains the following building height and FAR provisions: 

Figure 4: Proposed DDO80 Building Height and FAR controls 
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(108) There is clear intent for Arden to perform a role as an internationally recognised 

innovation precinct, which will be largely facilitated within the Arden Central Innovation 

sub-precinct. A key goal of the Amendment is to provide for built form controls that 

assist in attracting research and development (R & D), life sciences and institutional 

uses. 

(109) The background reports indicate that such ‘innovation uses’ require a range of block 

sizes and either lower, compact buildings (typically 6-7 storeys) or taller podium-tower 

forms (typically 12-14 storeys), with large floorplates. 

(110) This is reflected in the objective of the Arden Central Innovation sub-precinct for a range 

of building typologies.  

5.3.1. Lots A, B and C 

(111) My July 2021 Peer Review identified that the controls in the Draft Amendment would be 

unlikely to deliver a range of typologies in this sub-precinct. This is evidenced by built 

form modelling undertaken by the VPA and illustrated in the City Engine model, which 

demonstrates that the optimum development outcome of the majority of buildings 

would be a podium-tower form (see Figure 5 below).  

Figure 5 – Oblique aerial view from City Engine model (source: VPA) 
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(112) Submitter 40 also raises this concern in relation to the exhibited controls. The submitter 

has concerns that the density proposed, which is focused on achieving population and 

job targets, will result in a lack of varied, context-responsive building typologies, and 

therefore not attract innovation uses as intended. 

(113) My peer review included a suite of recommendations to address this issue in the core 

of the sub-precinct (Areas A, B and C) by favouring compact building forms. These 

recommendations also sought to provide more uniformity in form around the central 

open spaces. My recommendations included: 

• a taller maximum street wall height (increased to 8 storeys) for buildings no more 

than 10 storeys high, and  

• lower maximum heights and FARs (change in maximum height from 8-14 storeys 

to 10 storeys/41m, and change in maximum FAR from 8:1 to 7:1). 

(114) I consider a taller street wall height to be appropriate where the upper form is only a 

modest ‘cap’. This change will enable lower, more compact building typologies suited 

to innovation uses. This approach has been implemented in Fishermans Bend to foster 

a range of typologies.  

(115) The Exhibited and Part A versions of DDO80 reflect my recommendation for a taller 

street wall height where the overall height is no more than 41m (10 commercial storeys). 

They do not reflect my recommendation for a lower maximum height and FAR. 

However, on reflection, I consider that the change in maximum street wall height is 

sufficient to enable the more compact typology. The maximum FAR of 6-8:1 can be 

comfortably accommodated in a 10-storey building with a street setback only at the top 

two levels. 

(116) The change in maximum street wall height ensures that the controls for this area are 

sufficiently flexible to provide building diversity, enabling either a podium-tower format 

or a more compact form that accommodates the maximum floor area over fewer levels. 

(117) To ensure that the central open space (Capital City Open Space and Neighbourhood 

Park) realises its role as the civic heart of Arden and is not overwhelmed by tower 

forms, in accordance with the Structure Plan, I consider that the lower-intensity mid-

rise character should be maintained around all of its eastern, northern and western 

edges. Therefore, I recommend that the land at the southern end of the western edge 
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of the Neighbourhood Park be incorporated into the Arden Central Innovation sub-

precinct and adopt the same controls as land immediately to its north. This will 

achieve a level of uniformity around three sides of the central open space (see Figure 

6 below). 

(118) In realigning the sub-precinct boundary, I also recommend the realigning the proposed 

laneway along the boundary so that it connects the Langford Street Linear Creek 

Corridor with the Neighbourhood Park, as shown in Figure 6. This will also maintain a 

generously-dimensioned block to the south in Arden Central Mixed Use. 

Figure 6 – Recommended realignment of boundary between Arden Central Mixed Use and Arden Central 

Innovation sub-precincts 
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5.3.2. Lot D 

(119) Map 1 designates land along Arden Street and most of the railway interface as Lot D. 

This area at the northern and western edges of the sub-precinct is intended to cater for 

taller built form, and contains a preferred maximum height of 49m-81m and a preferred 

maximum FAR of 12:1.  

(120) In my July 2021 Peer Review, I identified that these settings would result in too tight a 

fit, forcing development to fill out the allowable floorplates, resulting in visually bulky 

upper forms. This is illustrated by the VPA’s modelling in the City Engine model—see 

Figures 7-8 below. 

Figure 7 – Oblique aerial view from City Engine model of Lot D (source: VPA) 
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Figure 8 – View from City Engine model looking south from intersection of Macaulay Road and Fogarty 

Street (source: VPA) 

(121) To address this issue, I recommended increasing the maximum height to 22 storeys and 

reducing the maximum FAR to 10:1, along with other more general recommendations in 

relation to upper level setbacks, separations and floorplates. 

(122) The VPA and kinetica tested a range of different settings for the eastern block of Lot 

D. These are contained at Appendices C and D (see VPA Site 3). 

(123) The testing confirmed that the current settings result in too tight a fit between the FAR 

and building envelope, limiting scope for varied built form and guaranteeing bulky tower 

forms which fill out the maximum potential floorplate. However, the VPA testing also 

identified potential shadow impacts resulting from greater height. 

(124) Applying a reduced FAR of 10:1 and maintaining the current maximum height of 81m 

(20 commercial storeys) will provide the flexibility for a range of design responses from 

approximately 16-storey towers that utilise most of the potential floorplate to more 

slender 20-storey towers.  

(125) Therefore, I recommend reducing the FAR in Lot D to 10:1. 

(126) I note that Submitter 102 raises a concern with the 10m setback from Laurens Street at 

189-197 Arden Street. Hayball Test Site 04 demonstrates a cantilever at podium levels 
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as a possibility, ensuring views to the Station Plaza entry from Arden Street are 

maintained. However, Submitter 102 states a cantilever is an unviable structural solution. 

(127) I support the setback to ensure visibility of the station. Further, I am instructed that this 

setback area is intended to be included within the site’s FAR calculation. Therefore, 

while the setback requirement will constrain development to a degree, it will not directly 

reduce the maximum floor area achievable on the site.  

(128) However, it is not clear in the provisions as drafted that where a setback is required, the 

setback area is to be included within the site’s FAR calculation. This occurs in a number 

of places throughout the amendment land. Therefore, I recommend that the FAR 

definition and the Building Height and Floor Area Ratio Map in each DDO schedule be 

updated to reflect this.  

5.4. Solar protection requirements 

(129) Delivering on the Arden Vision for a high-quality public realm that is attractive to 

workers and residents includes ensuring adequate sunlight in streets and open spaces.  

(130) Proposed DDO80 contains mandatory and discretionary shadow protection 

requirements that apply to four proposed open spaces in the Arden Central Innovation 

sub-precinct and the proposed Neighbourhood Park to its south. 

(131) Map 2 (reproduced at Figure 9 below) illustrates the spatial arrangement of open spaces 

in the centre of Arden, including: 

• the Station forecourt along Laurens Street,  

• the east-west Queensberry Street linear park extending across the sub-precinct to 

the proposed open space alongside the rail line, and  

• the central Capital City Open Space and Neighbourhood Park, with combined area 

of 1.6ha (Arden Public Realm and Open Space Strategy, July 2020). 
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Figure 9 – DDO80 Map 2: Solar Protection 

(132) Submitter 40 raises concerns that the high-density targets for Arden will compromise 

the delivery of high quality, unencumbered open spaces that meet local and 

international benchmarks. 

(133) Submitters 40 and 44 raises concerns with the controls not providing for sufficient 

sunlight to the open space at the winter solstice. Submitter 44 raises a particular 

concern in relation to permissible building forms immediately north of the Capital City 

Open Space which will largely overshadow it in winter, and therefore be inconsistent 

with the controls proposed by Amendment C278 to the Melbourne Planning Scheme. 

Submitter 44 recommends sunlight protection hours of 10am to 3pm in line with 
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Amendment C278. Submitter 40 recognises that there is a high proportion of open 

space across the precinct (encumbered and unencumbered).  

(134) The exhibited version of the DDOs defined Additional Shadow as ‘any shadow cast 

outside of any existing shadow from buildings or works’. Submitter 104 considers the 

definition of ‘additional shadow’ too onerous, and recommends that it be amended to 

refer to specific dates and hours to provide clarity and certainty about how this 

definition is to be interpreted. 

(135) The Part A versions of the DDOs amends the definition to ‘any shadow cast outside of 

any existing shadow from buildings or works, but not a shadow cast by incidental 

elements such as canopies, kiosks, artworks, screens or trees which are not included in 

the additional shadow calculation.’ The proposed DDOs make it clear at what dates and 

hours shadowing is to be considered. Therefore, I do not consider that there is any 

ambiguity or uncertainty about the definition. 

(136) I consider the specific proposed solar protection controls below. 

5.4.1. Mandatory requirements 

(137) Mandatory solar protection requirements apply to the Neighbourhood Park and Capital 

City Open Space. Buildings are required not to cast any additional shadow above that 

cast by the applicable (presumably maximum) street wall height specified in the table 

reproduced below during the period specified in the table.   

Figure 10 – Table 4 of DDO80 
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(138) I support the mandatory nature of these controls given the metropolitan-scale 

significance of these spaces. 

(139) I support the drafting of the control that provides: 

• a street wall shadow allowance,  

• a mixture of winter solstice and spring equinox controls,  

• a 3hr period of sunlight protection, and 

• an exemption for buildings and works constructed within the open space. 

(140) I support an allowance for shadow cast by street walls fronting the open space to ensure 

that the open space will be clearly defined and activated by built form. This is consistent 

with other recently introduced or proposed solar access provisions, including proposed 

DDO1 forming part of Amendment C278, and recently gazetted DDOs in Fishermans 

Bend.  

(141) The Capital City Open Space (active plaza) and Neighbourhood Park (passive park) are 

intended to have distinct functions, and have distinct settings, warranting different solar 

access responses. 

(142) The Neighbourhood Park is intended to provide for a mix of passive, informal and low 

intensity uses for workers and residents. I consider a winter solstice control to be 

appropriate for these uses, consistent with sunlight protection expectations for parks 

under Amendment C278. The park also lies south of the Capital City Open Space and 

Queensberry Street Linear Park, lessening the impact of its solar protection on the 

development potential of surrounding development land. 

(143) In contrast, the Capital City Open Space is intended to perform a role as the civic heart 

of Arden, supporting more active uses including festivals and events. I consider a 

September equinox control for this space to be appropriate given this role. Given that 

it has development to the north, east and west, this will also strike an appropriate 

balance between solar access and providing for the intensity of development that is 

appropriate in this central location adjacent to the new station. 

(144) Together, the two spaces and their solar protection requirements will ensure the 

accessibility of sunlight and shade at all times of the year at the heart of the Arden 

Precinct.  
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(145) The shadow controls seek 3 hours of sunlight protection between 11am and 2pm. Other 

central city locations with forecourts/ plazas near stations generally have a 3-4 hour 

‘window’ of protection as illustrated by the following examples: 

• Flinders Street Railway Station Steps (Melbourne DDO2): 11am to 3pm, 

• Lorimer Central Park (Melbourne DDO67): 11am to 2pm, and 

• Wirraway Precinct Park (Port Phillip DDO33): 11am to 2pm. 

(146) The winter solstice date adopted for the Neighbourhood Park control will also ensure 

that a greater period of the day is protected during the rest of the year. 

(147) Therefore, I consider that this duration is appropriate.  

(148) I support the exemption for buildings and works within the open space to enable the 

provision of facilities to support the use of the spaces. 

(149) Submitter 83 suggests that the solar protection requirements should be qualified by 

“unless the Responsible Authority is satisfied that the additional shadow will not cause 

any unreasonable impacts on the amenity of the open space”, to account for shadows 

on areas of open space which are less reliant on sunlight for amenity. I do not consider 

that this is necessary for discretionary solar protection requirements, as it is implicit in 

the discretionary nature of those controls. I consider that the vast majority of the Capital 

City Open Space and Neighbourhood Park are likely to be reliant on sunlight for their 

amenity. 

(150) In summary, I consider that the mandatory solar protection requirements will provide 

good levels of sunlight amenity within the heart of Arden Precinct while also providing 

an appropriate level of development.  
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5.4.2. Discretionary requirements 

(151) Discretionary solar protection requirements apply to the proposed Queensberry Street 

linear park and the station forecourt. Buildings are encouraged not to cast any 

additional shadow over the spaces in the table below.  

Figure 11 – Table 5 of DDO80 

(152) Notably, there is no allowance for shadow cast by street walls in relation to these 

requirements, unlike the mandatory controls above. It is not clear whether the station 

building itself will be affected by this requirement. If so, it would be discouraged from 

extending to the western edge of the forecourt, which would be nonsensical. Therefore, 

it should be clarified that the station building is excluded from this requirement. 

(153) The station forecourt requirement will affect the development of 189-197 Arden Street. 

This is illustrated by Figure 12 below, which shows the shadow cast by a generally 

otherwise compliant building on this property. This reinforces the need for a reduction 

in the FAR of Lot D, to provide the flexibility to mass development in response to its 

interface conditions. 
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Figure 12 - Shadow diagram from City Engine model illustrating 1pm September equinox shadow on Station 

Forecourt (source: VPA) 

(154) The Arden Station Forecourt lies between the station and Laurens Street. It is intended 

to function primarily as a transitional space for station passengers, in a similar manner 

to the Flinders Street Station steps. Given this role, and the large Capital City Open 

Space proposed on the other side of the station, I consider a discretionary September 

equinox requirement to be appropriate. 

(155) Most of the Queensberry Street linear park south will have ‘automatic’ solar protection 

as a result of the solar protection requirement that applies to the Capital City Open 

Space, and the land north of the linear park to the west of Fogarty Street which is not 

designated for development. 



 

40 
 

MELBOURNE PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C407 / ARDEN STRUCTURE PLAN 
EXPERT URBAN DESIGN EVIDENCE / MARK SHEPPARD / JANUARY 2022 

 

(156) Further, the Queensberry Street extension cross section in the Cross Sections 

Incorporated Document (section 11) indicates that there will be a 5m pedestrian priority 

zone and 4m bike path on the north side of this open space, the shadowing of which 

would presumably not offend this requirement. However, this would only allow for a 

street wall height of approximately 11.5m without shadowing the linear park, and a 

building of the maximum height of 33m on Lot A would need to be set back 18.5m from 

the Queensberry Street boundary to avoid shadowing the linear park at the September 

equinox. 

(157) The solar protection requirement that applies to the linear park is discretionary, which 

provides for some shadowing of the space to be permitted. However, given the 

relatively short stretch of the linear park that lies immediately south of Lot A, the 

significant constraint that the requirement would have on the development of Lot A 

and the automatic solar protection provided to the rest of the linear park, I do not 

consider that the proposed solar protection requirement for this linear park is 

warranted. I recommend that it be deleted. 

5.5. Summary 

(158) In summary, I support the Part A version of DDO80, subject to the recommendations 

below. 

Recommendation 5: Amend the DDO map and the maps and figures in DDO80, DDO81 and 

Clause 21.13 to realign the boundary between the Arden Central Innovation sub-precinct 

and the Arden Central Mixed Use sub-precinct at the southwest corner of the 

Neighbourhood Park as shown in Figure 6, with the laneway along the interface between 

the sub-precincts realigned accordingly. 

Recommendation 6: Reduce the maximum FAR for Lot D to 10:1. 

Recommendation 7: Amend the FAR definition and the Building Height and Floor Area Ratio 

Map in each DDO schedule to reflect the intent that ground floor setback areas be included 

within the FAR calculation. 

Recommendation 8: Delete the solar protection requirement for the Queensberry Street 

linear park.   
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 DDO81 – ARDEN CENTRAL MIXED USE  

6.1. Vision 

(159) The Arden Central Mixed Use sub-precinct is located towards the southwest of the 

Arden Precinct. It abuts the rail corridor along its south-western edge, providing a non-

sensitive interface that can cater for significant growth and density. However, 

development in this sub-precinct will be highly visible from CityLink and Dynon Road to 

the west and south, requiring consideration of its form on the skyline. Immediately 

southwest of the rail corridor is the E-gate proposed urban renewal area. 

(160) The Structure Plan identifies the main elements of built form character for the Arden 

Central Mixed Use sub-precinct as a ‘mixture of mid-rise to high-rise development in the 

north of the sub-precinct surrounding the new open spaces, with denser and taller 

buildings layered around the edge and in the south-west area’. 

(161) The Structure Plan identifies this sub-precinct as the civic heart of Arden, containing the 

new Neighbourhood Park, government school and community hub. It is intended to 

provide for a high volume of housing combined with offices, function centres, medical 

centres and research centres. 

(162) Most Accommodation and Office uses are ‘as of right’ (Section 1) in the SUZ. Most Retail 

uses are only ‘as of right’ provided they do not exceed 250m2.    

6.2. Design objectives  

(163) The DDO81 Design objectives can be summarised as follows: 

• A high-quality public realm, achieved through human scale building design, wind 

mitigation and solar access to the Neighbourhood Park. 

• A mix of typologies with mid to high-rise development surrounding the new open 

space and denser, taller buildings layered around the edge and south-west. 

• Higher, articulated and well-shaped buildings along the rail corridor that consider 

long range views, and views between them. 

• A mix of uses. 

• Appropriate tower spacing, equitable development and internal amenity. 
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• Visually recessive form above the street wall that does not create visual bulk. 

(164) I support the Design objectives and consider them to uphold the intent of the Arden 

Vision and Structure Plan. However, I consider that there are further refinements 

required to the built form controls to realise these objectives.  

6.3. Density and key built form requirements 

(165) Proposed DDO81 contains the following building height and FAR provisions: 

Figure 13 - DDO81 Building Height and Floor Area Ratio provisions 
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(166) This sub-precinct is intended to provide the tallest built form in the Arden Precinct. It 

provides the opportunity to optimise growth in a less sensitive part of the Arden 

Precinct. I support the proposed heights to deliver this intent. 

(167) However, I consider that the proposed controls are likely to result in overly bulky tall 

forms with little sky view between them. This is illustrated by the built form modelling 

prepared by the VPA (see Figures 14-16 below).  

Figure 14 – Oblique aerial view from City Engine model of Arden Central Mixed Use sub-precinct (source: 

VPA) 
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Figure 15 – View from City Engine model towards Arden Central Mixed Use sub-precinct from Arden Station 

across the Capital City Open Space and Neighbourhood Park (source: VPA) 

Figure 16 – View from City Engine model towards Arden Central Mixed Use sub-precinct from North 

Melbourne Station (corner of Anderson and Ireland Streets) (source: VPA) 

(168) I also consider that because the proposed streets are relatively narrow, they will be 

overwhelmed by tall buildings with relatively minimal setbacks. The building height to 

street width ratio of 6.7:1 in the new street linking Fogarty Street and Laurens Street 
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indicates an uninviting level of enclosure. This is illustrated by the built form modelling 

and street sections prepared by the VPA (see Figures 17-18 below). 

Figure 17 – View from City Engine model of proposed new street between Fogarty Street and Laurens 

Street in Arden Central Mixed Use sub-precinct (source: VPA) 
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Figure 18 – Cross-section through new street between Fogarty Street and Laurens Street in Arden Central 

Mixed Use sub-precinct (source: VPA with annotations) 

(169) As a result, I do not consider that the current controls will achieve the objectives for the 

sub-precinct or the intent of the Structure Plan for a skyline of separate forms and a 

high level of public realm amenity. 

(170) To address these issues, I recommend reducing the potential visual bulk at upper levels 

through the following modifications: 

• Limiting the tallest forms (Lot C provisions—maximum height of 134m and FAR of 

17:1) to the outer edge of the sub-precinct, with the central triangular block 

redesignated to Lot B (maximum height of 83m and FAR of 12:1),  

• an increase in upper level street setbacks to 7.5m for buildings above 64m (15-19 

storeys depending on use-mix)—this is discussed further in section 9.2 below, and  

• Introducing discretionary maximum tower floorplate sizes of 900m2 for 

Accommodation uses and 1350m2 for other uses above a height of 41m (12 

residential storeys [with a commercial ground floor] or 10 office storeys)—this is 

discussed further in section 9.5 below. 
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(171) Built form testing by kinetica of the triangular block (Hayball Test Site 05) demonstrates 

that increasing the upper level street setbacks and applying maximum tower floorplates, 

as proposed above, would result in a need for an average height of 40 storeys (134m) 

to achieve an FAR of 17:1 (see Appendix D). However, an FAR of 12:1 can be achieved 

with an average height of 24 storeys (approximately 83m). This results in much less 

visual bulk at upper levels, as demonstrated in the comparison below. 

Figure 19 - Comparison of FARs of 17:1 (left) and 12:1 (right) applied to the large triangular block, from 

kinetica’s testing of Hayball Test Site 05 (see Appendix D) 

(172) The reduced building heights in the triangular block and increased upper level street 

setbacks will also improve the streetscape amenity. The cross sections below 

demonstrate a building height to street width ratio of 2.6:1 in Fogarty Street and 3.7-

6.1:1 in the new street linking it with Laurens Street. I consider that this is a much 

improved and acceptable level of enclosure and amenity within these streets. 
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Figure 20 - Revised cross section through Fogarty Street, based on my recommendations (source: VPA 

with annotations) 

Figure 21 - Revised cross section through new street linking Fogarty Street with Laurens Street, based on 

my recommendations (source: VPA with annotations) 

(173) The remainder of Lot C has a direct interface to the rail corridor. At this interface, I do 

not consider that upper level setbacks are required for urban design reasons, although 

development would need to comply with VicTrack requirements, as set out in VicTrack 
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Rail Development Interface Guidelines 2018. The lesser rear setback requirement will 

ensure that an increase to the street setback will not result in unviable floorplates. 

6.4. Summary 

(174) In summary, I support the Part A version of DDO81, subject to the recommendation 

below. 

(175) My recommendations in relation to upper level street setbacks and floorplate sizes are 

contained in section 9 below. 

Recommendation 9: Redesignate the large triangular block from Area C to Area B. 
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 ARDEN NORTH  

7.1. Vision  

(176) The Arden North sub-precinct comprises land generally between Arden Street and 

Macaulay Road at the northern edge of the Arden Precinct. It includes Clayton Reserve, 

and abuts the North Melbourne Recreation Reserve and large proposed Integrated 

Stormwater Management Open Space (ISMOS). 

(177) Arden North abuts the rail corridor and CityLink along its western edge, providing a 

non-sensitive interface that can cater for significant growth and density. However, 

development in this sub-precinct will be highly visible from Kensington, beyond the rail 

line to the west, requiring consideration of its form on the skyline.  

(178) The sub-precinct is characterised by narrow east-west streets, including Steel Street 

and Straker Street with a width of 15.3m-15.4m, and Reynolds Street with a width of 

9.4m. 

(179) The Structure Plan identifies the main elements of built form character in Arden North 

as ‘Mid to high-rise developments on larger sites and a hybrid of perimeter blocks and 

slender towers to avoid significant overshadowing of Clayton Reserve, North Melbourne 

Recreation Reserve and the new integrated stormwater management open spaces in 

Arden North’.  

(180) The Structure Plan proposes that this sub-precinct provide for businesses at a range of 

scales, a community hub and creative industries including manufacturing and design, 

along with supporting retail, restaurants, bars and residential uses. 

(181) This is reinforced by the proposed SUZ, which lists Industry as a Section 1 use (subject 

to some land-use exclusions and conditions), along with Manufacturing sales, Office and 

Research centre. Most Retail uses are also ‘as of right’, while Accommodation is only a 

Section 1 use above the first 6 storeys. 

(182) Immediately northeast of the sub-precinct is the Macaulay Urban Renewal Precinct. This 

precinct has an emerging built form scale of 9-12 storeys, as illustrated in Figure 22 

below. 
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Figure 22 - Emerging built form scale in and to the north of Arden North. 

(183) A planning permit application has been lodged for a 45m/ 12 storey high mixed-use 

building with a 2-3 storey street wall (including retained heritage) at 287-313 Macaulay 

Road, within the Arden North sub-precinct. 
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7.2. Design objectives 

(184) The DDO82 Design objectives can be summarised as follows: 

• Pedestrian-focused precinct and a high-quality public realm, achieved through 

human scale building design, wind mitigation and solar access to open space. 

• Mid to high rise developments on large sites and a hybrid of perimeter blocks and 

slender towers to avoid significant overshadowing of key open spaces. 

• Building heights that do not overwhelm the public domain, with higher forms 

located along the CityLink and Macaulay Road interfaces. 

• Equitable development and internal amenity. 

• Visually interesting form, fine grain and articulation that reduces the impact of 

mass and bulk. 

(185) I support the Design objectives and consider them to uphold the intent of the Arden 

Vision and Structure Plan. However, I consider that there are further refinements 

required to the built form controls to realise these objectives. 
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7.3. Density and key built form requirements 

(186) Proposed DDO82 contains the following discretionary building height and mandatory 

FAR provisions: 

Figure 23 – DDO82 Building Height and Floor Area Ratio provisions 

(187) Lot B areas are located towards the western and northern edges of the sub-precinct 

and proposed to cater for taller built form. Land to the north and west of key open 

spaces is designated Lot A, and intended for mid-rise form to manage overshadowing 

of those spaces. 
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(188) I support the proposed heights and their distribution in principle, as it focuses growth 

towards the less sensitive parts of the Arden Precinct and recognises the need to limit 

building scale to manage overshadowing of open space.  

(189) However, I consider that Lot B extends too far from Langford Street along the relatively 

narrow east-west streets, with the result that they will be overwhelmed by tall buildings 

with relatively minimal street setbacks. The proposed building height to street width 

ratio of 3.1:1 indicates an uninviting level of enclosure (see Figure 24 below). I consider 

that this would fail to achieve the high-quality public realm sought by the Vision, 

Structure Plan and DDO design objectives.  

Figure 24 – Cross-section through narrow streets within Lot B area (source: VPA with annotations)  

(190) To address this issue, I recommend: 

• Limiting Lot B to one viable lot depth at the western edge of the sub-precinct (see 

Figure 25 below), 

• reducing the maximum street wall from 25m to 21m (5 storeys) for streets between 

8m-16m wide, and 

• increasing upper level street setbacks to 7.5m for buildings above 51m.  
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Figure 25 – Recommended Lot A and B realignment towards Langford Street  

(191) The revised sections below illustrates the effect of these recommendations in the Lot A 

and Lot B sections of the narrow east-west streets. 
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Figure 26 – Revised cross-section through narrow streets within Lot B area (source: VPA with annotations) 

Figure 27 – Revised cross-section through narrow streets within Lot A area (source: VPA with annotations) 



 

57 
 

MELBOURNE PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C407 / ARDEN STRUCTURE PLAN 
EXPERT URBAN DESIGN EVIDENCE / MARK SHEPPARD / JANUARY 2022 

 

(192) Built form testing of the above recommendations applied to a number of more 

challenging properties within this part of Arden North has been undertaken by kinetica 

(see Appendix D). The testing demonstrates that most lots will continue to be able to 

support viable development outcomes, and to achieve the maximum FARs within the 

preferred maximum heights. The only exception are small lots which already have 

viability challenges due to their modest dimensions. 

(193) The kinetica testing assumes side and rear setbacks are measured from the centreline 

of abutting laneways. This is discussed further in section 9.3 below. 

(194) Submitter 83 raises a concern that the division between Lot A and B areas lacks clear 

definition. This has been addressed by the introduction of dimensions in the Part A 

version of DDO82. The revised division illustrated in Figure 25 above follows lot 

boundaries, which could be easily identified on the map. 

7.4. Solar protection requirements 

(195) DDO82 contains a discretionary requirement that development not cast any additional 

shadow on Clayton Reserve, North Melbourne Recreation Reserve and the ISMOS above 

that which would be cast by the applicable maximum street wall height, between 11am 

and 2pm at the September equinox. 

(196) I consider that a September equinox requirement strikes an appropriate balance 

between the important recreation role that these spaces have to play for the 

surrounding existing and proposed community, and the important role that the Arden 

Precinct is intended to play in terms of providing for growth. I also support the street 

wall shadow allowance, to ensure that the streets surrounding these spaces are clearly 

defined and activated. 

(197) I support the discretionary requirement. The large size of these spaces means that 

modest areas of shadow may not diminish their amenity.  

(198) Submitter 99 raises a concern that the proposed solar protection of the Integrated 

Stormwater Management Open Space is unreasonable due to the useability of the 

encumbered open space. 
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(199) The Arden Public Realm and Open Space Strategy describes the ISMOS as a stormwater 

retarding facility that will form a series of accessible, usable open spaces. In addition to 

stormwater retention, it will include a trail network, substantial trees and plantings, 

useable open spaces, and recreational opportunities with the lowest inundation 

occurrence. For this reason, I consider the proposed solar access controls to be 

appropriate. 

(200) Submitter 83 notes that DDO82 Application requirements seek winter solstice shadow 

diagrams to be prepared, despite the fact that DDO82 only contains equinox solar 

protection requirements. I agree that the Application requirements should be changed 

to reference September equinox shadow diagrams. 

7.5. Summary 

(201) In summary, I support the Part A version of DDO82, subject to recommendations below.  

(202) My recommendation in relation to upper level street setbacks is contained in section 9 

below. 

Recommendation 10: Realign the division between Lot A and Lot B towards Langford Street 

in accordance with Figure 25. 

Recommendation 11: Reduce the preferred maximum street wall height from 25m to 21m for 

streets 8-16m wide. 

Recommendation 12: Amend the Application Requirements to reference the preparation of 

September equinox shadow diagrams to accompany an application, rather than winter 

solstice diagrams. 
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 LAURENS STREET 

8.1. Vision  

(203) The Laurens Street sub-precinct is located at the eastern edge of the Arden Precinct. It 

interfaces with the established low-rise, largely residential West Melbourne 

neighbourhood to the east, and the central Arden sub-precincts, including the Metro 

station, to the west. The Laurens Street sub-precinct has a significant fall from east to 

west, and many buildings within the sub-precinct contain heritage value. 

(204) A permit has been issued for a 51m/ 13 storey office building at 86-108 Laurens Street, 

with a 2-3 storey street wall and a FAR of 8.7:1. 

(205) The Laurens Street sub-precinct is intended to perform a transitional built form role 

between the low-rise West Melbourne and high-rise core of the Arden Precinct. The 

Structure Plan identifies the main elements of built form character for the Laurens Street 

sub-precinct as a ‘predominantly low to mid-rise developments with some opportunities 

for additional upper levels that are visually recessed from the street and provide 

appropriate solar access to streets. Some high-rise development as appropriate near the 

new Arden Station’. 

(206) The Structure Plan intends this sub-precinct to remain predominantly residential, while 

also providing for small-scale business including offices, home-based businesses, retail 

premises and creative enterprises. Most Accommodation and Office uses are ‘as of right’ 

(Section 1) in the SUZ. Most Retail uses are only ‘as of right’ provided they do not exceed 

250m2.  

8.2. Design objectives  

(207) The DDO83 Design objectives can be summarised as follows: 

• A walkable precinct with high-quality public realm, achieved through human scale 

building design, wind mitigation and solar access to the public realm. 

• A low-rise built form character along Dryburgh and Stawell Streets that increases 

to high-rise form along Laurens Street. 

• Development that responds sensitively to heritage fabric. 
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• Visually recessive form above the street wall that avoids visual bulk. 

• A high level of internal amenity. 

(208) I support the Design objectives and consider them to uphold the intent of the Arden 

Vision and Structure Plan. However, I consider that there are further refinements 

required to the built form controls to realise these objectives. 

8.3. Density and key built form requirements 

(209) Proposed DDO83 contains the following discretionary building height and mandatory 

FAR provisions for land east of Munster Terrace, adjacent to the established low-rise 

West Melbourne neighbourhood: 

Figure 28 - DDO83 Table 3: Building height and Floor Area Ratio 

(210) Discretionary heights and FAR provisions are proposed for land to the west of Munster 

Terrace, which is adjacent to the centre of Arden: 

Figure 29 - DDO83 Table 4: Building height and Floor Area Ratio 
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Figure 30 - DDO83 Map 1: Building Height and Floor Area Ratio 

(211) I support the principle of a building scale transition across the Laurens Street sub-

precinct as a way of optimising development close to Arden station while responding 

to the low-rise and heritage character east of Munster Terrace. I also generally support 

the resulting distribution of proposed building heights, noting the significant role that 

topography plays in this area. However, I recommend refinements to the 

implementation of the transition concept, discussed in the following sections. 
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(212) Various submitters raise concerns that the scale of development within the Laurens 

Street sub-precinct is too high, and will not provide an adequate transition to the lower 

scale neighbourhood to the east.  

(213) Submitters 3, 74 and 87 raise concerns with the height of development proposed in Lot 

D, noting that the proposed heights of 12-18 storeys are at odds with the Arden-

Macaulay Structure Plan 2012, which contains a 20m height maximum. They suggest 

that the proposed heights will not respond appropriately to the low-scale dwellings on 

the east side of Munster Terrace, creating an unsuitable transition. Submitter 74 calls for 

the provisions for Lots B and D to adopt the Arden-Macaulay Structure Plan 2012 height 

limits of 14m and 20m respectively, as mandatory controls. 

(214) Submitter 3 raises concerns with 6 storey development being defined as ‘low scale’, in 

comparison to low-scale development in North Melbourne. 

(215) I note that the vision for the Arden Precinct has evolved since the Arden-Macaulay 

Structure Plan (AMSP). Whereas the AMSP was silent in relation to built form in Arden 

Central, noting that it was ‘Subject to metro station planning’, the Vision and Arden 

Structure Plan now propose significant building scale and density in Arden Central to 

respond to the opportunity for this area to contribute to the growth and economic 

development of Melbourne and Victoria. Therefore, I consider that it is appropriate, in 

principle, for the built form provisions for the Laurens Street sub-precinct to be 

reviewed and updated in response to the new vision for Arden Central, including greater 

heights to contribute to a transition between it and West Melbourne. However, I 

consider that refinements are required to these provisions, as outlined below. 

(216) Submitter 104 seeks all controls to be discretionary, to ensure all development has the 

flexibility to respond appropriately to its circumstances. This is noted as being 

particularly relevant for the Weston Milling site, where some existing built form is likely 

to be retained and integrated with future development.  

(217) The provisions for Lots C and D—which include the Weston Milling site—are proposed 

to be discretionary. It is the provisions for Lots A and B that are proposed to include 

mandatory maximum FARs. I consider that this is appropriate given the sensitivity of 

the area east of Munster Terrace and West Melbourne immediately further east. 
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(218) Submitter 104 also raises a concern that the built form provisions will create a disparity 

in scale on opposite sides of Laurens Street. Lot D, which has a preferred maximum 

height of 49-64m, lies opposite Lots A and D in the Arden Central Innovation sub-

precinct, which have preferred maximum heights of 25-33m and 49-81m respectively. 

Lot C, which has a preferred maximum height of 49-64m, lies opposite Lots A and B in 

the Arden Central Mixed Use sub-precinct, which have preferred maximum heights of 

33-51m and 65-83m respectively. Given the built form role of this sub-precinct in 

creating a building scale transition between Arden Central and West Melbourne, and 

the objective of the Arden Central sub-precincts for diverse built form, I do not consider 

these relatively modest differences in scale to be problematic. 

(219) Submitter 104 raises a concern that the FAR of 8:1 for Lot C will not realise the 

development potential of the Weston Milling site given its size, dual frontage and 

heritage fabric. I consider the proposed maximum FAR for Lot C below. 

8.3.1. Lots A and C 

(220) The cross-section in Figure 31 below demonstrates the proposed transition in height 

from Arden Central to West Melbourne, through Lots A and C. 

Figure 31 – East-west cross-section of the Laurens Street sub-precinct through Lots A and C (source: VPA 

with annotations) 
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(221) I consider that the difference in scale on opposite sides of Munster Terrace (7 to 18 

storeys) is an inappropriate response to this characterful street (notwithstanding the 

scale of the existing silos). Similarly, I consider that the proposed scale on Dryburgh 

Street (7 storeys) does not respond appropriately to its sensitive heritage character. 

Figure 32 – Munster Terrace, looking north 

Figure 33 – Dryburgh Street, looking south 
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(222) I also consider that the proposed built form provisions for Lot C (west side of Munster 

Terrace) and the common provisions for both sides of Stawell Street will not provide a 

sufficiently gradual scale transition or optimise the development potential of the land 

between Munster Terrace and Stawell Street (particularly given its position on lower 

land than that to the east), and that the provisions for Lot C could result in broad, bulky 

towers in views from West Melbourne. This is illustrated in Figure 34 below. 

 

Figure 34 - View from City Engine model towards Laurens Street sub-precinct from West Melbourne 

(corner of Victoria and Dryburgh Streets) (source: VPA) 

(223) To address these issues, my July 2021 Peer Review recommended introducing 

additional ‘steps’ in height and reductions in visual bulk through the following changes: 

• dividing Lot A into distinct areas, with a lower maximum height of 5 storeys in the 

block east of Stawell Street, and a higher maximum height of 7 storeys and higher 

maximum FAR of 5:1 in the block west of Stawell Street; 

• reducing the maximum street wall heights to 11m on Dryburgh Street and 14m on 

Stawell Street in Lot A; 

• dividing Lot C into two height areas, with the eastern half fronting Munster Terrace 

reduced from a maximum height of 18 storeys to 10 storeys (which translates to 

approximately 12 storeys above Laurens Street based on the slope); 
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• increasing the upper level street setback on the west side of Munster Terrace to 

7.5m; 

• introducing a discretionary maximum tower floorplate size of 900m2 for 

Accommodation uses and 1350m2 for other uses, above a height of 41m; and 

• reducing the maximum FAR for Lot C from 8:1 to 7:1. 

(224) Notably, the Hayball built form testing and VPA modelling already propose lower ‘wings’ 

projecting towards Munster Terrace on the Weston Milling site (varying between 8 and 

12 storeys high above the Munster Terrace level). 

(225) The Part A version of DDO83 incorporates my recommendations regarding street wall 

heights. 

(226) To explore my recommendations for Lot C, kinetica undertook built form testing of the 

Weston Milling site (Hayball Test Site 08). The testing demonstrated that dividing Lot 

C into two equal halves with different maximum heights would result in an unviable 

floorplate on the western side. Therefore, the testing assumed a wider area of 18 storeys 

fronting Laurens Street. 

(227) The testing demonstrated that maximising floor area within the proposed built form 

provisions, taking into account all of my recommendations (Option 1), would yield an 

FAR of 7.6:1. To achieve an FAR of 8:1 (Option 2), one tower would need to reach 22 

storeys. However, a reduced FAR of 7:1 can be achieved by tower forms of 14 and 18 

storeys (Option 3). This would lessen visual bulk, achieve a more gradual scale transition, 

and provide flexibility for a range of massing responses.  

Figure 35 - Built form testing of Hayball Test Site 08 based on my recommendations for increased upper 

level setbacks, adopting an FAR of 8:1 (left) and 7:1 (right) 
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(228) Therefore, I continue to recommend the changes listed above, except I recommend 

replacing the recommendation to divide Lot C into two different height areas with an 

increased setback from Munster Terrace of 18m above a height of 34m (10 storeys) 

above the Munster Terrace footpath.  

(229) For the reasons outlined above, I disagree with Submitter 104 that a higher FAR should 

be considered for Lot C. Instead, reducing the FAR will provide more flexibility to 

respond to the sensitivities and unique attributes of the Weston Milling site. 

(230) The revised cross-section below demonstrates that my recommendations will improve 

the transition across the sub-precinct and the amenity of Munster Terrace.  

Figure 36 – Revised east-west cross-section of the Laurens Street sub-precinct through Lots A and C 

(source: VPA with annotations) 

8.3.2. Lots B and D 

(231) I consider that the built form controls for Lot D will result in too much visual bulk above 

the street wall and too tight a fit between the FAR and building envelope provisions, 

resulting in limited massing flexibility. This is demonstrated in views from the sensitive 

low-scale neighbourhood to the east and Gardiner Reserve to the north, as illustrated 

in Figures 38-39 below. 
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Figure 37 –Aerial view from City Engine model of Lot D in the Laurens Street sub-precinct (source: VPA) 

Figure 38 – View from City Engine model towards Lot D in the Laurens Street sub-precinct from West 

Melbourne (corner of Queensberry and Union Streets) (source: VPA) 
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Figure 39 – View from City Engine model towards Lot D in the Laurens Street sub-precinct from Gardiner 

Reserve (source: VPA) 

(232) To address these issues, my July 2021 Peer Review recommended the following 

changes: 

• reduce the maximum FAR for Lot D from 10:1 to 9:1; and 

• introduce a discretionary maximum tower floorplate size of 900m2 for 

Accommodation uses and 1350m2 for other uses above a height of 41m. 

(233) To explore these recommendations, kinetica undertook built form testing of the block 

bounded by Laurens Street, Arden Street, Munster Terrace and the metro rail line (part 

of Hayball Test Site 04). The testing demonstrated that maximising floor area within the 

proposed built form provisions, taking into account all of my recommendations and 

assuming one office tower and one residential tower (Option 1), would yield an FAR of 

6.7:1. To achieve an FAR of 9:1 on the  part of the site north of the rail corridor (Option 

2), both towers would need to reach a height of approximately 65m (16 storeys 

commercial and 19 storeys residential). To achieve a FAR of 9:1 on the whole site, an 

additional 6-7 storeys would be required, taken the overall height to 89m. To achieve 

an FAR of 10:1 on the part of the site north of the rail corridor (Option 3), the residential 

tower would need to reach a total height of 23 storeys (approximately 78m). To achieve 

an FAR of 10:1 on the whole site, an additional 6-7 storeys would be required, taking the 

overall height to 101m. 
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(234) However, this relies on the rail corridor not being included within the FAR calculation. 

Including the rail corridor land distorts the built form outcomes by requiring additional 

yield on the remaining part of the site. Therefore, I recommend that this land not be 

included. 

Figure 40 - Built form testing of block bounded by Laurens Street, Arden Street, Munster Terrace and Metro 

rail line based on my recommendations, adopting an FAR of 10:1 (left) and 9:1 (right) 

(235) Given that Option 2 results in buildings only marginally above the preferred maximum 

height and leaves ample scope for variation in terms of the positioning and form of the 

towers, I consider that a maximum FAR of 9:1 is appropriate. As shown in the images 

above, this will substantially lessen the visual bulk in this Lot area. 

(236) My recommendations go at least some way to addressing the issues raised by 

submitters. 

(237) I also recommend lowering the maximum street wall height on Dryburgh Street in Lot 

B to 17m, to better respond to its sensitive streetscape. 

8.4. Solar protection requirements 

(238) DDO83 contains a discretionary requirement that development not cast any additional 

shadow on the Arden Station Forecourt between 11am and 2pm at the September 

equinox. As noted above in relation to the Arden Central Innovation sub-precinct, there 

is no allowance for shadow cast by street walls in relation to this requirement. However, 

the width of Laurens Street is sufficient to ensure that an 18-storey building in Lot D will 
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not overshadow the forecourt at 11am at the September equinox, as shown in Figure 41 

below. This means that compliant development in Lot D will not be compromised by 

the solar protection requirement, but it will affect any application for greater height. 

Figure 41 - Shadow diagram from City Engine model illustrating 11am September equinox shadow on 

Laurens Street (source: VPA) 

(239) The Arden Station Forecourt lies between the station and Laurens Street. It is intended 

to function primarily as a transitional space for station passengers, in a similar manner 

to the Flinders Street Station steps. Given this role, and the large Capital City Open 

Space proposed on the other side of the station, I consider a discretionary September 

equinox requirement to be appropriate. 

(240) Submitters 74 and 87 raise concerns regarding potential for significant overshadowing 

of the proposed Munster Terrace linear park and dwellings. Submitter 74 proposes 

increased setbacks on Munster Terrace for any building over 20m high to avoid 
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overshadowing. Submitter 87 calls for the Munster Terrace linear park to have similar 

protections to those within the Queensberry Street linear park. 

(241) I do not consider it appropriate that the Munster Terrace linear park be afforded the 

same level of protection as the Queensberry Street linear park. While they are similar in 

scale, their function is different. The Queensberry Street linear park will form part of the 

central open space in the core of Arden to be used by the surrounding residential and 

worker population. It will also provide an important role as a green link between West 

Melbourne and the Langford Street linear park at the western edge of the precinct. In 

contrast, the Munster Terrace linear park will be used primarily by local residents and to 

contribute greenery to the streetscape.  

(242) My recommendations will lessen the extent of shadow on the Munster Terrace linear 

park. Further, I note that the Melbourne Planning Scheme Clause 22.02 Sunlight to Open 

Space already contains provisions for the protection of streets such as Munster Terrace, 

stating ‘development should not unreasonably reduce the amenity of public spaces by 

casting additional shadows on … streets …  between 11am and 2pm on 22 September’. 

(243) Therefore, I consider the absence of solar provisions to Munster Terrace in this 

Amendment to be appropriate. 

8.5. Summary 

(244) In summary, I support the Part A version of DDO83, subject to the recommendations 

below.  
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(245) My recommendations in relation to upper level street setbacks and tower floorplate 

sizes are contained in section 9 below. 

 

Recommendation 13: Divide Lot A into two areas, with a discretionary maximum building 

height of 5 storeys east of Stawell Street, and a discretionary maximum height of 7 storeys 

and mandatory maximum FAR of 5:1 west of Stawell Street. 

Recommendation 14: Increase the upper level street setback requirement on the west side of 

Munster Terrace to 7.5m up to a height of 34m and 18m above that. 

Recommendation 15: Reduce the maximum FAR for Lot C to 7:1. 

Recommendation 16: Reduce the maximum FAR for Lot D to 9:1. 
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 GENERAL PROVISIONS 

9.1. Street wall heights 

(246) The Part A versions of the DDOs contain the following street wall height requirements: 

Figure 42 - DDO Table 1: Street wall height 

(247) Part A version of DDO83 for Laurens Street includes different street wall heights for 

Dryburgh Street and Stawell Street, as discussed above.  

(248) The street wall requirements adopt most of the recommendations in my July 2021 Peer 

Review. However, they have not introduced an additional ‘tier’ for streets 9m-16m wide, 

which I recommended to avoid the street wall overwhelming narrow streets (e.g. a 25m 

high street wall on a 9m wide street, resulting in a height to width ratio of almost 3:1). 

This is illustrated in the cross-sections below. 
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Figure 43 - Cross-section through narrow streets in Arden North (source: VPA with annotations) 

Figure 44 – Cross section through proposed new street linking Fogarty Street and Laurens Street in Arden 

Central Mixed Use sub-precinct (source: VPA with annotations) 
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(249) This issue has also been raised by Submitter 40, who states that the built form will result 

in an inappropriate relationship of street widths relative to street wall heights and 

compromised urban design outcomes such as overshadowing. 

(250) To investigate the potential for a lower street wall height, kinetica undertook built form 

testing for a number of sites in Arden Central Mixed Use and Arden North (see Appendix 

D) adopting a maximum street wall height of 17m and 21m in streets with a width of 9-

16m. 

(251) Hayball testing of the large triangular block in Arden Central Mixed Use (Hayball Test 

Site 05) proposes a 4-storey podium. This aligns with my recommendation for a lower 

street wall height and supports higher public realm quality in the proposed new street 

linking Fogarty Street and Laurens Street. 

(252) The testing of VPA Site 1 demonstrated that the lower street wall height would only 

affect the development potential of small sites that are not large enough to sustain 

efficient tower forms—e.g. 56 Steel Street. This will incentivise the amalgamation of 

properties, which will result in more homes and jobs, and higher quality development. 

(253) Based on this testing, I recommend the introduction of an additional tier for streets 

between 9m-16m wide with a preferred minimum street wall height of 13m and preferred 

maximum street wall height of 21m. 

(254) I also note that the street wall height requirements for streets wider than 9m and those 

adjacent to an open space are the same in DDOs 80-82. Therefore, it would appear to 

be possible to combined these requirements, simplifying the table. 

9.2. Upper level street setbacks 

(255) The Exhibited versions of the DDOs include the following street setback requirements: 
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Figure 45 - DDO81 Table 2: Building setback requirements (extract - Exhibited version) 

(256) The Part A versions replace ‘None specified’ with ‘Not applicable (see Table 1)’. There 

are also preferred setbacks below the preferred street wall height for laneways and 189-

197 Arden Street. 

(257) The minimum upper level street setback is proposed to be a ‘blanket’ 5m, irrespective 

of the height of the upper form. This can be compared with Melbourne DDO10 which 

applies to the parts of the CBD where taller buildings are provided for, which has a 

mandatory minimum setback of 5m and a discretionary minimum setback of 10m. The 

same provisions apply above 8 storeys in Fishermans Bend, except above 20 storeys 

the preferred minimum setback is also 10m. 

(258) I consider that the setback should relate to tower height, as 5m may not be sufficient 

for taller towers which could, when built in rows on both sides of a street, create 

uninviting levels of enclosure. Therefore, I recommend that a discretionary minimum 

upper level street setback of 7.5m be required for towers more than 64m high (15-19 

storeys, depending on the use-mix). 

(259) In my July 2021 Peer Review, I recommended greater street setbacks for taller towers. 

However, on further consideration and review of the built form testing, I do not consider 

that this is necessary given the limited opportunities for buildings of greater than 77m. 

(260) Similarly, I do not consider that a 5m setback is necessary for modest upper forms of a 

couple of levels. Therefore, I recommend that the minimum setback up to 8m above the 

proposed street wall height be reduced to 3m. 

(261) It is unclear why no setback is required above the preferred (presumably maximum) 

street wall height up to a height of 33m. This will lead to confusion about whether a 

setback is required between the height of the street wall and 33m and, if so, of what 

dimension. I recommend that this be clarified. 
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9.3. Upper level side and rear setbacks 

(262) The Exhibited versions of the DDOs include the following side and rear setback 

requirements: 

Figure 46 - DDO81 Table 2: Building setback requirements (extract - Exhibited version) 

(263) In my July 2021 Peer Review, I recommended a 5m side and rear setback above the 

street wall height and up to an overall building height of 51m. The purpose of this change 

was to facilitate viable tower floorplates in Arden North Lot A, where the lots are 

relatively shallow, and the maximum height is 14 storeys for which I consider a 5m 

setback (or 10m tower separation) to be sufficient, particularly given Accommodation 

uses require a permit at the lower six levels. The side and rear setback provisions are 

drafted to relate to the site boundary even where it abuts a laneway. However, given 

that laneways contribute to the separation between buildings, I consider that they 

should be measured from the centreline of the lane. The benefit of these changes is 

demonstrated in kinetica’s built form testing of VPA Site 1 (see Appendix D). 

(264) Submitter 104 raises a concern that Table 2 could be interpreted as requiring a setback 

of 9m from a pedestrian laneway below the preferred street wall height. I assume that 

the intention is not to require a setback from a laneway, but to create the laneway by 

setting back the building. This should be clarified. 

(265) The DDOs do not consider the situation where buildings are not built on a side or rear 

boundary below the preferred maximum street wall height. This could create amenity 
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or equitable development impacts. To address this, I recommend that the DDOs include 

a discretionary minimum 5m setback requirement in this circumstance. This is generally 

consistent with the Fishermans Bend DDOs (although they require a minimum 6m 

setback). 

(266) As discussed in section 6.3, I support a lesser upper level setback from the rail corridor 

at the southwest edge of the Arden Central Mixed Use sub-precinct. I recommend that 

this be clarified in Table 2. 

9.4. Building separation 

(267) Table 2 in each DDO contains a requirement for building separation on the same site as 

follows:  

Figure 47 - DDO81 Table 2: Building setback requirements (extract) 

(268) Submitter 104 raises a concern that the building separation requirement is onerous, 

particularly in the context of sites which already contain built form constraints, and 

potentially limits appropriate built form outcomes. 

(269) I consider that building separation requirements are important to ensure good internal 

and public amenity outcomes. I do not consider that the requirements are unnecessarily 

onerous, particularly given their discretionary nature, which provides for variation where 

there are appropriate site circumstances or design responses. 

(270) Indeed, the requirements are less than twice the side and rear setback requirement. I 

understand that lesser building separation may be appropriate where the buildings are 

designed to avoid facing each other. However, the separation requirement is not tied to 

this outcome. Further, tower separation is required for public realm as well as internal 

amenity outcomes. 
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(271) Therefore, I recommend that the building separation requirement be amended to twice 

the applicable side and rear setback requirement, with discretion to reduce this by up 

to 25% where directly-facing living rooms and balconies are avoided. 

9.5. Tower floorplate size 

(272) The VPA’s City Engine model and the built form testing illustrate the potential for broad 

tower forms that will generate considerable visual bulk, rather than a skyline of separate 

forms as sought by the Structure Plan, despite the upper level side and rear setback 

and separation requirements. 

(273) Therefore, in my July 2021 Peer Review, I recommended the introduction of maximum 

floorplate area requirements to manage the visual bulk of towers. I recommended 

discretionary maximum floorplate areas of 900m2 for Accommodation uses and 1350m2 

for other uses above a height of 41m. These floorplate sizes are consistent with the 

advice in the background reports. 

(274) However, I understand that this would discourage ‘innovation’ uses, which typically 

require larger floorplates. Therefore, I consider that the ‘other’ uses’ floorplate 

requirement should not apply in the Arden Central Innovation sub-precinct, to 

incentivise ‘innovation’ uses in that area, where bulkier forms are more appropriate given 

its intended ‘CBD’ character.  

(275) In summary, I recommended that discretionary tower floorplate limits be imposed 

across the Precinct, except for non-Accommodation uses in Arden Central Innovation. 

9.6. Public interface and design detail and adaptable building 
provisions 

(276) Submitter 40 states that the provisions relating to street wall height and active street 

frontages will not incentivise or facilitate good quality interface responses, and that they 

are likely to produce a proliferation of tall blank podium walls to car parking, circulation 

or servicing areas of predominantly residential buildings. I consider that the Active 

street frontages requirements in Table 6 and the Adaptable buildings requirements in 

Table 7 will ensure good public realm outcomes at ground floor and upper podium levels 

respectively. 
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(277) However, it is not clear whether these requirements apply to laneways and pedestrian 

links. I recommend that they be clearly applied to laneway 1, laneway 3 and indicative 

through block links.  

(278) Submitter 99 raises a concern that mandatory design requirements relating to ‘sleeving’ 

of parking in the DDOs are unreasonable given the laneway network proposed and the 

prospect many buildings will have four ‘street’ frontages. Submitters 90 and 99 call for 

the requirement for carpark sleeving to be more flexible for sites with three or more 

street frontages. 

(279) The ‘sleeving’ requirements are discretionary, not mandatory. However, I agree with this 

submitter in relation to the tension between a fine-grain laneway network and ‘sleeving’ 

requirements, and recommend the deletion and reclassification of some laneways for 

this reason (see section 3.3.1). 

(280) Submitter 72 raises a concern that the requirements in Table 7 lack clarity, are 

unnecessarily onerous and, in some cases, are conflicting. I do not agree that they lack 

clarity. However, I agree that there is a conflict between the general floor-to-floor 

requirements and that for parking structures. It is unclear how a 2.8m floor-to-floor 

dimension is adaptable. Therefore, I recommend increasing the minimum floor-to-floor 

height of car parking structures to 3.2m. 

(281) Submitter 90 seeks the minimum 4m floor to floor requirement for office space to be 

changed to 3.6m. I agree that 3.6m is sufficient for smaller office floorplates. However, 

in my experience, 3.8m or 4m is more typical for medium-large office floorplates. I note 

that the Hayball Built Form Testing report indicates that 4m is the current construction 

standard for commercial office floors. I also note that the requirement is discretionary, 

allowing scope for variation where appropriate. Therefore, I do not consider that a 

change is appropriate. 

9.7. Summary 

(282) In summary, I support the proposed general provisions subject to the following 

recommendations: 
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Recommendation 17: Amend all DDOs to include an additional row in Table 1 for street widths 

of 9m-16m with a preferred minimum street wall height of 13m and a preferred maximum 

street wall height of 21m.  

Recommendation 18: Amend all DDOs to include an additional row in Table 2 for buildings 

with a maximum height up to 8m above the proposed street wall height, with a discretionary 

minimum upper level street setback of 3m. 

Recommendation 19: Amend all DDOs to include an additional row in Table 2 for the part of 

a building above the preferred street wall height and with a building height greater than 64m, 

with a discretionary minimum street setback of 7.5m. 

Recommendation 20: Amend Table 2 in all DDOs to clarify the street setback requirement 

above the preferred maximum street wall height up to a height of 33m. 

Recommendation 21: Include an additional row in DDO82 Table 2 for the part of a building 

above the preferred street wall height and with a building height up to 51m, with a 

discretionary minimum side and rear setback of 5m. 

Recommendation 22: Amend all DDOs to include a discretionary minimum side and rear 

setback requirement of 5m for any part of a building below the preferred maximum street 

wall height not within 300mm of the boundary. 
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Recommendation 23: Clarify the upper level setback requirement from the rail corridor in 

DDO81. 

Recommendation 24: Amend the side and rear setback requirements to be measured from 

the centreline of an abutting laneway.  

Recommendation 25: In all DDOs, clarify that setbacks below the preferred street wall height 

from a laneway are for the purpose of creating that laneway, rather than to be measured from 

the edge of the new laneway. 

Recommendation 26: Amend the building separation requirement in all DDOs to twice the 

applicable side and rear setback requirement, with discretion to reduce this by up to 25% 

where directly-facing living rooms and balconies are avoided. 

Recommendation 27: Include a discretionary maximum tower floorplate size in all DDOs for 

buildings greater than 41m in height of 900m2 for Accommodation uses and 1350m2 for other 

uses, except in DDO80 (Arden Central Innovation) where only the Accommodation floorplate 

limit should be introduced. 

Recommendation 28: Clarify that the active frontage and ‘sleeving’ requirements apply to 

laneway 1, laneway 3 and indicative through block links, but not laneway 2. 

Recommendation 29: Increase the minimum floor-to-floor requirement for above-ground 

parking structures to 3.2m. 
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 CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS 

(283) In summary, I support the proposed amendment, including its overarching objectives 

and types of control. I support the proposed urban structure and the majority of the 

proposed provisions. However, I consider that the Amendment would better realise the 

aspirations of the Vision and Structure Plan if the following recommendations are 

adopted: 

1. Amend the DDO80, DDO82 and DDO83 Laneways, through-links, pedestrian 

and cycling connections requirements to ‘provide laneways, through-links and 

connections generally as identified in Map ....’. 

2. In DDO82 Map 3, move Laneway 1 between Macaulay Road and Henderson 

Street to the alignment of the existing lane/ indicative through-block link and 

Laneway 2. 

3. In DDO083 Map 3, delete the indicative through-block link between Arden 

Street and Laurens Street and update reference to Map 2. 

4. Review the requirement in DDO82 to widen ‘Laneway 2’ to 8m, given their rear 

access function. 

DDO80 

5. Amend the DDO map and the maps and figures in DDO80, DDO81 and Clause 

21.13 to realign the boundary between the Arden Central Innovation sub-

precinct and the Arden Central Mixed Use sub-precinct at the southwest 

corner of the Neighbourhood Park as shown in Figure 6, with the laneway 

along the interface between the sub-precincts realigned accordingly. 

6. Reduce the maximum FAR for Lot D to 10:1. 

7. Amend the FAR definition and the Building Height and Floor Area Ratio Map in 

each DDO schedule to reflect the intent that ground floor setback areas be 

included within the FAR calculation. 

8. Delete the solar protection requirement for the Queensberry Street linear park.   

(See also recommendation 2 above.) 
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DDO81 

9. Redesignate the large triangular block from Area C to Area B.   

(See also recommendation 6 above.) 

DDO82 

10. Realign the division between Lot A and Lot B towards Langford Street in 

accordance with Figure 25. 

11. Reduce the preferred maximum street wall height from 25m to 21m for streets 

8-16m wide. 

12. Amend the Application Requirements to reference the preparation of 

September equinox shadow diagrams to accompany an application, rather 

than winter solstice diagrams. 

(See also recommendations 2, 3 and 5 above.) 

DDO83 

13. Divide Lot A into two areas, with a discretionary maximum building height of 5 

storeys east of Stawell Street, and a discretionary maximum height of 7 storeys 

and mandatory maximum FAR of 5:1 west of Stawell Street. 

14. Recommendation 15: Increase the upper level street setback requirement on the 

west side of Munster Terrace to 7.5m up to a height of 34m and 18m above that. 

15. Recommendation 16: Reduce the maximum FAR for Lot C to 7:1. 

16. Recommendation 17: Reduce the maximum FAR for Lot D to 9:1. 

(See also recommendations 2 and 4 above.) 

General provisions 

17. Amend all DDOs to include an additional row in Table 1 for street widths of 9m-

16m with a preferred minimum street wall height of 13m and a preferred 

maximum street wall height of 21m.  

18. Amend all DDOs to include an additional row in Table 2 for buildings with a 

maximum height up to 8m above the proposed street wall height, with a 

discretionary minimum upper level street setback of 3m. 
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19. Amend all DDOs to include an additional row in Table 2 for the part of a building 

above the preferred street wall height and with a building height greater than 

64m, with a discretionary minimum street setback of 7.5m. 

20. Amend Table 2 in all DDOs to clarify the street setback requirement above the 

preferred maximum street wall height up to a height of 33m. 

21. Include an additional row in DDO82 Table 2 for the part of a building above the 

preferred street wall height and with a building height up to 51m, with a 

discretionary minimum side and rear setback of 5m. 

22. Amend all DDOs to include a discretionary minimum side and rear setback 

requirement of 5m for any part of a building below the preferred maximum 

street wall height not within 300mm of the boundary. 

23. Clarify the upper level setback requirement from the rail corridor in DDO81. 

24. Amend the side and rear setback requirements to be measured from the 

centreline of an abutting laneway.  

25. In all DDOs, clarify that setbacks below the preferred street wall height from a 

laneway are for the purpose of creating that laneway, rather than to be 

measured from the edge of the new laneway. 

26. Amend the building separation requirement in all DDOs to twice the applicable 

side and rear setback requirement, with discretion to reduce this by up to 25% 

where directly-facing living rooms and balconies are avoided. 

27. Include a discretionary maximum tower floorplate size in all DDOs for buildings 

greater than 41m in height of 900m2 for Accommodation uses and 1350m2 for 

other uses, except in DDO80 (Arden Central Innovation) where only the 

Accommodation floorplate requirement should be introduced. 

28. Clarify that the active frontage and ‘sleeving’ requirements apply to laneway 1, 

laneway 3 and indicative through block links, but not laneway 2. 

29. Increase the minimum floor-to-floor requirement for above-ground parking 

structures to 3.2m. 
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APPENDIX A – SUMMARY OF EXPERIENCE & 
PERSONAL DETAILS 

 

Name and Address 

Mark Peter Sheppard  

Principal 

Kinetica Studio Pty ltd 

25/500 Collins Street 

MELBOURNE VIC 3000 

Qualifications  

• Fellow of the Victorian Planning and Environmental Law Association (VPELA), 2020 
• Recognised Urban Design Practitioner (Urban Design Group, UK), 2014 
• MA Urban Design, Oxford Brookes University, UK, 1992 
• Diploma Urban Design, Oxford Brookes University, UK, 1992 
• Bachelor of Architecture, University of Auckland, NZ, 1990 

Professional experience 

• Director, David Lock Associates (Australia)/kinetica, 1997 to present 
• Urban Designer - Associate, David Lock Associates, UK, 1993 – 1997 
• Architectural Assistant, Sipson Gray Associates, London, UK, 1990 – 1993 
• Architectural Assistant, Kirkcaldy Associates, Auckland, NZ, 1988 – 1990 

Area of Expertise 

I have thirty years’ experience in private practice with various architecture and urban design 

consultancies in New Zealand, England and Australia, and have practised exclusively in the field 

of urban design since 1993.  

I am the author of Essentials of Urban Design (CSIRO Publishing, 2015). 
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Expertise to prepare this report 

I have been involved in the design and assessment of numerous planning scheme amendments 

for urban renewal areas in central city locations.  These have included expert evidence in 

relation to: 

• Central City Controls (Melbourne C270) 

• Queen Victoria Market (Melbourne C245) 

• Fishermans Bend (GC81) 

• City North (Melbourne C198) 

• Arden-Macaulay (Melbourne C190) 

• Central Geelong (Geelong C431) 

Other significant contributors 

I have been assisted by Jane Witham in the research and drafting of this report. 

Instructions which define the scope of this report 

I am engaged by Harwood Andrews. 

I have received verbal and written instructions and various documents relating to the proposal. 

Facts, matters and assumptions relied upon 

• Inspection of the Amendment land and surrounding area; and 

• Review of planning controls and policies affecting the area. 

Documents taken into account 

• Draft, exhibited and Part A versions of Melbourne Planning Scheme Amendment C407 

documentation, including background reports. 

• Melbourne Planning Scheme and reference documents. 

• City Engine model of the Precinct provided by the VPA. 

• Further built form testing prepared by the VPA. 

• Cross-sections prepared by the VPA. 

• Recent planning scheme amendments of relevance including City of Melbourne Amendment 

C309 – West Melbourne, Amendment CG81 – Fisherman’s Bend, Amendment C308 – Urban 
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Design in the Central City and Southbank and Amendment C278 – Sunlight Access to Public 

Parks. 

• Other Melbourne based inner city or activity centre controls of relevance.  

• Planning Practice Notes 59 and 60. 

• Submissions to to the exhibited Amendment. 

 

Summary of opinions 

Refer to Section 10 of this report. 

Provisional Opinions 

There are no provisional opinions in this report. 

Questions outside my area of expertise, incomplete or inaccurate aspects of the report 

This report does not address questions outside my area of expertise, and is complete and 

accurate to the best of my knowledge. 

 

I have made all the inquiries that I believe are desirable and appropriate and confirm that no 

matters of significance which I regard as relevant have to my knowledge been withheld from the 

Tribunal. 

 

Mark Sheppard 
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APPENDIX B – JULY 2021 PEER REVIEW 
REPORT 



 

1 

July 2021 

Arden Precinct / Urban design peer review  
kinetica has been engaged by the Victorian Planning Authority to undertake a peer review of draft 

planning controls that have been prepared to implement the proposed land use and built form 

outcomes outlined in the Draft Arden Structure Plan for the Arden Urban Renewal Precinct (Arden 

Precinct).  

The following material has been reviewed to inform the peer review report: 

• proposed planning ordinances, including zone and overlay controls,  

• Draft Arden Structure Plan (July 2021),  

• Arden Precinct Background Report (July 2021),  

• Arden Vision (2018), 

• Urban Design Strategy and Built Form Analysis Report – draft (July 2021), 

• Arden Built Form Testing (April 2021), 

• the Melbourne Planning Scheme and associated material, 

• recent planning scheme amendments in the City of Melbourne including Amendment C309 – 

West Melbourne, Amendment GC81 – Fisherman’s Bend, Amendment C308 – Urban Design 

in the Central City and Southbank, and Amendment C278 – Sunlight Access to Public Parks, 

and 

• other relevant/ surrounding planning controls. 

This peer review provides a summary of key issues identified with the proposed planning controls 

from an urban design perspective and provides a set of recommendations to address them. 

 Urban structure/ Overall layout 

The overall spatial plan proposed for the Arden Precinct is well considered and underpinned by 

sound principles to support a high-quality urban environment. It will provide for a well-integrated 

public transport system, legible and defined street network, and appropriate open space distribution 
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and diversity in accordance with the Structure Plan objectives. It includes well-defined land use 

character precincts. 

There does not appear to be a mechanism within the proposed controls requiring the delivery of the 

new streets and open spaces. We recognise that these all fall within government-owned land or the 

proposed PAO. However, some of the streets and spaces – particularly the extensions of Fogarty, 

Barwise and Queensberry Streets, the Capital City Open Space and the Neighbourhood Park – are 

key elements of the urban structure, critical to delivering the vision for the precinct. In addition, 

some of these elements are referenced by the proposed controls (e.g. solar protection).  

Therefore, it is recommended that the delivery of the key elements and their general location, 

function and character be secured via the proposed controls. For example, this could be achieved 

through the Special Use Zone subdivision requirements, along with the proposed Incorporated 

Document to the SUZ. The alignment of other secondary streets and laneways within the 

government land is more flexible and could be required via a less prescriptive control such as a 

maximum block size. 

The built form testing demonstrates that the requirements for two lanes linking Macaulay Road and 

Henderson Street, and for the retention of the existing north-south lane between Arden Street and 

Laurens Street are problematic in terms of accommodating sleeved podium carparking. Given the 

widths of these blocks, we consider that one of the two lanes between Arden Street and Henderson 

Street, and the lane between Arden Street and Laurens Street may be deleted or merely 

encouraged rather than required. 

 Overall character 

The overall building scale and density proposed for the Arden Precinct is generally appropriate 

given the role of the urban renewal precinct.  

The built form controls for each proposed sub-precinct are driven by a desired character. This 

approach is supported provided that it balances amenity outcomes and growth.  

The combined use of density and building envelope controls is supported to provide for design 

flexibility, good amenity outcomes and diversity. However, the built form testing suggests that in 

some circumstances the FAR maxima are too high relative to the built form envelopes. This limits 

the benefits of having a FAR control as the ‘fit’ between the two controls is too tight. The modelling 
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also demonstrates that this will result in a limited mix of building typologies (primarily generating 

podium-tower forms). This is contrary to the key objective for diversity of building typologies.  

Recommended changes to the proposed controls to address this are discussed below. 

 Interfaces with adjoining precincts 

The proposed controls in the Arden North sub-precinct are supported in terms of the resulting built 

form character which will complement that of Macaulay further north while providing for a modest 

increase in intensity towards the new Metro station. 

The Laurens Street sub-precinct performs a transitionary role between the established low density 

residential area to the east and the core of the Arden Precinct to the west.  

The general scale of proposed building heights in the Laurens Street sub-precinct are considered to 

be appropriate. However, a more sensitive height transition is recommended, along with other 

changes to reduce the visual bulk of taller forms in views from the east, consistent with the 

Structure Plan’s aspiration for a skyline of separate forms.  

Attachment 1 identifies the proposed changes, which are summarised as: 

• North of Queensberry Street: a reduction in FAR to 9:1 (with the resulting height and FAR 

now matching those for Area g); 

• South of Queensberry Street: a more sensitive transition in overall height by incorporating 

additional ‘steps’ between Dryburgh Street and Laurens Street; 

• A reduced maximum FAR in Area f which, in combination with a new maximum tower 

floorplate area control (discussed below), will reduce the breadth of taller buildings in views 

from the east; 

• An increased upper level setback for development on the west side of Munster Terrace; 

• Lower maximum street wall heights on Dryburgh Street and Stawell Street. 
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 Height and density provisions 

The overall distribution of heights and densities across the Arden Precinct is generally supported. 

However, refinements are recommended to ensure that it strikes the appropriate balance between 

amenity and provision for growth. 

The recommended revised preferred heights and FARs are illustrated in Attachment 1 and in the 

below table (in bold): 

 Building height (storeys) Building height (m)* FAR 
a1 5 17m 4:1 
a2 7 23.5m 5:1 
b 8 27m 6:1 
c 14 51m 6:1 
d 10 41m 7:1 
e DELETED 
f 10 & 18 38m & 64m 7:1 
g 18 64m 9:1 
h DELETED 
i 22 77m 10:1 
j 28 96m 12:1 
k 40 134m 17:1 

*Based on residential floor-to-floors above the podium, except all office floors in Area d, and all residential floors in Area a1, a2 
and b with raised ground floors 

Figure 1 – Recommended revised overall heights and FARs  

The reasons for these recommended changes are explained below. 

4.1 Laurens Street sub-precinct  

The proposed maximum heights, street wall heights and densities in the Laurens Street sub-precinct 

are recommended to be refined as discussed in Section 3. Further recommended changes to the 

overall heights and densities include: 

• Area a split into two areas with differing built form controls. To the east, Area a1 is 

recommended to have a lower height to respond better to the sensitive heritage character of 

Drysburgh Street, while to the west Area a2 is recommended to have a slightly greater 

height and density to optimise its development while responding to topography and 

providing a built form transitionary role towards Laurens Street. 
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• A lower (10 storey) tower height in the eastern half of Area f to respond more appropriately 

to Area a2 in terms of both the character of Munster Terrace and the east-west height 

transitions, while still facilitating substantial development up to 18 storeys on its less sensitive 

western side. The 50m wide block will enable this step in height. In addition, the FAR is 

recommended to be reduced to reflect the lower height and lessen the bulk of upper levels.  

• A reduction in the maximum FAR in Area h (now matching Area g) to ensure it has a looser 

fit with building envelope controls which will lessen the bulk of upper levels and enable more 

built form variation. 

4.2 Arden Central Innovation and Arden Central Mixed Use sub-precincts 

A key objective of both sub-precincts’ DDOs is a mix of building typologies. The height and density 

controls in their current form are not considered likely to deliver this mix. This is evidenced by the 

built form testing where the optimum development outcome of the majority of buildings is a 

podium-tower form. This may discourage the development of R & D and institutional buildings as 

sought by the Structure Plan which require more compact forms. Therefore, it is recommended that 

a new typology is encouraged in parts of both sub-precincts through a taller street wall character 

and a tighter ‘fit’ between maximum heights and FAR controls. This will favour R & D and 

institutional uses over conventional office and residential buildings. 

At the same time, it is considered that the street wall heights and varied built form controls around 

the edges of the central open spaces will not contribute to a coherent and well-defined space. This 

contrasts with the uniform built form controls around the space in the Structure Plan.  

Therefore, it is recommended that a new built form area be established around the northern, eastern 

and western edges of the Capital City Open Space and Neighbourhood Park (Attachment 1). Figure 

1 identifies a maximum height of 10 storeys/41m and a maximum FAR of 7:1 to achieve this change in 

typology, along with an increased maximum street wall height of 8 storeys as discussed in sub-

section 5.1. Given that these buildings do not face the prevailing northernly wind, it is hoped that a 

lower street wall will not be required for wind amelioration reasons. 

The modelling demonstrates that the floor area envisaged in Area i fills too much of the allowable 

building envelope, resulting in visually bulky upper forms with little sky view between. Therefore, we 

recommend that its maximum height is slightly increased and maximum FAR slightly reduced. When 
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combined with the recommended tower floorplate area limitation, this should better deliver on the 

Structure Plan aspiration for a skyline of separated forms. 

While the heights of Area k are supported, it is considered that the tallest forms should be limited to 

the southwest edge of the Mixed Use sub-precinct with the remainder redesignated to Area j. In 

addition, the current Area j is recommended to be redesignated as Area i. Both of these 

recommendations are to ensure new internal streets are not overwhelmed by built form by reducing 

visual bulk at upper levels.  

These recommendations are illustrated in Attachment 1 and include: 

• Area j: maximum height increased to 28 storeys/96m;  

• Area i: maximum height increased to 22 storeys/77m and FAR reduced to 10:1; and 

• Area d: maximum height reduced to 10 storeys/41m and FAR increased to 7:1 (as above).  

4.3 Arden North sub-precinct 

The maximum building heights in Arden North are supported. However, similarly to the Mixed Use 

sub-precinct, it is recommended that the tallest forms be limited to the edge of the sub-precinct to 

ensure Steel Street and Straker Street are not overwhelmed by built form. Therefore, it is 

recommended that part of Area g in mid-block locations is redesignated as Area c as illustrated in 

Attachment 1. 

The built form testing indicates that the preferred sub-precinct character in proposed Clause 22.28-

3.1 of a hybrid of perimeter blocks and slender towers is unlikely to be delivered, partly as a result of 

wind conditions requiring lower street walls. Therefore, we recommend that the policy be amended. 

4.4 Criteria for exceeding discretionary maximum height and FAR controls 

The proposed DDOs provide Decision Guidelines to guide applications to exceed discretionary 

overall height and FAR controls.  

The following additional guidelines for applications to exceed the preferred maximum height are 

recommended: 
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• Applications must not exceed the maximum FAR; 

• Applications must demonstrate how the additional height will result in a benefit such as 

improved internal amenity, reduced external amenity impacts, an additional pedestrian link 

or open space, enhanced architectural composition and/ or better expression of the urban 

structure. 

The following additional guidelines are recommended for applications to exceed the preferred 

maximum FAR: 

• Applications must demonstrate how the additional floor area will contribute a public benefit 

(e.g. additional affordable housing or workspace, or a community facility); 

• Applications must demonstrate that the additional floor area will not result in poorer amenity 

or architectural composition outcomes. 

We also support the suggestion of a requirement for a design competition or independent design 

review for such applications. We note that Objective 8 of the Structure Plan also recommends a 

design competition or design review panel for strategic sites and large developments. We support 

this proposal and note that it does not appear to be implemented by the draft Amendment. 

 Other built form controls 

5.1 Street wall heights 

Minimum and maximum street wall height controls based on street widths is a supported approach. 

However, only providing for two ranges is considered too simplistic and has the potential to create 

street wall height outcomes that undermine the intent of the control (e.g. a 25m high street wall on 

a 9m wide street, resulting in too much enclosure). Therefore, it is recommended that a third tier is 

included in the street wall height control. 

As discussed earlier, the street wall height is key to encouraging a greater mix of building typologies 

and, in particular, R & D and institutional buildings. For example, a taller maximum street wall height 

can be allowed for lower mid-rise buildings to incentivise perimeter/ hybrid or ‘slab’ typologies, 

whereas a lesser maximum street wall height will encourage podium-tower buildings. This technique 

has been applied within Fisherman’s Bend DDOs to achieve building diversity. 
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The proposed DDOs are missing a height control abutting open spaces. It is recommended that a 5 

storey/17m preferred minimum and a 7 storey/25m preferred maximum be introduced. 

Therefore, it is recommended that the street wall height controls be revised as follows: 

Laneway or Street width Preferred 
minimum street 
wall height 

Preferred maximum street wall height 

0-8m wide  12m 17m 
8-16m wide 14m 17m 
>16m wide where the building 
height is ≤ 41m 

17m 33m 

>16m where the building height 
is >41m 

17m 25m 

Existing or proposed public open 
space 

17m 25m 

Figure 2 - Recommended revised street wall heights 

5.2 Upper level setbacks – streets, side and rear setbacks 

The minimum upper level setback from the street is proposed as a 5m blanket control irrespective 

of tower height. This is not supported, particularly for built form above 51m/14 storeys, as it is likely 

to result in unpleasant levels of street enclosure and towers that visually dominate the public realm, 

outcomes which the Background Report identifies to be avoided. Therefore, it is recommended that 

greater upper level setbacks are introduced for taller towers that align with preferred maximum 

height increments.  

In some site-specific locations, a ground level street setback is required (e.g. 189-197 Arden Street 

and proposed pedestrian-only laneways). However, it is recommended that, for clarity, the default 

street setback is 0m with these site-specific requirements expressed as exceptions. 

As discussed in Section 3 an additional upper level setback for buildings up to 51m is recommended 

on the west side of Munster Terrace to ensure appropriate transition across the Laurens Street sub-

precinct. The upper street setback is recommended to be 7.5m up to 51m/14 storeys (noting its 

recommended preferred maximum height of 10 storeys/38m). 

The proposed side and rear setbacks are generally supported, subject to alignment with preferred 

maximum height increments to lessen the incidence of unintended consequences for towers slightly 

above setback thresholds. A 5m setback is recommended up to the proposed street wall height, 
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where buildings are not on or within 300mm of a boundary, to ensure appropriate building 

separation.  

As noted in the Background Report, it is appropriate to have lesser setbacks from non-developable 

interfaces such as rail lines. 

Therefore, it is recommended that the upper level setback controls be revised as follows: 

Part of building Street setback Side and rear setback 
Up to proposed street wall 
height 

0m^ If not on or within 300mm of 
boundary, 5m 

Up to 8m above proposed 
street wall height 

3m 5m 

Above the preferred maximum 
street wall height up to 51m  

5m* 5m 

51m to 77m  7.5m 7.5† 
77m to 96m  10m 10m† 
Above 96m 10m 12.5m† 

^insert site-specific variations per DDO 

*except 7.5m on the west side of Munster Terrace. 

†except 5m from the rail corridor at the southwest edge of the Arden Central precincts. 

Figure 3 - Recommended revised upper level setbacks 

5.3 Tower separation 

Proposed tower separation (within a site) controls to ensure good amenity outcomes are supported. 

We also understand that those may be less than double the side and rear setback requirement 

provided directly facing apartments are avoided by offsetting or angling towers, or adjusting the 

internal configuration. However, these design techniques are not clearly expressed in the proposed 

controls, so they may not achieve good amenity outcomes as intended.  

Instead, it is recommended that the preferred requirement be for tower separation within a site to 

be twice the side and rear setback requirement, with discretion to reduce this by up to 25% where 

directly-facing living rooms and balconies are avoided. 
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5.4 Tower floorplate area control 

The built form testing demonstrates that the proposed controls are likely to result in substantial 

visual bulk above the street wall, rather than a skyline of separated forms. In particular, the proposed 

tower setback and separation controls will not prevent broad towers on long sites. 

Maximum floorplate controls will help to achieve a better balance between towers and sky views. 

Therefore, it is recommended that floorplate areas be limited to 900m2 for residential uses and 

1350m2 for offices above a height of 41m (12 storeys residential or 10 storeys office). 

5.5 Adaptable buildings 

The DDOs require above-ground parking levels to have a floor-to-floor height of at least 2.8m. It is 

recommended that this be increased to 3.2m to enable their adaptation to other uses. The first Built 

Form Outcome should be introduced to implement the Structure Plan strategy 7.3 regarding flexible 

commercial floorplates. 

 Solar access provisions  

The solar protection provisions are generally supported as they have been designed to provide an 

appropriate balance between maintaining solar access and accommodating substantial growth.  

Proposed DDO80 for the Arden Central Innovation sub-precinct seeks to protect solar access to the 

Queensberry Street linear park from 11am to 2pm at the winter solstice. We understand that this 

relatively onerous control is partially justified by the fact that the Capital City open space solar 

protection will automatically provide protection. However, we consider that it is too onerous at the 

two ends of the linear park for a space without metropolitan significance. Therefore, it is 

recommended that the Queensberry Street linear park overshadowing control be amended to the 

spring equinox.  

Given our recommendation for a taller street wall on the northern, eastern and western edges of the 

central open spaces, we also recommend that rather than a street wall height of 25m, the Arden 

Central Innovation (DDO80) shadow protection control refer to the preferred maximum street wall 

height. 
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 Detailed design provisions 

We support the proposed controls relating to street frontages. However, the proposed DDOs do not 

include provisions for car park sleeving or services locations. Controls about these elements are 

intended to be introduced to the Central City through Amendment C308 and proposed DDO1. It is 

recommended that these provisions are duplicated in proposed DDOs for the Arden Precinct. 

 Drafting  

Matters to be considered when exercising discretion are found in multiple parts of the DDOs, 

including Built Form Outcomes, Application Requirements and Decision Guidelines, some of which 

duplicate each other. This approach is not user-friendly for proponents nor decision makers. We 

recommend that all guidelines to the discretion of a particular requirement be located in the same 

part of each DDO, preferably within the sub-clauses that contain the requirements they relate to. 

8.1 Other drafting issues 

• Street wall definition: is duplicated and should be deleted. 

• Lower number in preferred maximum height ranges: are redundant and should be 

deleted. 

• Built form outcomes: some are too vague to be useful, or repetitive. 

• Wind effects criteria: are currently located within the decision guidelines for each DDO. 

It is recommended that the criteria be brought into the body of the DDOs. 

 Conclusion 

In summary, we broadly support the proposed controls to implement the Draft Arden Structure 

Plan. However, we have recommended a range of refinements to better deliver on the Draft 

Structure Plan. We recommend that the proposed built form and density refinements are tested 

through further built form modelling. 

kinetica 
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APPENDIX C – VPA BUILT FORM TESTING 



  CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT 

General Assumptions Applied to Site Testing 

• Built form parameters including assumption regarding land use floorplate 

requirements and floor heights (5m to ground, 4m to commercial and 3.2m to 

residential floors (Hayball) 

• Built form parameters including assumption regarding land use floorplate 

requirements and floor to floor heights (Appendix C of ‘Arden Urban Design and Built 

Form Analysis Report, September 2021’) 

• Proposed side and rear setback controls applied to abutting cadastre boundaries and 

to laneways.  

• Kinetica Suggestions:  

o 17m street wall height limit (4 storeys equivalent) applied (equivalent to 5m 

ground floor + 3 x 4m commercial floors)  

o 7.5m setback applied to frontages adjacent to streets 

 

General Notes 

• Several sites were tested to give consideration to: 

o Existing site ownership patterns 

o Possibility of site consolidation 

o Site in context (effects of whether the site had one frontage to a street versus 

three street frontages) 

o 293 Macaulay Road, North Melbourne site was avoided in this testing as 

there is a live permit application for the site. 

o Effects of setback controls to narrow sites 

o Demonstrate the application of the proposed Design and Development 

Overlays  
 

Overview (Sites Tested) 
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  CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT 

STEEL STREET AND LANGFORD STREET SITE/S 

Testing Site Consolidation 

Outcome 1: Non-consolidated option, reflective of property ownerships 

 

FAR Not tested, building floorplates are under desired size (600sqm minimum 
| Hayball) 

STOREYS Assumed to pursue preferred maximum height specified in the Design 
and Development Overlay of 64 metres  

 

Note 

• A 7.5m setback to streets and laneways, with the additional side and rear setback 

controls, presents difficulties for this site to create a double-loaded residential 

floorplate layout, as the maximum width that can be reached is 13.15m.  This width is 

reflective of a typical single-loaded floorplan.  

  



  CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT 

Outcome 2: Constrained sites to the west consolidated to centre parcel 

Scenario 1 – 7.5m to street + 7.5m to side and rear setbacks 

 

 

Building One_Langford Street Corner 

FAR Maxes out at 8.31:1 – Will need to exceed preferred maximum height 
STOREYS 18 storeys (4 storey commercial podium + 14 storey residential building) 
HEIGHT (m) 61.8m 
Land Use (%) 48% Commercial | 52% Residential 

 

Building Two_Steel Street Frontage 

FAR Maxes out at 8:1 – Will need to exceed preferred maximum height 
STOREYS 18 storeys (4 storey commercial podium + 14 storey residential building) 
HEIGHT (m) 61.8m 
Land Use (%) 50% Commercial | 50% Residential 

 

Note: 

• Exceeding the preferred height maximum will put building forms into the 10m side 

and rear setback threshold, therefore requiring more height to reach the FAR.  
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Scenario 2 – 5m to street + 7.5m to laneways + 7.5m to side and rear setbacks 

 

 

Building One_Langford Street Corner 

FAR 9.12:1 
STOREYS 17 storeys (4 storey commercial podium + 13 storey residential building) 
HEIGHT (m) 58.6m 
Land Use (%) 44% Commercial | 56% Residential 

 

Building Two_Steel Street Frontage 

FAR 9.1:1 
STOREYS 19 storeys (4 storey commercial podium + 15 storey residential building) 

1 extra floor past maximum required to reach FAR  
HEIGHT (m) 65m 
Land Use (%) 44% Commercial | 56% Residential 
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Outcome 3: All sites consolidated  

 

 

FAR 8.97:1 
STOREYS 17 storeys (4 storey commercial podium + 13 storey residential building) 
HEIGHT (m) 58.6m 
Land Use (%) 45% Commercial | 55% Residential 

 

Notes: 

• Resulting building with a width of 13.15m suggests a single-loaded floor plan. 

• Although the resulting floorplate size is within the desirable threshold (as per the built 

form assumptions), the floorplate dimensional length of 65.98m is long for the 

surrounding context and will require articulation and/or separation to reduce visual 

bulk. 

o Preferred building 

separation of 12m, as 

specified in the DDO 

(within the same site), 

greatly reduces 

floorplate sizes, 

making resulting 

buildings unfeasible. 

  



  CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT 

Outcome 4: All sites consolidated, land use separated 

 

 

FAR 7.92:1 (Whole site FAR) 
STOREYS Commercial (Blue) – 8 storeys (testing 33m max as specified in DDO) 

Residential (Yellow) – 18 storeys  
HEIGHT (m) Commercial - 33m 

Residential - 61.8m 
Land Use (%) 32% Commercial | 68% Residential  

 

Notes 

• As the test site is larger due to consolidation, the site will find it difficult to reach the 

maximum FAR if a design approach that responds to the context is considered.  
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STRAKER STREET SITE 

Testing a site with a long side setback  

Outcome: Non-consolidated option, reflective of property ownerships    

     

 

FAR 8.31:1 
STOREYS 18 storeys (4 storey commercial podium + 14 storey residential building) 
HEIGHT (m) 61.8m 
Land Use (%) 48% Commercial | 52% Residential 

 

Notes 

• Resulting mass does not present enough width to support a feasible outcome, 

including a single-loaded building.  

o An FAR of 9:1 also cannot be reached on the site unless built form is allowed 

to go past the preferred maximum height. In turn, this will put the building 

form into the 10m preferred setback threshold, further reducing the width of 

the building.  

• Further consolidation with constrained sites should be considered, or a lower/no 

setback to the western boundary. 
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REYNOLD STREET AND LANGFORD STREET SITE/S 

Testing a site with three street frontages and a smaller site ownership (632sqm)  

Outcome  

 

 

FAR 9.15:1 
STOREYS 18 storeys (4 storey commercial podium + 14 storey residential building) 
HEIGHT (m) 61.8m 
Land Use (%) 44% Commercial | 56% Residential 

 

Notes 

• Smaller sites of around 600sqm may struggle to reach any feasible floorplate if the 

setback controls were applied in a mandatory manner.  
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Findings & Points for Further Discussion 

1) Further site consolidation should be encouraged as some of the resulting building  

floorplates become too skinny to deliver even a single-loaded building. 

2) Most sites struggled to reach  their FAR unless they achieve the maximum height (+ one 

extra floor) when the 4 storey maximum street wall (17m) was adopted.   

a) The current street wall height of 25m should be maintained to allow for greater 

design flexibility to sites and to prevent monogamous podium tower typologies. 

3) Upon considering the setbacks to the sites tested, most of the resulting building  

floorplates were under the 600sqm that is typically the desired minimum feasible 

residential floorplate.  Hayball recommends a minimum 600sqm residential building 

floorplate, with 800sqm as the preferred target size (page 6 of Arden Built Form Testing 

Report). 

a) Sites of around 600-800sqm may need a separate control/different approach when it 

comes to provision of side and/or rear setbacks. 

4) There is a relationship between the site frontages and when setbacks by side and rear 

boundaries are applied.  When roughly more than 50% of the site’s overall perimeter is 

attributed to requiring a side/rear setback of 7.5m, the building requires one more floor 

past the height limit (of 18 storeys) to reach the FAR control (9:1), becoming 19 storeys. 

a) When the extra floor is added, this then puts the overall building height (in metres) 

past the 7.5m setback threshold of 64m total height, into the next threshold (between 

64m to 81m).  This then makes the building require a greater side/rear setback of 

10m, which will then require more floors. 

b) Therefore, unless 50% or more of the perimeter has a street frontage, the controls 

proposed + limiting the podium to 17m do not support the FAR control and do not 

give enough design flexibility.  

c) Further Discussion /Solution Suggestions 

i) If the current street wall control of maximum 25m is retained, as per the draft 

DDO, then this will continue to provide flexibility for sites in Arden North.   

ii) A further reduction to the FAR control (from 9:1 to 8:1 or 7:1) must be considered 

to adopt the 17m maximum street wall height to allow for flexibility, but this will  

impact the yield estimation on which the DCP rate relies. A reduction of FAR 

should be considered if the intent of the sub-precinct is to allow existing lots, by 

ownership, to develop as is. 
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General Assumptions Applied to Site Testing 

• Kinetica Suggestions 

o 7.5m setback applied to building forms adjacent to Munster Terrace Boundary 

o 7.5m setback applied to building forms adjacent to Laurens Street Boundary 

o Reduce FAR control from 8:1 to 7:1 

o Split building heights to site, through the middle;  

▪ 18 storeys maximum to west side, fronting Laurens Street 

▪ 10 storeys maximum to east side, fronting Munster Terrace 

• Test was conducted on existing Hayball test footprints (Test Site 08, page 50-55, of 

Arden Built Form Testing Report), as further consideration was applied in regard to 

heritage and elevation challenges of the site.  

General Notes 

• Reduction of street wall height was not tested for this site, as the current street wall 

height within the Hayball massing was aligned to the intent of retaining the existing 

heritage façade fronting Munster Terrace and Laurens Street.  Some consideration 

has been made as to which parts of the façade could be removed, however a more 

conservative stance was adopted. (page 52, of Arden Built Form Testing Report) 
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Overview (Site Tested) 

 

North East             North West 

 

FAR 7:1 
STOREYS 15 Storeys max (2 storey podium; mixed building format) 
HEIGHT (m) 47.4m max  
SETBACKS Laurens 7.5m   

Munster 7.5m  
North 5m (10m total separation between buildings) 
South 7.5m (from existing massing) 
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Findings & Points for Further Discussion 

5) Recommendation of splitting the site in half to stagger the height controls will pose 

challenges to building formations and force orientation to align east to west.  

a) Floorplates sizes will drop to under 400sqm, as 7.5m street setbacks will reduce the 

possible building width to 17m max, which is not encouraged for a double-loaded 

floorplan but is also too wide for a single loaded outcome. 

 

 

b) This change will also affect the site towards the north of the GWM site, which already 

has significant challenges to redevelop given its smaller site size (903 sqm).  The 

resulting floorplate would be unfeasible, even if side setbacks were not in 

consideration for this site. 

 

6) A lower street wall towards Munster Terrace would be difficult to adopt as it proposes 

challenges to the intent in maintaining several heritage aspects of the site.    
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General Assumptions Applied to Site Testing 

• 6 storey street wall height maintained as maximum street wall control 

• 5m street setback, unless stated otherwise 

• Kinetica Suggestions  

o Reduce FAR from 12:1 to 10:1 

o Increase height within Arden Central-Innovation from 20 to 22 storeys max. 

General Notes 

• Site was tested as a block to fully understand the extent of the setback controls. 

• Innovation floorplates recommended to be typically within 2500-4500sqm (page 6 of 

Arden Built Form Testing Report). 

• Variances in context model to surroundings are remnants of other articulated testing; 

changes are only being applied to the sites to be tested. 

• Two scenarios were tested to understand: 

o Effects of maintaining the 5m setback to the street frontage + further adopting 

the proposed side and rear setbacks 

o Effects of applying a 10m setback to street frontage + subsequent effect to 

side and rear setback requirements. 

 

Overview (Sites Tested) 
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SCENARIO 

10m setbacks introduced to street frontages, 12.5m setback 

South East            South West 

   
North West            Top 

    

FAR reached (west to east)   10.1 (109m)| 10.2 (69m) | 10.1 (81m)  
GFA achieved (west to east)  24,674 m² | 31,767m² | 55,052m² 
Building footprint (west to east)   670m² | 1290m² | 2050m² 
 
Setbacks 
Arden 10m   
Laurens 10m  
Barwise 10m 
Fogarty 10m 
 
Building separation 12.5m for East wall of Western building, 12.5m for Western wall of Eastern 
building (22.5m total separation between these and central building) 
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OVERSHADOWING AT 10AM, SPRING EQUINOX 

  

Innovation site at the corner of Laurens St and Arden St is overshadowing past the allowable 

street wall height to the Capital City Open Space. 

 

 OVERSHADOWING AT 2PM, SPRING EQUINOX 

  

Site on the corner of Fogarty St and Arden St is overshadowing past the allowable street 

wall height to the capital city open space.  
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Findings & Points for Further Discussion 

7) Increasing setbacks above the street wall height diminishes resulting building floorplates, 

and only two out of the existing sites can reach the new FAR control proposed under the 

proposed 22-storey height limit.  The site to the west fronting Fogarty St will struggle to 

reach the FAR unless they are allowed to go 5 storeys above the maximum or are 

allowed minimal to no setbacks. 

a) Resulting floorplates, with the exception of the eastern-most site, can no longer 

support the proposed minimum size for an innovation floorplate (typical floorplates, 

2500-4500sqm | Hayball Report, p6) and results in a floorplate more akin to 

residential towers. 

b) Within the overshadowing studies, shadowing at 10am and 2pm can be observed 

going past the street wall height into the Capital City Open Space (CCOS).  However, 

this is dependent on the final outcome of the built form fronting the open space (red 

site), on whether or not: 

i) they adopt the 25m street wall limit, to allow for a podium tower format, in which 

case, the sites behind will go beyond the allowable overshadowing to the CCOS, 

or; 

ii) they adopt the 31m street wall and overall height as the absolute maximum (8 

storeys, straight extrusion), in which the overshadowing seen will be incorporated 

within the street wall overshadowing. 

c) The scenarios listed above pose a problem on the dependency of sites behind sites 

fronting open spaces, as it becomes a question of ‘first come, first served’/staging, 

unless they are able to provide an accurate analysis that their proposal will not go 

beyond the street-wall height control. 

8) On increasing the maximum height limit to 22 storeys from the original 20-storeys, there 

needs to be further consideration and thought given to the land-use intended for the 

development area.  As the sites are intended for innovation/commercial uses, the 

comparative height in metres are different compared to a residential/mixed use outcome. 

a) A 20 storey building within this precinct results in 81m (5m ground + 4m per floor 

above), whereas a 20 storey building for residential use results in 69.8m (25m street 

wall (6 storeys) + 15 storeys * 3.2m).  This is why control j, which reflects mixed used 

intent, proposes 24 storeys as the maximum, wherein control i proposes a 20 storey 

maximum. 

 



  CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT 

 

General Assumptions Applied to Site Testing 

• Side & rear setbacks applied as per testing requirements 

• 6 storey street wall maintained for podium massing 

• Kinetica Suggestion:  

o Scenario testing explored where 10m setback to streets are applied 

o Further application of 5m setback from rail corridor  

General Notes 

• All three rail corridor sites were tested to explore the effects of the side and rear 

setback controls. 

• Existing testing by Hayball to this site does not consider the most recent boundary 

change that affected these sites.  Hayball test site is still applicable as boundary 

change is minimal. 

• To understand the dimension requirements of servicing areas to taller built forms, 

existing service space drafting from Hayball’s model was added to the tower 

floorplates to assist in understanding the minimum requirements building access. 

 

Overview (Sites Tested) 

 

A 

B 

C 
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SCENARIO 1 

10m setback from street frontage + 5m setback from rail 

 SITE A 

 SITE B 

 SITE C 

SCENARIO 2 
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10m setback from street frontage + no setback to rail 

 

 

SITE A 

 

FAR 17.13:1 
STOREYS 34 storeys (6 storey commercial podium + 28 storey residential tower) 
HEIGHT (m) 114.6m 
Land Use (%) 35% Commercial | 65% Residential 

 

  



  CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT 

SITE B 

 

FAR 17.04:1 
STOREYS 46 storeys (6 storey commercial podium + 40 storey residential tower) 

REQUIRES AN EXTRA 6 FLOORS TO REACH FAR 
HEIGHT (m) 153m 
Land Use (%) 35% Commercial | 65% Residential 

 

SITE C 

 

FAR 17.03:1 
STOREYS 36 storeys (6 storey commercial podium + 30 storey residential tower) 
HEIGHT (m) 121m 
Land Use (%) 35% Commercial | 65% Residential 
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CASE STUDIES 

Disclaimer:  

The case studies which follow are presented to indicate a similar built example of the 

resulting test outcomes within this document. These are not intended to be benchmark 

images or examples of good built form outcomes.  

Albert Tower  

38 Albert Road, South Melbourne 

Minimal to no setbacks applied due to 

limitation of site 

Approximate Tower length – 54m 

Approximate Tower Width – Varies (14m-

16m) 

28 storeys 

158 apartments 

 

WRAP on Southbank  

133-139 City 

Road, Southbank VIC 3006 

Minimal to no setbacks applied 

due to limitation of site 

Approximate Tower length – 40m 

Approximate Tower Width – 15m 

41 Storeys 

176 Private Apartments 

108 Hotel Rooms 
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Findings & Points for Further Discussion 

9) As per first test results, application of a 10m setback from the street frontage and a 5m 

setback from the rail results in unfeasible floorplates from a built form perspective. 

a) All sites resulted in a floorplate below the recommended 600sqm minimum that is 

typically desired for residential tower floorplates. (Hayball recommendation) 

b) Site widths propose that the resulting floorplates would lean towards a more single 

loaded building layout, which is not feasible for developments greater than 14 

storeys.  These widths also pose difficulties for servicing layouts within the building. 

Alternative outcomes proposed for more slender towers are hotels or student 

accommodation, both of which are not anticipated land-uses for this part of the 

precinct. (WRAP on Southbank example) 

10) The second scenario testing shows that by allowing straight extrusion forms to front the 

boundary of the rail corridor, two out of the three sites (Site A and Site C) can achieve 

feasible residential floorplates.  Site B, however, still struggles to achieve a residential 

floorplate, given that its shortest site width is approximately 20.45m across. 

a) Although residential floorplates are achievable, there is limited flexibility to further 

incorporate design elements, such as curving building edges to mitigate strong wind 

effects into the precinct or staggering built form to create visual interest.  The 

outcomes of the proposed controls will most likely result in a tower as seen in the 

testing above. 

b) This inflexibility can also be observed in the results of the final built form’s relation 

between the resulting FAR and the height needed to achieve it.  The proposed 

controls state a maximum height of 40 storeys and the test sites are all within range 

of this maximum. 
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General Assumptions Applied to Site Testing 

• Side & rear setbacks applied as per testing requirements 

• 6 storey street wall maintained for podium massing 

• Kinetica Suggestion:  

o Re-align connection running east-west to the site to southern boundary of the 

neighbourhood open space. 

o Remove control e and change the resulting northern parcel to control d 

o Scenario testing where 10m setback to street frontages are applied to the 

new southern parcel 

General Notes 

• Though no setback to the rail was a consideration for this site, in order to address the 

effects of strong western winds and vibration impacts, a 3m setback was considered 

for the boundary fronting the rail.  This was done in order to prevent a sheer wall 

(possibly running to 40 storeys) from facing the western/south-western face of the 

site. 

• Consideration to mitigate wind impacts are explored for the resulting tower floorplates 

through filleting the corners by 5m, in order to understand further impacts on the area 

(sqm) achievable. 

 

Overview (Sites Tested) 
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NORTHERN PARCEL TEST 

Innovation/mixed use outcome 

 

 

FAR 7.9:1 
STOREYS 14 storeys (6 storey commercial/innovation podium + 2 & 8 storeys 

residential building) 
HEIGHT (m) 50.6m 
Land Use (%) 76% Commercial/Innovation | 24% Residential 

 

Note: 

• Resulting 2 storey tower north of the site is due to the limitations of overshadowing to 

the neighbourhood open space. 

  



  CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT 

SOUTHERN PARCEL TEST 

Residential Tower Outcome 1 – 10m street setback applied 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No consideration for wind in 

tower form 

 Floorplate considers wind 
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SOUTHERN PARCEL TEST 

Residential Tower Outcome 2 – 5m street setback applied 

 No consideration for wind in 

tower form 

 

FAR 16.97:1 
STOREYS 36 storeys (5 storey podium + 31 storeys residential tower) 
HEIGHT (m) 120.2m 
Land Use (%) 29% Commercial | 71% Residential 
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  Floorplate considers wind 

 

FAR 17.02:1 
STOREYS 40 storeys (5 storey podium + 35 storeys residential tower) 
HEIGHT (m) 133m 
Land Use (%) 29% Commercial | 71% Residential 

 

  



  CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT 

Findings & Points for Further Discussion 

11) Northern parcel test results show limited flexibility for development to be achieved within 

the site unless a large percentage of the site is attributed to innovation/commercial land 

use (6 storey podium, 75% of GFA as demonstrated in scenario).   

a) Although the FAR can be reached within the scenario, further flexibility is also limited 

by the maximum height allowable (14 storeys).   

i) The northern parcel currently possesses a challenging layout, as it is west of the 

neighbourhood open space, which will be heavily impacted by the limitations of 

the overshadowing controls.   

ii) The only opportunity for the site to be flexible without casting shadows over the 

Neighbourhood Park, is towards the south boundary, hence the residential tower 

being taller within this area of the site.  With the proposed 14-storey height as a 

maximum, there is no opportunity to go higher, which means there is no 

opportunity to further break up the bulky street wall/6-storey podium.  

b) The parcel is also too small in width to result in a perimeter block massing, which 

often requires a minimum 20m separation distance between the development forms.  

If this is to be considered for the northern parcel, the resulting built form would need 

to be single loaded on both sides (49m width – 20m separation distance = 29m/2 = 

14.5m building widths).  A perimeter block would also impact the flexibility of the 

design needed to reach the FAR maximum. 

12) The southern parcel test to demonstrate an application of a 10m street setback to 

developments past the 64m threshold shows that the resulting floorplate becomes far too 

small to become a feasible development. Hayball recommends a minimum 600sqm 

residential tower floorplate, with 800sqm as the preferred target size (page 6 of Arden 

Built Form Testing Report). 

a) Once further wind mitigation techniques, like filleting corners, is considered, the 

resulting floorplate drops well below half the preferred target size. 

13)  Outcome 2 of the southern parcel testing shows that with a 5m setback to the street, a 

feasible floorplate of 600sqm can be achieved.  

a) However, if further consideration was given to mitigate wind effects, this floorplate 

size would drop below the recommended minimum floorplate size. 

14) The resulting massing in outcome 2 also show that little to no flexibility remain for further 

design considerations, as the towers are essentially reaching the maximum height stated 

for this control (40 storeys).  The controls are essentially encouraging a podium and 

tower outcome for this site. 
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APPENDIX D – KINETICA BUILT FORM 
TESTING 

The built form testing set out on the following pages was undertaken by kinetica to explore the 

recommendations in my July 2021 Peer Review. It explores the effect of varied controls on sites 

previously tested by Hayball or the VPA. 

The testing was based on the following general assumptions: 

• Floor-to-floor heights: 

− Ground Floor: 5m 

− Upper level commercial: 4m 

− Upper level residential: 3.2m 

• Maximum tower floorplate areas: 

− Accommodation uses: 900m2 

− Other uses: 1,350m2 (except Arden Central Innovation sub-precinct) 

• Revised built form controls as per my recommendations, including: 

• Maximum street wall heights: 21m fronting streets 9-16m wide  

• Upper level street setbacks: 7.5m above a height of 64m. 

• Tower separation within a site: twice the side and rear setback requirement, with 

discretion to reduce this by up to 25% where directly-facing living rooms and balconies 

are avoided. 

• Side and rear setbacks: measured from the centreline of a laneway. 
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VPA Site 3 – Arden Street/Barwise Street 

Option 1 – FAR of 12:1 with 10m side setbacks 

 
Assumptions 

Uses: All commercial  

FAR: 12:1 

Street wall height: 25m (6 storeys) 

Upper level street setback: 7.5m 

Upper level side setbacks: 10m 

Ground floor setback from Laurens Street: 10m 

6m wide through-block link (part open/ part arcade) 

Site areas 

Building 1 (west): 2,416m2 

Building 2 (middle): 3,059m2 

Building 3 (east): 5,372m2 (including 10m setback from 

Laurens St) 

Resulting heights 

Building 1 (west): 85m/ 21 storeys 

Building 2 (middle): 81m/ 20 storeys 

Building 3 (east): 93m/ 23 storeys 
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VPA Site 3 – Arden Street/Barwise Street 

Option 2 – FAR of 12:1 with 7.5m side setbacks 

 
Assumptions 

Uses: All commercial  

FAR: 12:1 

Street wall height: 25m (6 storeys) 

Upper level street setback: 7.5m 

Upper level side setbacks: 7.5m 

Ground floor setback from Laurens Street: 10m 

6m wide through-block link (part open/part arcade) 

Site areas 

Building 1 (west): 2,416m2 

Building 2 (middle): 3,059m2 

Building 3 (east): 5,372m2 (incl. 10m setback from Laurens St) 

Resulting overall heights 

Building 1: 77m/ 19 storeys 

Building 2: 69m/ 17 storeys 

Building 3: 89m/ 22 storeys 

 
 

Commentary 

The testing confirms that increasing the upper level street setback to 7.5m will not fundamentally affect the viability of 

the tower floorplates, which would generally be below the preferred size for innovation uses of 2500-4500m2 as a result 

of the lot sizes (unless properties are amalgamated). It also confirms that the fit between the proposed FAR and 

building envelope controls is too tight, because greater height is needed to achieve the FAR in both cases. Reducing the 

maximum FAR to 10:1 in DDO80 Lot D will ensure that the floor area can be accommodated within heights of 16-20 

storeys, avoiding additional shadowing of the Capital City Open Space and providing flexibility in building form. Given 

that the background reports indicate that ‘innovation buildings’ are generally no higher than 14 storeys, this should not 

deter innovation uses.  
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Hayball Site 05 – Laurens Street/Fogarty Street 

Option 1 – FAR of 17:1 

 

Assumptions 

Uses: Commercial at GF-L5, 

Residential above 

9m wide laneway 

Street wall height: 25m (6 

storeys) 

Upper level street setback: 7.5m 

Upper level side setbacks: 7.5m 

 

Site area 

6,942m2 

 

Resulting overall height 

Average 134m/ 40 storeys 

 

Commentary 

Increasing the upper level street 

setbacks and applying maximum 

tower floorplates, as 

recommended, would result in a 

need for an average height of 40 

storeys (134m) to achieve an 

FAR of 17:1.  
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Hayball Site 05 – Laurens Street/Fogarty Street 

Option 2 – FAR of 12:1 

 

Assumptions 

Uses: Commercial at GF-L5, 

Residential above 

9m wide laneway 

Street wall height: 25m (6 

storeys) 

Upper level street setback: 7.5m 

Upper level side setbacks: 7.5m 

 

Site area 

6,942m2 

 

Resulting overall height 

Average 83m/ 24 storeys 

 

Commentary 

An FAR of 12:1 can be achieved 

with an average height of 24 

storeys (approximately 83m). 

This results in much less visual 

bulk at upper levels. 
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VPA Site 1, Outcome 1 – Steel Street and Langford Street  

Non-consolidated option, reflecting existing land ownership 

Option 1 – 18 storey towers with 7.5m side setbacks on the western property in Lot B (50 Steel St), 
and 5m side setbacks on the eastern property in Lot A (34 Steel St) 

 
Assumptions 

Uses: Commercial at GF-

L3, Residential above 

6m wide laneways 

Street wall height: 4 

storeys 

 

Building 1 (west)  

Site area: 803m2 

Upper level street setback: 

7.5m 

Upper level side setback: 

7.5m 

Building 2 (east) 

Site area: 1,226m2  

Upper level street 

setback: 5m 

Upper level side 

setback: 5m 

 

Resulting FARs 

Western site: 6.6:1 

Eastern site: 10.4:1 

Commentary 

A tower is not viable on the western site due to its relatively 

modest width. However, my recommendations would enable a 

10-storey high commercial building with the top two levels set 

back 3m from the street, maximising its development potential 

and likely achieving the maximum FAR of 9:1. 

Reducing the upper level side and rear setbacks to 5m and 

measuring them from the centreline of the lanes (see section 

9.3), would facilitate a viable tower floorplate on the eastern site, 

which could then comfortably achieve the maximum FAR of 9:1 

as proposed, or 6:1 as I recommend (as per Lot A). 
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VPA Site 1, Outcome 1 – Steel Street and Langford Street  

Consolidated option 

Option 2 – 18 storey towers with 7.5m side setbacks on the western property in Lot B (50 Steel St), 
and 5m side setbacks on the eastern property in Lot A (34 Steel St) 

 
Assumptions 

Uses: Commercial at GF-L3, Residential 

above 

6m wide laneways. 

Street wall height: 4 storeys 

 

Building 1 (west)  

Site area: 1,365m2 

Street upper setback: 7.5m 

Side setback: 7.5m 

Building 2 (east) 

Site area: 1,226m2  

Street upper setback: 

5m 

Side setback: 5m 

 

Resulting overall 

height:  

Western site: 8.3:1 

Eastern site: 10.4:1 

Commentary 

Consolidating 50 Steel St with 138-146 Langford 

St would enable a viable (albeit somewhat 

shallow) tower form. Increasing the height of the 

podium to the maximum of 6 storeys would likely 

enable the maximum FAR of 9:1 to be achieved. 

Alternatively, as noted in Option 1, my 

recommendations would enable a 10-storey high 

commercial building with the top two levels set 

back 3m from the street, comfortably achieving 

the maximum FAR of 9:1. 

The eastern site is unchanged from Option 1. 
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VPA Site 1, Outcome 1 – Steel Street and Langford Street  

Consolidated option 

Option 3 – 15 storey towers with 5m side setbacks 

 
Starting assumptions 

Uses: Commercial at GF-L3, Residential 

above 

6m wide laneways 

Overall height: 52m/ 15 storeys 

Street wall height: 4 storeys 

Upper level street setbacks: 5m 

Upper level side setbacks: 5m 

Site areas 

West: 1,365m2 

East: 1,226m2  

 

Resulting FARs:  

Building 1: 9.3:1 

Building 2: 8.9:1 

Commentary 

A reduced tower height was tested to explore the 

benefit of lesser upper level setbacks in accordance 

with my recommendation in section 9.3. This would 

allow the proposed or recommended maximum FARs 

to be achieved on both sites. 
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VPA Site 1, Outcome 1 – Steel Street and Langford Street  

Consolidated option 

Option 4 – Western site 100% commercial 

 
Assumptions 

Street wall height: 4 storeys 

6m laneways 

 

Western site 

Site area: 1,365m2 

Uses: Commercial 

Overall height: 21m/5 storeys  

Rear setback: 3m (to widen lane) 

Eastern site 

As previous options 

Resulting FARs:  

Building 1: 4.5:1 

Building 2: 8.9:1 

Commentary 
A 10-12 storey high commercial building on the 

western site, with the upper levels set back 5m from 

the street, would comfortably achieve the maximum 

FAR of 9:1. 

The eastern site is unchanged from Option 1. 
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VPA Site 1, Outcome 5 – Straker Street 

Option 1 – 14 storey building 

 
 

Assumptions 

Uses: Commercial at GF-L3, 

Residential above 

6m wide laneway 

Overall height: 49m/14 storeys 

Street wall height: 4 storeys 

Upper level street setback: 5m 

Upper level side setbacks: 5m 

 

Site area 

1,730m2 

 

Resulting FAR 

8.8:1 

 

Commentary 

The reduced upper level side and 

rear setbacks, as recommended 

in section 9.3, enable a viable 

tower floorplate which almost 

achieves the proposed FAR and 

would comfortably achieve my 

recommended FAR of 6:1 (as per 

Lot A). 
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VPA Site 1, Outcome 5 – Staker Street 

Option 2 – FAR of 6:1 

 

Assumptions 

Uses: Commercial at GF-L3, 

Residential above 

6m wide laneway 

FAR: 6:1 

Street wall height: 4 storeys 

Upper level street setback: 5m 

Upper level side setbacks: 5m 

 

Site area 

1,730m2 

 

Resulting overall height 

33m/9 storeys 

 

Commentary 

My recommended FAR of 6:1 (as 

per Lot A) can be comfortably 

achieved within the preferred 

maximum height for Lot A of 33-

51m (14 storeys). 
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VPA Site 1, Outcome 5 – Staker Street 

Option 3 – 6 storey commercial building 

 

Assumptions 

Uses: Commercial  

6m wide laneway 

Overall height: 25m/6 storeys 

 

Site area 

1,730m2 

 

Resulting FAR 

5.3:1 

 

Commentary 

This site could be developed 

with a 5-storey commercial 

building with no setbacks other 

than to contribute to the eastern 

laneway. This would yield an 

FAR of 4.4:1. The remaining 

portion of the maximum FAR 

could be achieved by two further 

levels set back from all sides. 
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VPA Site 1, Outcome 6 – Reynold Street and Langford Street 

Option 1 – 18 storey buildings 

 
Assumptions 

Uses: Commercial at GF-

L3, Residential above 

6m wide laneway 

Street wall height: 4 

storeys 

 

Western site 

Site area: 1,673m2 

Overall height: 62m/18 

storeys 

Upper level street 

setbacks: 7.5m 

Upper level side setbacks: 

7.5m 

Eastern site 

Site area: 620m2  

Overall height: 

62m/18 storeys 

Upper level street 

setbacks: 7.5m 

Upper level side 

setbacks: 7.5m 

 

Resulting FARs 

Western site: 9:1 

Eastern site: 5.1:1 

Commentary 

The western site can support a viable (albeit somewhat 

shallow) tower form, enabling the maximum FAR to be 

achieved within the preferred maximum height. Alternatively, 

my recommendations would enable a 10-storey high 

commercial building with the top two levels set back 3m from 

the street frontages, comfortably achieving the maximum 

FAR of 9:1. 

A tower is not viable on the eastern site (the remnant part of 

106 Langford St after the laneway is created) due to its 

relatively modest width. However, my recommendations 

would enable a 10-storey high commercial building with the 

top two levels set back 3m from the streets, maximising its 

development potential and likely achieving the proposed 

maximum FAR of 9:1. 
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VPA Site 1, Outcome 6 – Reynold Street and Langford Street 

Option 2 – 14 storey building with 5m upper level street setbacks on Western site, and FAR of 6:1 for 
Eastern site 

 
Assumptions 

Uses: Commercial at GF-L3, 

Residential above 

6m wide laneway 

Street wall height: 4 storeys 

 

Western site 

Site area: 1,673m2 

Overall height: 49m/14 storeys 

Upper level street setbacks: 5m 

Upper level side setbacks: 5m 

Eastern site 

Site area: 620m2  

Overall height: 27m/7 storeys 

 

Resulting FARs 

Western site: 9:1 

Eastern site: 5.9:1 

Commentary 

Reducing the upper level setbacks to 5m (see 

section 9.3 above) would facilitate a more 

efficient tower floorplate on the western site, 

which could then comfortably achieve the 

maximum FAR of 9:1 as proposed within a 

height of 49m (14 storeys). 

My recommendations would enable a 7-8 

storey high commercial building on the 

eastern site with 3m setbacks at the top two 

levels, which would effectively achieve my 

recommended maximum FAR of 6:1 (as per 

Lot A). 
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Hayball Site 04 (part) – Arden Street/ Munster Terrace 

Option 1 – Maximum height 64m 

 

Assumptions 

12m wide rail corridor  

Uses - Western building: Commercial  

Uses - Eastern building: Commercial at 

GF-L3, Residential above 

Street wall height: 4 storeys 

Overall height: 64m (15 storeys 

commercial or 4 storeys commercial + 14 

storeys residential) 

Upper level street setbacks: 7.5m 

 

Site area 

10,492m2 

 

Resulting FAR 

6.7:1 

 

Commentary 

Applying my recommended upper level 

street setback and floorplate limits, the 

proposed maximum FAR of 10:1 cannot 

be achieved within the preferred 

maximum height of 64m. 
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Hayball Site 04 (part) – Arden Street/ Munster Terrace 

Option 2 – FAR of 9:1 on northern parcel 

 

Assumptions 

12m wide rail corridor 

Uses - Western building: Commercial  

Uses - Eastern building: Commercial at 

GF-L3, Residential above 

Street wall height: 4 storeys 

FAR: 9:1 

Upper level street setbacks: 7.5m 

 

Site area 

10,492m2 

 

Resulting overall height (Northern 

parcel) 

65m 

Western building: 16 storeys commercial 

Eastern building: 4 storeys commercial + 

15 storeys residential 

 

Commentary 

Applying my recommended upper level 

street setback and floorplate limits, an 

FAR of 9:1 can be achieved on the 

northern parcel  with a minor 

exceedance of the preferred maximum 

height of 64m. 
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Hayball Site 04 (part) – Arden Street/ Munster Terrace 

Option 3 – FAR of 10:1 on the northern parcel 

 

Assumptions 

12m wide rail corridor  

Uses - Western building: Commercial  

Uses - Eastern building: Commercial at GF-

L3, Residential above 

Street wall height: 4 storeys 

FAR: 10:1 

Upper level street setbacks: 7.5m 

 

Site area 

10,492m2 

 

Resulting overall height (Northern parcel) 

78m 

Western building: 19 storeys commercial 

Eastern building: 4 storeys commercial + 19 

storeys residential 

 

Commentary 

Applying my recommended upper level 

street setback and floorplate limits, an FAR 

of 10:1 requires a significant exceedance of 

the preferred maximum height of 64m, 

even on the northern parcel alone. 
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Hayball Site 8 – Laurens Street/ Munster Terrace 

Option 1 – 18 storey towers 

 

Assumptions 

Uses: Commercial at ground floor, 

Residential above 

Street wall height: 1-4 storeys 

Overall height: 59m/18 storeys 

Upper level street setbacks: 7.5m, except 

18m from Munster Terrace above a height 

of 34m 

Upper level side setbacks: 5m, except 9m 

from southern boundary as per Hayball 

design 

Northern building set back from Laurens 

Street to accommodate tree as per 

Hayball design. 

 

Site Area 

6,923m2 

 

Resulting FAR 

7.6:1 

 

Commentary 

My recommended setbacks from Munster 

Terrace do not preclude viable 

floorplates. However, my recommended 

setbacks prevent the proposed maximum 

FAR of 8:1 from being achieved within the 

proposed maximum height of 18 storeys. 
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Hayball Site 8 - Laurens Street/ Munster Terrace 

Option 2 – FAR of 8:1 with variation in tower height 

 

Assumptions 

Uses: Commercial at ground floor, 

Residential above 

Street wall height: 1-4 storeys 

FAR: 8:1 

Upper level street setbacks: 7.5m, except 

18m from Munster Terrace above a height 

of 34m 

Upper level side setbacks: 5m, except 9m 

from southern boundary as per Hayball 

design 

Northern building set back from Laurens 

Street to accommodate tree as per 

Hayball design. 

 

Site Area 

6,923m2 

 

Resulting heights 

18 and 22 storeys 

 

Commentary 

With my recommended setbacks, the 

proposed maximum FAR of 8:1 requires 

an average height of 20 storeys. 
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Hayball Site 8 - Laurens Street/ Munster Terrace 

Option 3 – Variation in tower height with a maximum of 18 
storeys 

 

Assumptions 

Uses: Commercial at ground floor, 

Residential above 

Street wall height: 1-4 storeys 

Overall height: 58m/18 storeys 

Upper level street setbacks: 7.5m, except 

18m from Munster Terrace above a height 

of 34m 

Upper level side setbacks: 5m, except 9m 

from southern boundary as per Hayball 

design 

Northern building set back from Laurens 

Street to accommodate tree as per 

Hayball design. 

 

Site Area 

6,923m2 

 

Resulting FAR 

7.2:1 

 

Commentary 

With my recommended setbacks, an FAR 

of 7:1 can be achieved within the 

maximum height of 18 storeys with some 

height variation. 
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