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Name
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Qualifications

Experience

Other significant 

contributors to 

the statement

Jeremy McLeod

101/9 Florence Street, Brunswick VIC 3056

Expert Witness Statement 21 June 2019

Bachelor of Architecture (UTAS)

Registered Architect, VIC (15792), NSW, WA

Member of Australian Institute of Architects

Recipient of 2016 Leadership in Sustainability Prize (AIA)

Founding Director of Breathe Architecture, an architectural 

practice based in Brunswick with a reputation for 

delivering high quality design and sustainable architecture 

for projects across multiple scales, focussing on sustainable 

urbanisation and the delivery of more affordable urban 

housing in Melbourne. Key projects as design lead include 

Nightingale 1 Apartments, The Commons, Paramount 

House Hotel, DHA Huntley Green/Arcadia Apartments, 

Slack Offices, and Collingwood Arts Precinct. Founding 

Director of Nightingale Housing.

Mark Ng (B. Envs (Arch), M. Arch) — project lead of 

the West Melbourne Built Form Control Testing report, 

experienced in multi-residential building design, feasibility 

studies, masterplanning, and high level urban design.
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Instructions5 You are instructed to prepare an expert witness statement 

that includes:

�� Details of your role in preparing or overseeing the ‘West 

Melbourne Built Form Control Testing’ and any further 

report provided to Council in response to the request 

for further modelling as set out in Appendix A. 

�� Confirmation that you adopt the earlier report(s), with 

or without changes and if you adopt them with changes, 

what those changes are and why they have been made; 

�� Any key assumptions made in preparing the earlier 

report(s) that are not disclosed in those reports; 

�� Your expert opinion on whether the following aspects 

of the proposed planning controls are workable from 

an architectural perspective (giving examples where 

possible): 

 

— the mandatory FAR combined with preferred height 

control; and 

— the mandatory minimum non-accommodation floor 

area
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6

7

Details of 

persons who 

have carried

out tests

Declaration

Mark Ng (B. Envs (Arch), M. Arch) — project lead of 

the West Melbourne Built Form Control Testing report, 

experienced in multi-residential building design, feasibility 

studies, masterplanning, and high level urban design.

I have made all the inquiries that I believe are desirable and 

appropriate and no matters of significance which I regard 

as relevant have to my knowledge been withheld from the 

Panel.
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Role8 My role in the preparation of the ‘West Melbourne Built 

Form Control Testing’ report involved providing design 

direction on test sites, overseeing the modelling and report 

writing process, attending and leading workshops with the 

City of Melbourne team responsible for the structure plan, 

and speaking at community consultation events. I was also 

involved in providing design direction and oversight in 

the further modelling work requested in May 2019. Across 

both the original report and the further modelling, design 

direction involved proposing site planning and urban 

design strategy for test sites (e.g. orientation of primary 

outlook, provision of through-site links, etc.), implementing 

realistic development motives such as increasing floor plate 

efficiency, capturing city views, and assessing the potential 

marketability of the various development types.

Expert Witness Statement 21 June 2019

9 Confirmation I confirm that I adopt the earlier report (‘West Melbourne 

Built Form Control Testing’) without changes, in addition 

to the report titled ‘Further Modelling’ (20 June 2019), a 

copy of which is attached to this statement as appendix 

4. This report was prepared at the request of the City 

of Melbourne beginning in May 2019, undertaken to test 

potential amendments to the originally proposed FAR and 

preferred height figures.
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Assumptions �� Floorplate layouts and apartment plans are realistic to 

the extent that they comply with (or can be planned 

in detail to comply with) Better Apartment Design 

Standards (BADS) wherever possible to determine key 

spatial dimensions such as living and bedroom sizes. 

�� Building separation dimensions and light court sizes are 

appropriate as measured using a reference document, 

the Moreland Apartment Design Code (MADC) as a 

guide. 

�� Back-of-house areas (BOH) nominated represent an 

appropriate indicative area required on the ground 

floor of a typical mixed use apartment building — any 

additional requirement may be provided in basement 

areas with no effect on the FAR calculation. 

�� In order to simulate realistic outcomes, a feasible 

apartment building should contain a mix of apartment 

types appropriate to the scale and type of development, 

such that it would be deemed to be marketable as 

compared to similar developments, as this impacts on 

floorplate efficiency and site coverage. 

�� Commercial and residential programs are co-located 

such that their uses do not impede on each other in a 

prohibitive manner, or are capable of being designed in 

detail to avoid this. 

�� Some discretion is to be provided in some cases 

regarding setbacks, streetwall heights and building 

separation in order to allow designers to respond to 

each site’s unique context and conditions.



P6

16

17

18

19

Expert Witness Statement 21 June 2019

Expert opinion

regarding the 

mandatory 

FAR combined 

with preferred 

height control

Based on the testing undertaken, the mandatory FAR 

combined with preferred height control is workable from 

an architectural perspective to the extent that it makes it 

possible to design buildings that appear to provide high-

amenity housing, meet the overall and precinct-specific 

Design Recommendations of the West Melbourne Structure 

Plan 2018 (P40, included in appendix 1, and P86, 97, 107 

and 117, included in appendix 2), and negotiate developer 

interests such as yield maximisation without penalty.

The experience of working with the controls from an 

architectural perspective was highly positive, allowing 

for design flexibility to respond to context with good 

architectural, sustainability, and urban design principles 

while providing certainty on yield expectations to remove 

yield maximisation as a key driver of built form.

For many sites tested, the controls appear to encourage 

outcomes that offer better internal apartment amenity 

and urban design outcomes compared to those expected 

in the absence of such controls (which can tend towards 

maximum site coverage at the expense of amenity).

An example of this in the Flagstaff precinct is illustrated in 

Site 2, Option A in the West Melbourne Built Form Control 

Testing report (P105—108) where a neighbouring tower to 

the north limits views, solar access and daylight amenity 

to the site. Under the controls it is possible to orient all 

primary outlooks West and South to towards primary 

streets which can provide better amenity to potential 

residents and subsequently provide more easily marketable 

housing for developers. The area of the site which would 

otherwise be occupied by potentially undesirable, low-

amenity apartments is able to be left for open space that 

provides communal space for residents as well as daylight 

and ventilation amenity without borrowing from other 

sites. Without the FAR control, a developer would be 

incentivised by financial profit to occupy this area with 
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built form. The outcome is able to respond effectively 

to the relevant specific design recommendations of the 

Flagstaff precinct (West Melbourne Structure Plan 2018, 

P97) included in Appendix 4, notably in stepping down 

to a lower scale interface to the northern laneway. and in 

its flexibility to accommodate generous floor-to-ceiling 

heights, particularly on ground and level 1, to provide 

adaptable spaces for a range of uses. 

An example in the Spencer precinct is illustrated in Site 4, 

Option A (P121—123) where the controls encourage the site 

to be broken into a collection of mid-rise buildings with 

a range of streetwall heights responding to the character 

of the site, with rear setbacks and light courts that ensure 

high internal amenity that does not compromise, and is not 

compromised by, neighbouring developments. The controls 

also support a high amount of open space with deep soil 

planting to improve ground permeability. The outcome 

is able to respond effectively to the relevant specific 

design recommendations of the Spencer precinct (West 

Melbourne Structure Plan 2018, P86) included in Appendix 

4, notably in providing some taller built form to King St and 

in expanding the laneway network through setbacks and 

the provision of open spaces. Note that in diagram form 

the built form may appear monolithic, however in detail this 

site is imagined as a series of diverse buildings with greater 

variation than possible to illustrate in basic massing. 

An example in the Adderley precinct is illustrated in Site 

8, Option A (P150—152) where the controls encourage the 

retention of an existing warehouse on this site which is 

able to provide the mandatory commercial floor area while 

offering a sense of character to the development itself as 

well as the neighbourhood streetscape, seen as beneficial 

to both speculative developers and the broader city. The 

outcome is able to respond effectively to the relevant 

specific design recommendations of the Adderley precinct 
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(West Melbourne Structure Plan 2018, P107) included in 

Appendix 4, notably in contributing to the creation of a 

low-mid scale precinct that responds to heritage/character 

form and scale.

An example in the Station precinct is illustrated in Site 

10, Option A (P165—167) where the controls encourage 

the site to be broken up into one primarily residential 

building with active ground floor interfaces, and one 

primarily commercial building which is located to shield 

the residential building from a busy road interface which 

would otherwise provide compromised residential 

outlook. The ability to vary the height of the residential 

building streetwall is indicated by stepping down to the 

North in response to the scale of the existing adjacent 

building, however the flexibility of the controls allows 

this modulation of height to be expressed at any point 

across the street frontages to provide articulation in 

otherwise large scale buildings. The outcome is able 

to respond effectively to the relevant specific design 

recommendations of the Station precinct (West Melbourne 

Structure Plan 2018, P117) included in Appendix 4, notably 

in contributing to a medium density precinct in its scale, 

and in having the flexibility to provide generous floor-to-

floor heights to allow for future adaptation.

The combination of specific FAR figures and discretionary 

height limits prescribed to each precinct in West 

Melbourne were found to be workable and achievable with 

only one site (Site 5) posing some difficulty in reaching 

the maximum FAR. This occurred because the scale and 

constraints of the site (mid-block with 2 outward aspects) 

required multiple buildings to have primary outlooks facing 

each other, requiring significant building separation, forcing 

large areas of the site to be unable to accommodate built 

form. In this case it was recommended to potentially 

consider further testing with considerations including 

22
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increasing the discretionary height limit to limited areas of 

the site such as the centre where they might have the least 

impact on other sites and streets.

In all other testing scenarios, the combination of specific 

FAR figures and discretionary height limits prescribed were 

neither deemed to be excessively high to the extent that 

poor urban design or apartment amenity outcomes would 

be resorted to in order to achieve the maximum allowable 

gross floor area (GFA); or excessively low to the extent that 

they would result in small building footprints that eroded 

desired streetwall enclosure or street activity.

As founding director of a practice passionate about 

environmental sustainability, the potential for buildings 

designed under the controls to provide exceptional 

sustainability outcomes was found to be particularly 

exciting and promising, notably, the flexibility of site 

planning allowing primary aspects to be oriented for 

improved solar access to improve passive heating and 

cooling; the ability to introduce large courtyards and 

generous building separation to enable cross-flow 

ventilation and good access to daylight; and the ability to 

provide large areas of deep soil planting to help relieve 

issues such as stormwater management, Urban Heat Island 

Effect, and loss of biodiversity.

The potential for buildings designed under the controls 

to encourage vibrant, social streetscapes that foster 

community was also found to be highly aspirational, 

notably through the provision of highly walkable, 

permeable pedestrian environments supported by 

activated through-site links; publicly accessible open space 

in the form of small parks such as in the Heller St Park 

and Residences by Six Degrees Architects in Brunswick, 

Victoria; human-scale interfaces that encourage passive 

surveillance and interaction between building residents and 

24
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pedestrians through retaining proximity to the ground via 

the preferred building heights, especially in the Spencer, 

Adderley and Station precincts.

Based on the testing undertaken, the mandatory minimum 

non-accommodation floor area (nominated as commercial 

use which may take the form of offices, hospitality, 

retail, etc.) was deemed to be a simple and efficacious 

mechanism to mandate the inclusion of program that 

may introduce street life activity and provide places for 

employment where there may otherwise be no incentive 

for a developer to do so. Without this control, and without 

any additional incentive, the inclusion of commercial 

floor area is typically limited to as little as possible as 

commercial net saleable area is often sold at a lower 

square metre rate than residential net saleable area.

From an architectural perspective, the mandatory non-

accommodation floor area was found to be easy to deploy 

as the potential for a wide variety of commercial uses 

meant it was simply able to be located on levels above 

ground within the envelope of the typical floor plan so 

long as it could feasibly be leased (as office, studio, light 

manufacturing, arts space, etc.). Beyond this, to the benefit 

of the developer, this mandatory area was able to be 

located on parts of site less suited to residential use due to 

less onerous constraints regarding orientation, outlook and 

floorplate depth compared to residential use.

On larger sites, the FAR control allowed the non-

accommodation floor area to be consolidated in the form 

of a separate multi-storey commercial building as seen in 

Site 4, Option B (P126—128), in a similar manner to that 

described in Site 10 above, with the benefit of clearly 

separating access and circulation between residential and 

commercial program while still benefiting from a diversity 

of uses on the site.

Expert opinion

regarding the 

mandatory 

minimum non-

accommodation 

floor area

27
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On smaller sites such as Site 11 (P173—175) which may 

appear to have difficulty incorporating this area, the 

controls were found to be adaptable enough to be 

workable, allowing the non-accommodation floor area 

to be deployed as a shallow sleeve of small commercial 

tenancies on the ground floor that could take the form of 

retail or hospitality spaces, and one level of commercial 

area on level one which could take the form of an office/

studio. The commercial areas illustrated here are seen as 

lease-able, high-amenity spaces which could work for a 

variety of uses. Broadly, the combination of commercial 

area and residential area on small sites is seen as 

achievable and potentially successful in bringing fine grain 

vitality to streets as seen in laneways in the Melbourne CBD 

such as Degraves St.

30
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Beginning in May 2019, Breathe Architecture was asked to 

produce a document titled ‘Further Modelling’ which: 

�� clarified some of the assumptions made when carrying 

out the modelling in my earlier report ‘West Melbourne 

Built Form Control Testing’ [5 October 2018] 

�� contained additional modelling primarily that I 

completed at council’s request in preparation for the 

Panel hearing in relation to Amendment C309.

The additional modelling was carried out in the same 

way as the initial modelling, as set out in my earlier 

report. For the additional modelling, I was asked to use 

FARs and discretionary heights different to those in the 

exhibited Amendment C309, for the purposes of testing. 

The FAR and building height limit in ‘site data’ for each 

modelling exercise are the modelled controls, rather than 

the exhibited controls. The sites tested in this additional 

modelling work are indicated on the map attached in 

appendix 3.

Note that where modelling does not comply with the 

Amendment C309 proposed controls, including where the 

streetwall height exceeds the range outlined in the design 

recommendations, testing illustrates that in order for it to 

be possible to reach the new maximum GFA (in compliance 

with the increased FARs) while achieving the design 

recommendations as per the earlier report, the streetwall 

height may need to increase above the preferred.

 

Additional 

Modelling

31
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For the additional testing in the Flagstaff precinct (P5—

14) the outcomes of increased FARs of 7:1 and 8:1 were 

all found to be workable to a base level of compliance,  

however the ability for the controls to encourage some 

significant design recommendations in the structure plan 

was seen to be compromised, notably in the ability to 

support courtyard buildings below 10 storeys with the 

benefits of cross-flow ventilation, open-space with deep 

root planting, human-scale street interfaces, and the ability 

to foster strong communities. It is noted, however, that the 

podium tower typology may be appropriate in some areas 

to the context of this precinct.

For the additional testing in the Spencer precinct on 

Site 4 (P15), the increased FAR of 5:1 was found to still 

support the design of a cluster of varied buildings with 

some internal courtyards and a large open space as seen 

in the Site 4 testing in the original report. With the 5:1 

FAR, while retaining a similar amount of site coverage, the 

residential buildings were all taken to 8 storeys to achieve 

the maximum FAR, failing to provide variation in building 

height in response to each interface. This could be avoided 

by increasing site coverage to allow greater flexibility in 

building height variation, however the quality of open 

space provided would be expected to decrease. Where it 

was easy to achieve both the design recommendations of 

providing varied building heights and providing significant 

open space with deep soil planting under the 4:1 FAR, 

under the 5:1 FAR, some design recommendations may 

need to be compromised in order to achieve others.

For the additional testing of a smaller site in the Spencer 

precinct (Site 16, P20—21) the controls resulted in small 

buildings that accommodated one apartment per level 

and did not encounter any difficulty in creating amenity 

within the site or locating program, including commercial 

tenancies.

Expert opinion

regarding 

additional 

modelling

36
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For the additional testing on Site 17 (P21—24), the 

9:1 FAR and 10:1 FAR tests produced 18 to 24 storey 

tower forms that, like the other tests in the Flagstaff 

precinct, are workable, but appear to compromise 

design recommendations concerning human-scaled 

neighbourhood environment. By contrast, the 6:1 FAR test 

appeared to be able to better respond to these.
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Fig 1

Fig 2

West Melbourne 

Structure Plan 

2018 (P42)

West Melbourne 

Structure Plan 

2018 (P45)
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Response to 

panel directions

16.a. the relationship between the proposed floor area 

ratios and the proposed building envelopes in each 

precinct/place. 

The precincts/places and their relevant proposed FARs and 

preferred heights can be identified in the following maps 

extracted from the West Melbourne Structure Plan 2018.
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Design and Development Overlays (DDOs)
It is proposed to introduce one new Design and 
Development Overlay in West Melbourne for the Spencer 
area, while amending the existing DDO29 to only relate to 
a part of the Adderley area. The controls in DDO28 which 
cover part of the Station Precinct area will be amended, as 
will the controls for DDO33 which covers the Flagstaff  area. 

There are no proposed changes to the built form controls to 
DDO32 which covers parts of the Station Precinct, Adderley 
and Historic Hilltop, or to the General Residential Zone 
which covers parts of Adderley and the Historic Hilltop. It is 
considered that the built form controls in DDO32 respond 
well to the context of the area and particularly the heritage 

buildings and overlay, while the maximum mandatory 
building height of 11 m in the General Residential Zone is 
appropriate given its largely fi ne grain character, low-rise 
buildings and that it is covered by Heritage Overlay 3.

The existing and proposed controls are shown in the table 
opposite (fi gure 2.5) and spatially in fi gures 2.6 and 2.7 on 
pages 44 and 45.

Figure 2.4:  Proposed and existing building heights in West Melbourne. 

16 storeys (proposed)
Preferred maximum building height 

10 storeys (proposed)
Preferred maximum building height 

8 storeys (proposed)
Preferred maximum building height

6 storeys (proposed)
Preferred maximum building height 

4 storeys (proposed)
Preferred maximum building height 

4 storeys (existing)
Mandatory building height 

3 storeys - Height of 11 m (existing)
Mandatory building height

3 storeys - Height of 10.5 m (existing) 
Mandatory building height

LA TROBE STREET

W
ILLIA

M
  STR

E

A

B
U

R
G

H
   

  S
T

R
E

E
T

D
R

Y
B

U
R

G
H

   
  S

T
R

E
E

T
Y

B
U

R
G

H
   

  S
T

R
E

E
T

Y
B

U
R

G
H

ST

ROSSLY
N   S

TREET

ROSSLY
N   S

TREE

ROSSLY
N   S

TREE

K
IN

G
   STR

EET

K
IN

G
   STR

EET

DUDLEY STREET

DUDLEY STREET

DUDLEY STREET

QUEEN 
VICTORIA 
MARKET

NORTH 
ELBOURNE MELMMMELB

TIONTATIOSTATTATTATIO

FLAGSTAFF
GARDENS

N

ACTIONS

DELIVER

Action 1: Prepare a planning scheme amendment to 
implement the relevant actions of the West Melbourne 
Structure Plan. 

• This will include the adoption of the built form 
controls and design recommendations.

Action 2: Improve the quality of urban design in West 
Melbourne through the review of Clause 22.17 Urban 
Design Outside the Capital City Zone in the Melbourne 
Planning Scheme.

West Melbourne Structure Plan 2018 45

 Figure 2.7: Proposed changes to the Design and Development Overlays in West Melbourne. 

DDO28 (Station Precinct)
Maximum fl oor area ratio 5:1

New DDO for Spencer
Maximum fl oor area ratio 4:1

DDO29 (Adderley)
Maximum fl oor area ratio 3:1

DDO32
No change from existing

DDO33 (Flagstaff )
Maximum fl oor area ratio 6:1

DDO31/34
No change from existing

General Residential Zone (GRZ)
No change from existing
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�� Flagstaff: the relationship between the 6:1 FAR and 

the 16 storey preferred height felt congruous and the 

most flexible of the four precincts with a diversity of 

forms that accommodated workable floorplates. While 

flexible, in no case was the relationship between the 

floor area ratio and preferred height so loose that, 

for example, an impractically slender tower could be 

placed in the middle of a completely open ground floor. 

Such an outcome would nonetheless be mediated by 

the structure plan design recommendations as well as 

developer interests such as floorplate efficiency and 

construction methodology. 

�� Spencer: the relationship between the 4:1 FAR and 

context dependent preferred heights felt congruous 

and sufficiently flexible, and only marginally tight in 

one specific case (Site 5, as mentioned earlier) where 

significant building separation was inevitable, resulting 

in inherently lower site coverage, resulting in some 

difficulty achieving the maximum FAR when all forms 

were taken to their maximum heights. On more typical 

sites, the relationship was not seen to be too tight such 

that it was not possible to achieve the maximum FAR 

within the preferred height without undesirably covering 

the entire site, or too loose such that built form could be 

distributed in a patchy manner that failed to align with 

the structure plan design recommendations. 

�� Adderley: the relationship between the 3:1 FAR and 

typical 4 storey preferred height felt congruous but of 

the four precincts was the least flexible. This, however, 

was not to any notable detriment to design outcomes. 

In almost all cases the 3:1 FAR was only achievable 

at 4 storeys which limited the ability to vary building 

heights across the site. Other design recommendations 

such as the provision of deep soil planting areas and 

the retention of heritage buildings were nonetheless 
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achievable and the creation of human-scaled street 

environments was seen to be inherent to the preferred 

heights. 

�� Station: the relationship between the 5:1 FAR and typical 

8 storey preferred height felt congruous and flexible 

with a similar level of flexibility to the Spencer precinct. 

No tests in this precinct produced any difficulty that 

suggested the relationship was unworkably tight or 

undesirably loose.
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 Design recommendations 
The following design recommendations are proposed 
for the Spencer, Flagstaff , Adderley (part of) and Station 
Precinct (part of) areas of West Melbourne in order to help 
deliver the vision. Additional design recommendations 
specifi c to each place are included in Part Three: Places.

The recommendations, including the guidance on 
interfaces, will help inform the proposed Design and 
Development Overlays for West Melbourne in the planning 
scheme amendment (see page 42 for more details). 

Design recommendations

To ensure development responds to the valued attributes of 
West Melbourne and contributes positively to the existing 
and future vision and character of each of the fi ve identifi ed 
places within West Melbourne - Spencer, Flagstaff , Adderley, 
Station Precinct and Historic Hilltop.

To provide for a largely mid-rise, human-scaled 
neighbourhood with a diverse range of building types with 
some higher built form in specifi ed areas.

To maintain and enhance the valued built and social heritage 
characteristics of West Melbourne and to ensure buildings 
retain their three dimensional form as viewed from the public 
realm to avoid ‘facadism’.

To ensure development responds appropriately to the 
hierarchy of main streets (Spencer Street, King Street, Dudley 
Street and La Trobe Street), local streets and laneways in its 
address, activation and management of services.

To achieve variable building heights, including street wall 
heights, that contribute positively to the specifi c character of 
each site.  

To encourage larger sites to be broken up into a series of 
smaller building forms that relate and contribute positively to 
their context and their historic urban grain. 

To ensure development appropriately considers the amenity 
impacts on neighbouring development and achieves a high 
standard of internal amenity within the development.

To ensure that new development respects the scale of 
adjoining residential and heritage buildings and does not 
overwhelm the existing building.

To ensure the consideration to minimise the impact of 
development on solar access to adjacent solar panels.

To encourage the retention of existing buildings of character 
(including non-heritage) and the reuse of existing materials in 
new developments.

To require developments to be set back from side and rear 
boundaries to ensure internal spaces receive adequate levels 
of daylight and privacy.

To support equitable development by ensuring primary 
outlook is secured to the street or within development sites.

To provide for fi ne grain adaptable tenancies within the lower 
levels of buildings. 

To provide a highly walkable neighbourhood with increased 
permeability and laneways through blocks.

To ensure development is adaptable to changes in future land 
use by requiring adequate fl oor to ceiling heights (above and 
below ground).

To encourage deep soil planting that increases permeability 
and supports tree planting in the private realm.

Appendix 1 21 June 2019

West Melbourne Structure Plan 2018 (P40), Overall Design Recommendations
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Photographs of Spencer: looking west along Rosslyn Street at brick buildings that refl ect the area’s history (left) and looking north-east 
along Stanley Street (right).

Interfaces

The proposed built form and density controls for Spencer 
will support new development to respond positively to 
important interfaces in the area. They include: 

• The interfaces of the main streets with taller built form 
along Spencer, King and Dudley Streets to help defi ne 
these streets.

• The interfaces of local east-west streets with lower built 
form heights of around 4-6 storeys.  

• Development along King Street should address the 
interface with Eades Park in terms of positively framing 
the open space. 

• The interfaces of Spencer with surrounding areas, 
particularly the lower rise heritage buildings along Roden 
Street and along Rosslyn Street (west of Spencer Street). 

• The interfaces of the heritage and brick warehouses that 
help characterise the Spencer area. 

• The need for active frontages throughout Spencer 
with a focus of active retail uses along Spencer Street 
and active uses (including some retail) along King and 
Dudley Streets. 

• The interface with the railway bridge over Dudley Street 
at the western edge of Spencer and the need to improve 
the quality and safety of the pedestrian and cycle 
connections to Docklands. 

Design recommendations for Spencer

The following design recommendations will be 
refl ected in the new Design and Development Overlay 
for Spencer:

To create a mid-rise precinct (largely of between three 
and eight storeys) of the highest design quality. Taller 
built form fronting the main streets of Spencer Street, 
King Street and Dudley Street. Development respects 
the scale of existing low rise residential and heritage 
buildings and its site layout, massing and built form.

To reinforce the role of Spencer Street as the active, 
safe and well-designed local high street of West 
Melbourne.

To reference the industrial history of the precinct 
through the adaptive reuse of heritage and character 
buildings and contemporary use of common materials 
such as red brick.

To expand the laneway network and ensure 
development frames the laneways to be positive 
additions to the public realm network.

To ensure developments are adaptable to diff erent uses 
by providing adequate fl oor to ceiling heights.

To create an active interface along Dudley Street and 
improve its amenity and connections with Docklands.

West Melbourne Structure Plan 2018 107

Design recommendations for Adderley 
(area covered by DDO32).

The following design recommendations will be refl ected 
in the revised Design and Development Overlay 
(DDO29) for Adderley:

To create a low-mid scale precinct (between two and 
six storeys) of the highest design quality with taller (six 
storey) development fronting Adderley Street between 
Hawke Street and Dudley Street.

To ensure new development adequately responds to 
heritage through form, scale and materiality. 

To enforce a lower scale of development to the 
laneways and the activation of the laneway interface. 

To reinforce the role of Railway Place as an important 
pedestrian link between North Melbourne (future West 
Melbourne) station and Docklands, Arden and the 
Central City.

To ensure developments can accommodate diff erent 
uses over time by providing adequate fl oor to ceiling 
heights and active ground fl oor uses. 

Proposed density and built form controls for 
Adderley

The proposed built form controls for Adderley seek to 
achieve high quality development that responds to site 
characteristics and context. It is expected that qualitative 
design recommendations will be met within these 
development envelopes. 

A minimum employment fl oor area ratio of 0.5:1 will ensure 
that Adderley continues to incorporate a mix of uses and 
off er employment opportunities.

The following built form controls are proposed in Adderley 
through a revised DDO29 (see fi gure 3.22):

• A maximum fl oor area ratio (FAR) of 3:1.

• A preferred maximum building height of 6 storeys 
fronting Adderley Street between Hawke Street and 
Dudley Street.

• A preferred maximum building height of 4 storeys 
elsewhere in Adderley. 

• Minimum fl oor-to-ceiling height of 3.3 m for 
non-residential uses or 4 m if ground fl oor.

There are no proposed changes to the built form controls 
that apply to DDO32 (a mandatory maximum building 
height of 14 metre) or the mandatory height control of 11 m 
in the area covered by the General Residential Zone. 

Image. Hawke Street in the Adderley area.
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Design recommendations for Flagstaff 

The following design recommendations will be 
refl ected in the revised Design and Development 
Overlay (DDO33) for Spencer:

To create a precinct with variable building heights 
between six and 16 storeys.

To ensure new development adequately responds to 
heritage buildings through materiality, scale and form. 

To ensure development contributes to the amenity of, 
and outlook from, Flagstaff  Gardens and St James’ Old 
Cathedral. 

To deliver a lower scale of development to the laneways 
and the activation of the laneway interface.

To ensure developments are adaptable to diff erent 
uses by providing adequate / generous fl oor to ceiling 
heights.

Proposed density and built form controls for 
Flagstaff 

Proposed built form controls for Flagstaff  seek to 
achieve high quality development that responds to site 
characteristics and support the local context. It is expected 
that qualitative design recommendations will be met within 
these development envelopes. 

A maximum fl oor area ratio of 6:1 will provide certainty for 
the development community around the yield that can be 
expected on a site, while also allowing fl exibility to deliver 
high quality built form outcomes. 

A street wall height range will allow for appropriate sites to 
be developed at a higher intensity while retaining a lower 
overall height when appropriate. The proposed controls 
will allow for diff erent built form typologies rather than the 
typical podium tower common in Flagstaff . 

A minimum employment fl oor area ratio of 1:1 will 
ensure that this precinct continues to off er employment 
opportunities, taking advantage of its proximity to the 
central city and improvements to public transport on 
Spencer Street. 

The following built form controls are proposed in Flagstaff  
(see fi gure 3.14 and 3.15):

• Maximum fl oor area ratio (FAR) of 6:1

• Preferred maximum building height of 16 storeys

• Street wall height range between 3 and 10 storeys

• Ground fl oor setback of 3 m from the laneway centre line

• Minimum 6 m setback above the podium from laneways 
and all side and rear boundaries

• Minimum 3 m setback above the podium from front 
boundary

• Minimum fl oor-to-ceiling height of 3.3 m for 
non-residential uses or 4m if ground fl oor.

Images: Flagstaff  area.
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Design recommendations for Station Precinct 
(for area covered by DDO28)

New developments in Station Precinct must respond 
to the following specifi c design recommendations: 

To create a medium density precinct (between four and 
eight storeys) of the highest design quality.

To generate activity around North Melbourne (future 
West Melbourne) Station by including non-residential 
uses. 

To encourage the adaptation of former industrial 
buildings.

To provide adequate fl oor-to-fl oor heights to ensure 
developments can be adapted to diff erent uses.

To maximise passive surveillance around North 
Melbourne (future West Melbourne) Station and 
Railway and Miller Reserve. 

Proposed built form controls - Station Precinct

Proposed built form controls for Station Precinct seek to 
achieve high quality development outcomes that respond 
to site characteristics and context. It is expected that 
qualitative design recommendations will be met within 
these development envelopes. 

Developments will be required to adequately transition in 
height to neighbouring 14 m DDO32 area (see fi gure 3.31).

A maximum fl oor area ratio of 5:1 will create a mid-rise 
precinct around the station. The FAR control will create 
certainty for the community and reduce speculative 
development in the precinct.  

A minimum employment fl oor area ratio will ensure that 
this precinct continues to off er employment opportunities, 
taking advantage of its excellent connections to public 
transport and relationship to the Arden-Macaulay 
employment precinct.

The following built form controls are proposed in Station 
Precinct DDO28 (see fi gure 3.31):

• Maximum fl oor area ratio (FAR) 5:1

• Minimum employment fl oor area ratio (FAR) 1:1

• Preferred maximum building height 8 storeys 

• Street wall height range between 4 and 8 storeys

• Ground fl oor setback of 3 m from the laneway centre line

• Minimum fl oor-to-ceiling height of 3.3 m for 
non-residential uses or 4 m if ground fl oor. 

There are no proposed changes to the built form controls 
that apply to DDO32.

Images. The Station Precinct area.
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Sites for additional modelling

1

2
3

4

5

6

13

17

16

1 496-501 La Trobe St

2 404-418 Spencer St

3 42-48 Batman St

4 92-94 Rosslyn St, 523-527 King St, 511-521 King St, 501-509 King St

5 62-80 Stanley St

6 103-113 Stanley St

13 300 Dudley St

16 495 Spencer St

17 60-80 Adderley St
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Full report 
‘Further Modelling’
on following pages

21 June 2019









Minimum building separation (measured from property boundary)

Living/Main balcony 
outlook to boundary line

Bedroom outlook to 
boundary line

Up to 4 storeys/12 metres 6 metres 3 metres

5-8 storeys/up to 25 metres 9 metres 4.5 metres

9+ storeys/over 25 metres 12 metres 6 metres

Minimum building separation

Living/Main 
balcony 
outlook to 
Living/Main 
balcony 
outlook 

Bedroom 
outlook to 
bedroom 
outlook 

Living/Main 
balcony 
outlook to 
bedroom 
outlook

Living/Main 
balcony 
outlook to 
no outlook

Bedroom 
outlook to 
no outlook

Up to 4 
storeys/12 
metres

12 metres 6 metres 9 metres 6 metres 3 metres

5-8 storeys/
up to 25 
metres

18 metres 9 metres 13.5 metres 9 metres 4.5 metres

9+ storeys/
over 25 
metres

24 metres 12 metres 18 metres 12 metres 6 metres










































