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INDEPENDENT PLANNING PANEL  

APPOINTED BY THE MINISTER FOR PLANNING  

PLANNING PANELS VICTORIA 

IN THE MATTER of Amendment C308 to the Melbourne Planning Scheme  

 

BETWEEN: 

MELBOURNE CITY COUNCIL 
Planning Authority 

-and- 

VARIOUS SUBMITTERS 

 

AFFECTED LAND: Land generally within the Central City and Southbank  
 

PART A SUBMISSION OF THE PLANNING AUTHORITY 

I. OVERVIEW 

1. The Melbourne City Council (Council) is the Planning Authority for Amendment C308 to 

the Melbourne Planning Scheme (Scheme). This Part A submission is made in accordance 

with the Panel’s Directions dated 5 February 2019. 

2. In addition to this Part A submission, Council will on the first 6 days of the hearing: 

(a) lead a tour of selected sites in the Central City and Southbank; 

(b) provide a presentation on the background to Amendment C308 from Andy Fergus, 

urban designer at Council; 

(c) call evidence from the following witnesses: 

(i) Simon McPherson of Global South – (Urban Design); 

(ii) Daniel Soussan of Tract Consultants Pty Ltd (Planning); 

(iii) Nick Adams of Arup (Service Engineer); 

(iv) Koos De Keijzer of DKO (Architecture); 

(v) Shelley Penn of Shelley Penn Architecture (Architecture); 
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(vi) Andrew Spencer of SGS Economics & Planning (Economics) 

(d) present a Part B submission. 

3. This Part A submission provides an overview of: 

(a) the background to Amendment C308; 

(b) a chronology of events; 

(c) the strategic context and assessment of Amendment C308; 

(d) the identification of the issues raised in submissions and responses to these issues; 

(e) the changes to Amendment C308 documentation proposed as a result of the issues 

raised in submissions; 

(f) the Minister’s Directions. 

II. AMENDMENT C308 

4. Amendment C308 is a significant and necessary step by Council to improve the quality of 

urban design in private developments within the Central City and Southbank, and is the first 

comprehensive review of urban design policies in the Scheme since 1999.  

5. Significant increases have occurred in population growth and development across the 

Central City and Southbank over the past thirty years. Amendment C308 seeks to improve 

the quality of urban design in the Central City and Southbank by consolidating urban design 

planning policy in the Scheme and delivering an improved streamlined regulatory 

framework.  Amendment C308 will support existing Council processes such as expert 

design reviews and operate alongside other Council initiatives to promote good urban 

design through advocacy, training and design competition.   

6. Amendment C308 implements the recommendations of the Synthesis Report: Promoting High 

Quality Urban Design Outcomes in the Central City and Southbank, January 2018 (Synthesis 

Report),1 by proposing to make the following changes to the Scheme: 

(a) Deleting Clause 22.01 Urban Design within the Capital City Zone (Clause 22.01),2 and 

translating the policies of this clause into Schedule 1 of Clause 43.02 Design and 

                                                      
1
 Red Folder, volume 1, tab 1. 

2
 Red Folder, volume 2, tab 7 
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Development Overlay (proposed DDO1); 

(b) Deleting Schedule 4 (Weather Protection – Capital City Zone) to Clause 43.02 Design 

and Development Overlay3 and incorporating the provisions of this Schedule into the 

proposed DDO1; 

(c) Replacing Schedule 1 to Clause 43.02 Design and Development Overlay (Active Street 

Frontages) with the proposed DDO1.  

(d) The proposed DDO1 consolidates many of the urban design policies and controls 

that currently apply to the Central City and Southbank into one DDO, and includes 

design objectives, design requirements and design outcomes to guide the delivery of a 

high standard of urban design, architecture and landscape architecture around the 

following design elements: 

(i) Urban Structure 

(ii) Site Layout 

(iii) Building Mass 

(iv) Building Program 

(v) Public Interfaces 

(vi) Design Detail 

The proposed DDO1 includes as a decision guideline, the Central Melbourne Design 

Guide (Design Guide),4 which provides developers, planning practitioners and 

members of the public with an illustrated guide showing how the design objectives, 

design requirements and design outcomes of the proposed DDO1 can be achieved.5 

(e) Amending planning scheme maps to reflect these changes6. 

 

                                                      
3
 Red Folder, volume 2, tab 9. 

4
 Red Folder. Volume 1, tab 1. 

5
 If the Design Guide is retained as a reference document, it may be appropriate to include it in the list of Reference 

Documents in Clause 21.17. 
6
 When Amendment C308 was exhibited Clause 61.03 (What does this Scheme Consist of?) represented the relevant clause 

of the Scheme that set out the maps comprising part of the Scheme. This clause ceased to exist in the Scheme upon the 

coming into effect of Amendment VC148, with the content relocated to Clause 72.03. The panel preferred version of the 

amendment documentation has been updated to reflect this change accordingly. 
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7. Amendment C308 affects land generally within the Central City and Southbank as described 

in the Explanatory Report7 and as depicted in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Map of land in the Hoddle Grid and in Southbank that will be included in the  

  proposed DDO1 (areas affected by Amendment C308) 

 

 

 

                                                      
7
 Red Folder, volume 1, tab 1. 
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III. RATIONALE AND BACKGROUND WORK THAT INFORMED 

AMENDMENT C308 

A. COUNCIL’S ANNUAL PLAN AND RELEVANT BACKGROUND  

8. Council has invested significantly over the past 20 years to improve the quality of 

Melbourne’s streets and public spaces. 

9. The Central City and Southbank has long been viewed as the cultural and economic heart of 

Melbourne. Melbourne’s buildings, streets and open spaces are the elements of the City that 

make it appealing. Individually, the careful design and execution of these elements in 

Melbourne’s urban environment are very important; however it is also the cumulative effect 

of these elements which has a significant impact on the experience of the City.  

10. In response to the dramatic increase in the density, quantity and scale of development 

within the Central City and Southbank, the Department of Environment, Land, Water and 

Planning (DELWP) introduced interim planning controls in September 2015 under 

Amendment C262; becoming permanent controls in November 2016 under Amendment 

C270.8  

11. Amendment C270 made a number of significant changes to the Scheme:  it established two 

types of precincts in the Central City and Southbank – the Special Character Areas and the 

General Development Area; it also included building separation requirements, revised 

overshadowing and wind requirements and introduced a floor area ratio and uplift 

requirements as well as a number of mandatory and discretionary height controls.9 

12. Prior to this important planning policy shift, there had been no significant update of the 

planning controls guiding urban design in the Central City since the late 1990s. 

13. Clause 22.01 is the current policy that guides decisions on planning permit applications for 

land within Schedules 1 (Outside the Retail Core), 2 (Retail Core) and 3 (Southbank) to 

Clause 37.04 Capital City Zone (Clause 37.04 or CCZ).  The last two reviews of the Scheme 

undertaken by Council have identified a need to review this policy, to ensure that it is 

delivering urban design outcomes that support Melbourne’s celebrated livability.10  

                                                      
8
 Green Folder, Volume 1, tab 1. 

9
 Red Folder, Volume 2, tab 9. 

10
 For the 2014 review report, see Green folder, volume 2, tab 4;  for the 2018 review report, see Green folder, volume 2, tab 

5.  
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14. Council has a commitment to design and plan for its community by delivering safe, healthy 

and high-quality public spaces. Goal 1 of the Council Plan 2013-2017 is: 

We support our community members – whatever their age, sex, physical ability, socio-economic status, 
sexuality or cultural background – to feel like they can be active, healthy and valued. We plan and 
design for our growing city, including safe, healthy and high-quality public spaces.11 
 

15. The 2015-2016 Council Annual Plan and Budget set out the following initiative in service of 

Goal 1 of the Council Plan 2013-2017 

Review the Urban Design within the Capital City Zone policy.12 
 

16. To implement the above initiative of the 2015-2016 Council Annual Plan and Budget, the 

Council commenced a review of Clause 22.01 in August 2016. 

17. The conclusions drawn from this review are set out in the document prepared by Council 

staff Urban Design within the Capital City Zone Policy Review August 2016 (Urban Design 

Review); the review identified that further work was necessary to ensure that the existing 

suite of controls introduced by Amendment C270 was complemented by a transparent and 

robust policy framework. The report recommended that the following issues be investigated 

as part of this further work: 

(a) A new policy structure and content based on best practice. 

(b) Determination of the preferred approach with regard to Local Policy, Design and 

Development Overlays and/or other provisions. 

(c) Streamlined controls that complement Amendment C270 and focus on the qualitative 

experience of the city. 

(d) Rationalisation of urban design provisions in the Scheme more broadly. 

(e) A process which seeks to engender a stronger urban design culture to complement the 

provisions in the Scheme. 

18. The 2016-2017 Council Annual Plan and Budget set out the following initiative in service of 

Goal 1 of the Council Plan 2013-2017: 

                                                      
11

 Council Plan 2013-2017, p.6. 
12

 2015-2016 Council Annual Plan and Budget, p.25. 

https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/council-plan-2013-17.pdf
https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/annual-plan-budget-2015-16.pdf
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“Engage with the Victorian Government’s Central City Built Form Review, consider its outcomes 

and determine any further necessary Council actions to continue to improve urban design outcomes.”13 

B. THE SYNTHESIS REPORT 

19. Prompted by the findings of the Urban Design Review and to implement the above initiative 

of the 2016-2017 Council Annual Plan and Budget, Council undertook the following research; 

(a) a review of the Scheme to determine the full suite of levers within the current policy 

framework;  

(b) a review of relevant determinations of the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal 

(VCAT) relating to planning permit applications in the Central City and Southbank; 

(c) a review of internal processes in the assessment of development applications;  

(d) a workshop with industry experts involved in responding to client briefs; and  

(e) a national and international benchmarking study.  

20. This research highlighted the need to take a holistic approach to addressing the quality of 

urban design in the Central City and Southbank, by incorporating the policies of the current 

Clause 22.01, and the requirements of Schedule 1 (Active Street Frontages) and Schedule 4 

(Weather Protection – Capital City Zone) to Clause 43.02 Design and Development Overlay, that 

address separate aspects of urban design, into a new Schedule to Clause 43.02 Design and 

Development Overlay, supported by pictorial design guidelines to show how the planning 

scheme requirements can be achieved. 

21. The Synthesis Report which brings together the substantial research and analysis of existing 

issues in relation to urban design outcomes within the Central City and Southbank 

conducted by Council, sets out the following key recommendations that informed the 

preparation of Amendment C308: 

(a) Amendments to the Scheme to consolidate existing fragmented policy and overlays 

into a single Design and Development Overlay Schedule 1 with a focus on urban 

design in order to provide clarity and certainty to applicants, development planners, 

decision makers and the community. The preparation of the proposed DDO1 under 

Amendment C308 is described in greater detail below. 

                                                      
13

 2016-2017 Council Annual Plan and Budget, p.24. 

https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/sitecollectiondocuments/annual-plan-budget-2016-17.pdf
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(b) Introduction of a Central Melbourne Design Guide document which provides a visual 

aid to assist in the interpretation of the Design and Development Overlay and increase 

the understanding of the Council’s expectations regarding design quality. The 

preparation of the Design Guide is described in greater detail below. 

22. In addition to the above key recommendations that have informed the preparation of 

Amendment C308, the Synthesis Report sets out the following additional recommendations:  

(a) Introduction of a revised Council Design Review Process for major projects in order 

to provide timely and high quality advice on major projects. 

(b) Investigation of the opportunities for a Competitive Design Policy which requires the 

undertaking of Design Competitions to achieve design excellence in major projects.  

C. PREPARATION OF AMENDMENT C308 DDO1 FOR EXHIBITION 

23. The primary recommendation of the Synthesis Report, was the preparation of a new 

Schedule to the Design and Development Overlay that consolidates all extant fragmented 

planning controls and policies within the Scheme into one control. 

24. The Synthesis Report sets out the rationale behind Council’s decision to prepare a new 

schedule to Clause 43.02 Design and Development Overlay (DDO or Clause 43.02), instead of 

an updated or revised local planning policy for urban design. One of the pieces of research 

that informed this decision was the ‘legal review’ carried out during the preparation of the 

Synthesis Report, the results of which are summarised in the section of the report 

discussing the relative strength of policy when tested at VCAT:14 

A ‘Legal review’ was undertaken of a series of 9 key VCAT cases from 2011-2016 to ascertain 
when VCAT have identified weakness, strengths and/or deficiencies of urban design policy in the 
Melbourne Planning Scheme. 

The review revealed a broader problem with the use of a Local Policy to control preferred building 
envelopes and to direct specific outcomes. The Local Policy was described by Members as full of ‘overly 
vague and uncertain’ statements which did not provide clear guidance for the exercise of discretion. It 
was noted that numerous cases acknowledged the limitations of applying the provisions of Clause 
22.01 to the development of small sites, corner development and development which abutted existing 
conditions (such as high boundary walls) which differ from the condition sought by policy. Whilst this 
would not be a problem in the case of a mandatory provision, it was ineffective within a discretionary 
framework. This finding suggests that the policy did not adequately consider all potential site specific 
circumstances, for example on different street types. It is important to directly address the risk of poor 

                                                      
14

 Promoting High Quality Urban Design outcomes in the Central City and Southbank, Melbourne City Council, January 

2018 (p.19 – ‘Relative strength of policy when tested at VCAT’) 

https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.com-participate.files/1315/2998/7517/Amendment_C308_-_Synthesis_Report.pdf
https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.com-participate.files/1315/2998/7517/Amendment_C308_-_Synthesis_Report.pdf
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outcomes, when preparing a requirement for a preferred outcome. 

Where the Tribunal was required to make a decision between an acceptable urban design outcome or 
project viability (such as the ability to achieve a viable tower envelope), viability and consolidation 
objectives prevailed on balance. This reduced the ability to refuse tower applications on small sites 
which exhibited insufficient street setbacks, inadequate spatial separation or activation at ground level. 

Broadly, the audit found that Clause 22.01 had not delivered the urban design and built form 
outcomes sought by Council due to a range of factors including the limitations of Local Policy as a 
planning tool. The weight of a Local Policy was not considered sufficient to support the City of 
Melbourne’s grounds of refusal at the Tribunal. It was recommended that Council observe 
applications submitted under Amendment C270 to understand what outcomes result from this new 
regulatory regime. The legal review recommended that more specific requirements belong within a 
Design and Development Overlay, to ensure adequate weight was given to the City of Melbourne’s 
urban design expectations and requirements. 
 

25. The proposed DDO1 translates and consolidates the policies of Clause 22.01, and the 

requirements of Schedule 1 (Active Street Frontages) and Schedule 4 (Weather Protection – 

Capital City Zone) to Clause 43.02 in a streamlined format. 

26. One of the key components of the proposed DDO1 is its connection to the companion 

document, the Design Guide, which was prepared concurrently to assist with the 

application of the design objectives, design requirements and design outcomes sought by 

the proposed planning control. 

D. CENTRAL MELBOURNE DESIGN GUIDE 

27. The second primary recommendation of the Synthesis Report was the preparation of the 

Design Guide to provide a visual aid to assist in the application of the proposed DDO1 

under Amendment C308, and increase the understanding of the Council’s expectations 

regarding design quality. 

28. The Design Guide was prepared concurrently with the proposed DDO1 to implement the 

recommendations of the Synthesis Report, and includes the following précis of its intended 

purpose and use in the ‘How to Use this Guide’ section of the report15: 

The Central Melbourne Design Guide provides a resource to aid pre-application and application 
discussions between applicants and development planners. It also aims to assist urban designers in the 
preparation of clear and consistent design advice, as well as planning professionals with the assessment 
of development proposals. 

Importantly this Guide is not intended to prescribe template outcomes or erode the diversity of possible 
design approaches. The Guide instead establishes a clear vision and framework within which project 

                                                      
15

 Central Melbourne Design Guide, Melbourne City Council, 2018 (p.7 – ‘How to Use This Guide’) 

https://participate.melbourne.vic.gov.au/download_file/4083/1373
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proponents and their selected design practices can innovate. The implementation and day to day use of 
the Guide will continue to be supported by robust Design Review processes. 

The Guide mirrors the DDO1 structure, with Objectives, Outcomes and Requirements ordered into a 
series of six themes. The themes are structured in order of scale from the neighbourhood or precinct, 
down to the scale of building interfaces and design detail. The structure is as follows: 

• Urban structure 

• Site layout 

• Building mass 

• Building program 

• Public Interface 

• Design Detail 

In addition to Design Outcomes and Requirements, each of the six themes contain an ‘Avoid’ section 
at the conclusion of the chapter. The images within the Avoid section are intended to complement 
rather than duplicate the Design Requirements. These images, with supporting captions are designed 
to highlight outcomes that could undermine the quality of the public realm. 
 

E. DESIGN EXCELLENCE 

29. As part of the Year 4 Annual Plan Action 1.1.3 Urban Design in the Capital City Zone 

project in 2018, a raft of measures was proposed to elevate the quality of urban design 

outcomes including the preparation of the proposed DDO1, in addition to the illustrative 

Design Guide. Amendment C308 resulted from Annual Plan Action 1.1.3 and was endorsed 

by the Future Melbourne Committee on February 20, 2018, with the addition of minor 

amendments and the following recommendation: 

Request management to investigate further options for promoting design outcomes outside of the statutory 

planning system, including:  

1.7.1 Introducing a rating system for design and architectural quality of development proposals. 

1.7.2 Design awards. 

1.7.3 Design competitions. 

30. Following the recommendations of the Urban Design in the Capital City Zone project, the 

2019 Annual Plan Initiative (API 8.13) confirmed Council’s commitment to further the 

pursuit of high quality design in development through the following: 
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Extend City of Melbourne’s commitment to high quality urban design through advocacy, internal 
design review and investigation of design competitions on significant sites. 
 

31. The project aims to explore how a culture of design excellence can be promoted through a 

combination of regulation, incentives, advocacy and training. Complementing 

implementation of Amendment C308, this project aims to shift the focus from raising the 

bar on ‘everyday design’ toward promoting design excellence in private development. In this 

sense the project seeks to demonstrate a clear difference between ‘High Design Quality’ and 

‘Design Excellence’. 

32. Through the scoping phase, API 8.13 has subsequently been reframed as a ‘Design 

Excellence Strategy’, comprising a series of distinct but interrelated components which 

address advocacy, incentives, regulation and training as follows: 

(a) Advocacy, Training and Design Awards Program. 

(b) Internal Design Review Processes and establishment of CoM Design Review. 

(c) Design Competitions on Significant Sites. 

IV. AMENDMENT VC148 INTERACTION WITH AMENDMENT C308 

33. Amendment C308 was prepared and exhibited prior to the gazettal of Amendment VC148, 

which has since come into effect. 

34. Amendment VC148 was prepared by the Minister for Planning (Minister) and gazetted on 

31 July 2018. Amendment VC148 introduced changes to the Victorian Planning Provisions 

in all planning schemes across Victoria. 

35. The explanatory report16 for Amendment VC148 outlines the following description of why 

the amendment was required: 

The Victoria Planning Provisions have served Victoria well for a long time. However, increasing 
demands on the planning system and successive reforms have resulted in planning schemes that have 
grown considerably in size and complexity. The growth in complexity of planning schemes not only 
affects their efficiency and effectiveness, it also acts as a barrier to long-term change and the benefits 
that technology can deliver through more responsive and accessible planning services. 

The amendment implements part of the Victorian Government’s Smart Planning program reforms to 
simplify and modernise Victoria’s planning policy and rules. The 2017 Smart Planning discussion 
paper, Reforming the Victoria Planning Provisions included proposals to simplify and realign the 

                                                      
16

 Explanatory Report, Amendment VC148, Approved Gazetted 

https://stfpbsprodapp01.blob.core.windows.net/amendmentfiles/c06d480c-6c70-e811-a857-000d3ad11a22_1c7c2e70-afa9-4c05-8e24-5de871a27c90_VC148%20Explanatory%20Report%20Approval%20Gazetted.pdf
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VPP using the six principles of a modern planning scheme – digital first, user focused, consistent, 
proportional, land use focused and policy and outcome focused. 
 

36. Amendment VC148 made the following changes to the Scheme of relevance to 

Amendment C308: 

(a) Deleting the State Planning Policy Framework (SPPF) and replacing it with a new 

integrated Planning Policy Framework (PPF) in Clauses 10 to 19. It is noted that the 

strategic basis for Amendment C308 set out in section VII of this Part A submission 

has had regard to the current form of the State policies in the PPF. 

(b) Modifying and relocating the content of Clause 61.03 What does this Scheme Consist of? to 

Clause 72.03 What does this Planning Scheme Consist of? 

37. Amendment VC148 did not make changes to the Scheme that are of consequence to the 

proposed DDO1, or the proposed deletion of Clause 22.01, under Amendment C308. 

V. HISTORY OF PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENTS THAT HAVE 

INTRODUCED BUILT FORM CONTROLS IN THE HODDLE GRID AND IN 

SOUTHBANK 

A. AMENDMENT C171: SOUTHBANK17 

38. Amendment C171 to the Scheme was prepared by Council and gazetted on 20 June 2013. 

Amendment C171 applied to land within Southbank, as identified in the Southbank Structure 

Plan 2010, and included a mixture of rezoning, built form controls and parking controls. 

39. As outlined in the relevant explanatory report, Amendment C171 was prepared to guide the 

completion of Southbank’s urban renewal and implement the Southbank Structure Plan 

2010, following a 20 year period of development in the area. 

40. The explanatory report18 for Amendment C171 sets out the following description of why 

the amendment was required: 

In 2009-2010, the City of Melbourne embarked on a review of its MSS and simultaneously on a 
new Structure Plan for Southbank Both are built on the strategic perspective of Future Melbourne. 
Through the development of the Southbank Plan 2007 (a joint City of Melbourne / Victorian 
Government Plan) a number of shortcomings with the way the area was developing were identified. 
These included a generally poor quality public realm for pedestrians and a lack of street life activity. 

                                                      
17

 Green Folder, Volume 1, tab 7. 
18

 Explanatory Report, Amendment C171, Approved Gazetted 

https://stfpbsprodapp01.blob.core.windows.net/amendmentfiles/7eb3bf7c-6c70-e811-a858-000d3ad1181d_50c22190-9cf7-4e2a-b9f2-e0a88f3fa804_Melbourne%20C171%20Explanatory%20Report%20Approval%20Gazetted.pdf
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These issues, together with the area’s profile of rapid development, led the City of Melbourne to proceed 
with a new Structure Plan for Southbank and a Planning Scheme Amendment to implement the 
Structure Plan, as a matter of priority. 
 

41. Amendment C171 introduced new Schedule 60 (Southbank) which applied to the whole of 

Southbank. This was subsequently changed under Amendment C270 to Schedule 60 

(Special Character Areas – Built Form (Southbank)) to Clause 43.02 , which applied 

mandatory building heights to the Southbank Village (Area 6) and the interfacing land to the 

west of Southbank Village along Dodds Street between Grant and Coventry Streets (Area 

4B) where the 14 metre mandatory maximum height was retained. A mandatory maximum 

building height of 24 metres was applied to the Arts Centre, NGV International and 

Victorian College of the Arts sites. A discretionary 20 metre separation between towers was 

applied.  

42. Amendment C171 also introduced a number of new urban design provisions relating to 

design requirements for the location of new pedestrian links; internal amenity requirements 

in relation to privacy, daylight, sunlight and outlook; the amenity of the public realm in 

relation to sunlight, wind and sky views; active frontages to screen parking in podiums and 

active street frontages on all key pedestrian routes.  

43. The built form controls introduced by Amendment C171 were later updated by 

Amendment C220, gazetted on 22 April 2014, to introduce protections for vistas of the 

Shrine of Remembrance. 

B. AMENDMENT C240: BOURKE HILL  

44. Amendment C240 to the Scheme was prepared by the Minister and gazetted on 30 July 

2015. Amendment C240 applied to land in the Bourke Hill area in Melbourne, generally 

defined by Lonsdale Street to the north, Spring Street to the east, Little Collins Street to the 

south and Exhibition Street to the west. Amendment C240 included a mixture of built form 

controls and heritage protections. 

45. As outlined in the relevant explanatory report, Amendment C240 sought to introduce 

permanent controls following the introduction of interim mandatory height controls by the 

Minister via Amendment C237 (gazetted 27 June 2014). Amendments C237 and C240 were 

prepared in response to the perceived failure of the previous planning controls, which 

applied discretionary height controls, to achieve appropriate planning outcomes for the 

Bourke Hill precinct. 
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46. The explanatory report19 for Amendment C240 sets out the following description of why 

the amendment was required: 

The Bourke Hill area is identified in the Melbourne Planning Scheme as an important heritage area 
and a precinct which relies on a consistency of scale for its unique character. This is also recognised by 
Plan Melbourne Initiative 4.3 – Protect Unique City Precincts, which identifies that planning 
provisions will be implemented which introduce mandatory height controls in and around appropriate 
central city locations such as the Bourke Hill precinct. Recent planning applications for development 
within the Bourke Hill area, which significantly exceed the previous discretionary height limits, 
highlighted the need for a review of the built form controls to protect this important precinct of 
Melbourne, the Minister for Planning introduced interim mandatory height controls via Melbourne 
Planning Scheme C237. The amendment ensures the long term protection of the unique character of 
Bourke Hill, high quality public realm amenity attributes, the view lines to and from Parliament 
House, the visual prominence of a number of significant heritage buildings, as well as the precinct’s 
heritage significance generally. 
 

47. Amendment C240 introduced Schedule 62 (Special Character Areas – Built Form (Bourke 

Hill)) to Clause 43.02 to the Scheme, which applied mandatory and discretionary height 

controls to the Bourke Hill area, altered the boundaries of HO 500 (Bourke Hill Precinct) in 

the Schedule to Clause 43.01 Heritage Overlay, and made other related changes to the Scheme. 

48. The Panel that considered Amendment C240 found that there was “strong policy support 

for protection of heritage places, protection of the visual quality of and sunlight availability 

to the public realm, including laneways, and regulation of the scale of development in the 

Bourke Hill precinct”. The Panel recommended adoption of Amendment C240 as 

exhibited, subject to a number of relatively minor or technical changes.20 

C. AMENDMENT C245: QUEEN VICTORIA MARKET PRECINCT RENEWAL 

49. Amendment C245 to the Scheme was prepared by Council and gazetted on 31 August 2017. 

Amendment C245 applied to land in the Queen Victoria Market area in Melbourne, 

generally defined by Victoria Street to the north, Therry Street and Queen Street to the east, 

Franklin Street to the south and Peel Street to the west. It included several properties to the 

east side of Therry and Queen Street immediately opposite the Queen Victoria Market. 

Amendment C245 included a mixture of rezoning and built form controls. 

50. As outlined in the relevant explanatory report, Amendment C245 was prepared to guide the 

development of the Queen Victoria Market (QVM) Precinct in accordance with the Queen 

                                                      
19

 Explanatory Report, Amendment C240, Approved Gazetted 
20

 Panel Report, Melbourne Planning Scheme Amendment C240 – Bourke Hill, 4 May 2015, pp iii-iv, vi-x. 

https://stfpbsprodapp01.blob.core.windows.net/amendmentfiles/b3d6ab7f-6c70-e811-a857-000d3ad11148_12133f8d-d8b4-49f0-8db0-3ce12c05e141_Melbourne%20C240%20Explanatory%20Report%20Approval%20Gazetted.pdf
https://stfpbsprodapp01.blob.core.windows.net/amendmentfiles/b3d6ab7f-6c70-e811-a857-000d3ad11148_3bca937d-7e2e-47e4-88bd-1f802120dee0_Melbourne%20C240%20Panel%20Report.pdf
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Victoria Market Precinct Renewal Master Plan.21 

51. The explanatory report22 for Amendment C245 sets out the following description of why 

the amendment was required: 

The City of Melbourne has developed a masterplan for the QVM Precinct, to set a positive agenda 
for conserving the heritage significance and character of the QVM, whilst meeting the contemporary 
needs of traders, shoppers and a growing City. 

The Amendment is required to implement a revised framework of planning controls that facilitates the 
principles established in the masterplan, safeguards the future of the QVM and enhances it 
surrounds. 
 

52. Amendment C245 rezoned the QVM carpark area, to Public Park and Recreation Zone, 

redrew the boundary of Schedule 14 (Queen Victoria Market Area) to the DDO to exclude 

land to the immediate south of the Queen Victoria Market “M” shed, and applied in its 

place a new Schedule 11 (Queen Victoria Market Precinct) to Clause 43.04 Development Plan 

Overlay incorporating a vision and design requirements for development of that land. The 

redrawn Schedule 14 to the DDO was revised to include discretionary height requirements 

to achieve built form outcomes consistent with the scale and built form of the historic 

Queen Victoria Market. 

D. AMENDMENT C262: INTERIM CENTRAL CITY BUILT FORM CONTOLS 

53. On 5 September 2015, the State government published a media release advising that the 

government had, 

…embarked on the first overhaul of Melbourne’s CBD planning since the late 1990s, to ensure the 
city maintains its character and celebrated livability.23 
 

54. Amendment C262, prepared by the Minister and gazetted on 4 September 2015, applied to 

land in the Central City (Hoddle Grid) and Southbank, and introduced interim controls that 

made a suite of changes to the Scheme, including by: 

(a) Amending the Schedule 1 (Outside the Retail Core) and Schedule 2 (Retail Core) to 

the CCZ to introduce mandatory controls to limit overshadowing to identified public 

spaces, and introduce wind analysis application requirements. 

                                                      
21

 Queen Victoria Market Precinct Renewal Plan, endorsed by Melbourne City Council on 28 July 2015 
22

 Explanatory Report, Amendment C245, Approved Gazetted 
23

 See media release “New Era for Melbourne’s Central City Planning”, 5 September 2015 

https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/qvm-precinct-renewal-master-plan.pdf
https://stfpbsprodapp01.blob.core.windows.net/amendmentfiles/5999d704-6c70-e811-a857-000d3ad11148_ed842a03-06af-4bcc-81f9-b41becccdefd_Melbourne%20C245%20Explanatory%20Report%20Approval%20Gazetted.pdf
https://www.premier.vic.gov.au/new-era-for-melbournes-central-city-planning/
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(b) Amending Schedule 3 (Southbank) to the CCZ to introduce mandatory controls to 

limit overshadowing to the Shrine of Remembrance and its northern forecourt. 

(c) Amending Schedule 2 (Height Controls – Capital City Zone), Schedule 7 (Former 

Fishmarket Site Northbank), Schedule 40 (River Environs), Schedule 60 (Southbank) 

and Schedule 62 (Bourke Hill) to the DDO to change discretionary height controls to 

mandatory height controls. 

(d) Inserting a new Schedule 10 (General Development Area – Built Form) to the DDO 

to apply mandatory podium height and setback requirements with a discretionary site 

plot ratio control to the remainder of the Amendment C262 area, and include 

provisions to allow reconstructed and replacement buildings and transitional 

provisions for current applications; 

(e) Amending Clause 22.01 and Clause 22.02 Sunlight to Public Spaces for consistency with 

the revised shadowing controls and built form controls of DDO10; 

(f) Amending the Schedule to Clause 66.04 to make the Council a Recommending 

Referral Authority for applications for development with a gross floor area exceeding 

25,000 square metres, for which the Minister is the responsible authority, within 

Schedules 1, 2 and 3 of the CCZ. 

(g) Amending the mapping of Schedule 60 (Southbank) to the DDO by deleting Area 2 

(Southbank Central Core) and Area 3 (Southbank Central Interface)24 to which new 

Schedule 10 to the DDO was applied. 

55. The description of why the amendment was required in the explanatory report25 for 

Amendment C262 includes a detailed discussion of the development pressures in the 

Central City in the years preceding the gazettal of the amendment, and the need for a review 

of the built form controls. An excerpt from the explanatory report provides the rationale 

behind some of the key controls introduced by the amendment: 

In recent years there has been a dramatic increase in the quantity and scale of development proposed, 
and approved, within the Central City. Cumulatively this increase in density has created 
infrastructure capacity pressures and poor amenity outcomes which have the potential to damage 
investment attraction to Central City and irreversibly damage the liveability of Melbourne. 

The average site plot ratio for Melbourne and Southbank applications for the last four years is 

                                                      
24

 For reference, see approved gazetted, map under Amendment C171 of DDO60 
25

 Explanatory Report, Amendment C262, Approved Gazetted 

https://stfpbsprodapp01.blob.core.windows.net/amendmentfiles/7eb3bf7c-6c70-e811-a858-000d3ad1181d_e37b14a2-d83b-4757-ab02-b405313ab8be_Melbourne%20C171%20003ddopt3Maps08_11%20Approval%20Gazetted.pdf
https://stfpbsprodapp01.blob.core.windows.net/amendmentfiles/d19b2b24-6c70-e811-a857-000d3ad11a22_a1b98795-4dbc-4630-bc0d-179f7cdb257f_Melbourne%20C262%20Explanatory%20Report%20Approval%20Gazetted.pdf
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approximately 35:1 and the current average of recent applications (2015) is approximately 38:1. For 
comparison, other cities (New York, Vancouver, Hong Kong) require plot ratios of 10:5, 5:1 and 
10:1 respectively with bonuses for open space, affordable housing and other community infrastructure. 
Planning controls for central Sydney require a maximum plot ratio of 11:1. 

A site plot ratio of 24:1 has been included in this amendment as this reflects a midpoint between 
recent approvals within the Central City and international examples. The plot ratio (and a bonus 
mechanism) will be investigated as part of the development of permanent controls. 

The current planning scheme provisions are clearly not responding to the emerging changes in 
development density. As a result development is starting to have adverse impacts on the amenity of 
residents, workers and visitors to the Central City, including: 

• Poor building amenity due to closeness to neighbours (affecting light and privacy), 

• Impaired development opportunities on neighbouring sites (inequity), 

• Negative visual domination of historic and pedestrian scale streetscapes by new development, 

• Increased overshadowing of public space, 

• Uncomfortable wind effects in public space, and 

• Pressure on the capacity of footpaths, plazas and public facilities. 
 

E. AMENDMENT C270: CENTRAL CITY BUILT FORM REVIEW26 

56. Following the gazettal of Amendment C262, DELWP led the Central City Built Form 

Review (Built Form Review), which was focused on understanding what permanent 

planning controls would be needed in the Central City and Southbank in order to maintain 

the livability of these areas, and allow for sustainable growth and development in the longer 

term. 

57. DELWP led the Built Form Review with input from Council and the Office of the 

Victorian Government Architect (OVGA). Matters investigated by the Built Form Review 

included: 

(a) An audit of pre-existing built form controls and their effectiveness, including the 

evolution of the built form controls; 

(b) Architectural testing of alternative built form scenarios; 

(c) Site viability analysis on the basis of the architectural testing; 

(d) Urban design review, particularly of the Special Character Areas; 
                                                      
26

 Green Folder, Volume 1, tab 1. 
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(e) Review of shadowing of key open spaces; 

(f) Review of wind measurement controls and comfort criteria; 

(g) Daylight testing of built form scenarios; 

(h) Economic assessment of a floor area ratio system; and 

(i) Comparative research into built form controls bother interstate and internationally. 

58. A suite of technical background reports exploring the above themes were prepared for the 

Built Form Review and were ultimately exhibited with Amendment C270.  

59. The Central City Built Form Review Synthesis Report (April 2016) prepared by Hodyl and Co, 

representing the key background report underpinning Amendment C270, drew on the 

findings of the technical reports prepared for the Central City Built Form Review to provide 

an integrated analysis of the proposed controls. The report prepared by Hodyl and Co 

articulated the reasons for the review, considered the overarching urban design vision and 

strategic planning objectives for the Central City, and assessed the degree to which these 

matters were being compromised by the development outcomes that were a result of 

inadequate built form controls. 

60. Of relevance to Amendment C308, the Central City Built Form Review Synthesis Report (April 

2016) acknowledged the importance of a high-quality public realm to the social and 

economic livelihood of Central Melbourne, referencing key elements of the built 

environment that contribute to the activation and amenity of the public realm at street level, 

but which were not sought to be directly regulated by the controls introduced in 

Amendment C270.27 

61. The key findings of the Built Form Review informed the preparation of the permanent 

controls forming part of Amendment C270. 

62. Amendment C270 to the Scheme was prepared by the Minister and gazetted on 31 July 

2017. Amendment C270 applies to land in the Central City (the Hoddle Grid) and 

Southbank, conforming to the area to which Amendment C262 applied. Amendment C270 

included changes to policy and a mixture of rezoning and built form controls, and 

introduced a new Floor Area Uplift scheme. 

                                                      
27

 Central City Built Form Review Synthesis Report, prepared by Hodyl + Co for DELWP, April 2016 (p.24-27). 
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63. The description of why the amendment was required in the explanatory report for 

Amendment C270,28 documents how the preparation of the amendment followed careful 

review of the outcomes of the interim controls introduced by Amendment C262. 

64. The proposed controls under Amendment C270, as set out in the explanatory report, focus 

on: 

…maintaining Melbourne’s Central City liveability and balancing short-term investment with the 
overarching primary objective which is to protect Melbourne’s long-term value – as both a high 
amenity liveable place and as the generator of significant economic growth. The new planning 
provisions seek to: 

• Provide certainty and overall consistency in the application of discretion in relation to built 
form outcomes;  

• Improve public amenity; and 

• Ensure development enhances Melbourne’s long-term liveability. 
 

65. Broadly, Amendment C270 was structured around two different categories of development 

areas: 

(a) the General Development Area; being areas affected by Schedule 10 (General 

Development Area) to the DDO, where the emphasis of the built form controls was 

on growth and more intensive development (including towers); and 

(b) Special Character Areas; being areas affected by Schedule 2 (Hoddle Grid), Schedule 

40 (Yarra River Environs), Schedule 60 (Southbank) and Schedule 62 (Bourke Hill) to 

the DDO, where the emphasis of the built form controls was on protecting specific 

valued attributes, including a relatively lower built form scale appropriate to each area. 

66. The Panel that considered Amendment C270 noted, “the unparalleled amount of work 

undertaken in the preparation of this Amendment”, and concluded that: 

…the majority of elements in the proposed package of built form controls will contribute to an 
enhanced public realm, including the FAR [Floor Area Ratio] requirements and street wall, 
podium daylight, overshadowing and setback requirements. These items were vigorously tested 
throughout the Hearing. The Panel supports the use of SCAs [Special Character Area] and 
would encourage further analysis and possible expansion of these areas into the future. The Panel 
supports the FAR controls in the GDA [General Development Area] and SCA. 
 

67. Of relevance to Amendment C308, the Panel found the following with respect to a 
                                                      
28

 Explanatory Report, Amendment C270, Approved Gazetted 

https://stfpbsprodapp01.blob.core.windows.net/amendmentfiles/5d8b781c-6c70-e811-a860-000d3ad0ed15_2980185f-5a11-4c03-9be7-df7b1ac121ce_Melbourne%20C270%20Explanatory%20Report%20Approval%20Gazetted.pdf
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common theme amongst opposing submissions, 

A common theme amongst opposing submissions was that the Amendment as an inappropriate ‘one-
size fits all’ or ‘retrograde’ control. The Panel disagrees and found that Amendment does not prescribe 
a single response, but allows for flexibility in design responses and stronger built form controls. 
 

68. As will be discussed in Council’s submission, the above concern raised by submitters to 

Amendment C270 has also been raised by submitters to Amendment C308. The proposed 

DDO1 under Amendment C308 has been drafted in manner that has regard for this issue, 

and is intended to promote flexibility and allow for creativity, diversity and innovation in 

the design of buildings, while ensuring appropriate guidance is provided to decision-makers 

when considering the cumulative impacts of an individual building on its surrounds. 

69. The proposed DDO1 under Amendment C308 has been drafted to complement the built 

form controls introduced by Amendment C270, which focus primarily on broad building 

characteristics that influence internal and external amenity, such as density, setbacks, wind 

effects and overshadowing. 

VI. CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS 

A. REQUEST FOR AUTHORISATION TO PREPARE AMENDMENT C308 

70. On 20 February 2018, the Future Melbourne Committee resolved29 the following: 

1. That the Future Melbourne Committee: 

1.1 Seeks authorization from the Minister for Planning to prepare and exhibit Melbourne Planning 
Scheme Amendment C308 (refer Attachment 2 of the report from management), subject to the 
proposed Design and Development Overlay Schedule 1 ordinance being amended such that: 

1.7.1 In sub-clause 6.0 (Application Requirements), replace the second dot point text with 
“Written and diagrammatic demonstration of how the development addresses the 
design objectives and design requirements and does not deliver outcomes that are listed 
under “Avoid” in this schedule.” 

1.7.2 In sub-clause 7.0 (Decision Guidelines), replace the first dot point text with 
“Demonstrated high quality response to the Design Objectives, Deign Requirements 
while complying with the provisions listed as “Avoid”.” 

1.2 Notes the synthesis report ‘Promoting high quality Urban Design outcomes in the Central City 
and Southbank’ which outlines the rationale and evidence which underpins the proposed policy 
changes (refer Attachment 3 of the report from management). 

                                                      
29

 Confirmed Minutes from Future Melbourne Committee Meeting Number 28 (20 February 2018), Orange Folder, Volume 

1, tabs 1 and 2. 

https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/about-council/committees-meetings/meeting-archive/MeetingAgendaItemAttachments/805/FEB18%20FMC2%20MINUTES%20CONFIRMED.PDF
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1.3 Endorses the Central Melbourne Design Guide as a reference document listed in DDO1 (refer 
Attachment 4 of the report from management). 

1.4 Notes the stakeholder engagement that has occurred to date, which has informed the development of 
Amendment C308 and the Central Melbourne Design Guide (refer Attachment 1 of the report 
from management). 

1.5 Notes that management will continue to engage proactively with the design and development 
industry and the community, in addition to the investigation of design quality processes, to drive a 
culture change and support the implementation of the policy to deliver high quality urban design. 

1.6 Authorises the Acting Director, City Strategy and Place to make any further minor editorial 
changes to the amendment documentation, synthesis report and reference document if required. 

1.7 Requests management to investigate further options for promoting improved design outcomes outside 
of the statutory planning system, including: 

1.7.1 Introducing a rating system for design and architectural quality of development 
proposals 

1.7.2 Design awards 

1.7.3 Design competitions 
 

71. On 27 March 2018, a request for authorisation to prepare Planning Scheme Amendment 

C308 was submitted to the Minister. 

72. On 10 April 2018, DELWP, under delegation from the Minister, issued a letter to Council 

advising, in accordance with Section 8A of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 that the 

application required further review. 

73. On 2 May 2018, DELWP, under delegation from the Minister, granted authorisation to 

Council to prepare Amendment C308, subject to the following conditions:30 

1. Amend DDO1 to comply with the Ministerial Direction – the form and content of planning schemes. 

2. Amend the ‘Avoid’ components within Tables 1 to 6 of DDO1 to ensure that the Melbourne Planning 

Scheme is consistent with its purpose in Clause 1.0 of the Scheme. 

3. Delete the planning permit exemptions for buildings and works from DDO1 that are captured 

elsewhere in the Scheme, or other legislation. 

4. Prepare a new Schedule to Clause 61.03 to delete Map 8DDO4 from the Scheme, as Map 002d-

ddo4Map08 has already been prepared. 

                                                      
30

 Red Folder, Volume 1, tab 3. 
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74. DELWP’s letter of 2 May 2018, which included authorisation to prepare Amendment C308, 

noted that DELWP was in the process of reforming the VPPs through the Smart Planning 

program, a key aim of which is to ensure simple and concise planning scheme provisions, 

and made the following recommendations for Council’s consideration regarding 

Amendment C308: 

a) Rewording the buildings and works requirements in Tables 1 to 6 of DDO1 to read more like a 

control, rather than a policy. This involves deleting policy-like language such as ‘encourage’ and 

‘ensure’, and inserting control-like language such as ‘is to’ and ‘are to’. 

b) Consolidating the design objectives in section 1.0 of DDO1 to be more specific to the intent of the 

control, and to be consistent with the purpose of Clause 43.02. 

c) Amending the design objectives (including the heading of the column) in Tables 1 to 6 of DDO1, as 

design objectives are already contained in section 1.0 of the control. 

d) Amending or deleting the explanatory text that prefaces each of Tables 1 to 6 of DDO1 to be more 

concise. 

e) Including the application requirements of the Department of Environment, Land, Water and 

Planning, given it acts as a responsible authority for planning permit applications in Central 

Melbourne. 

f) Including the Central Melbourne Design Guide, 2018 as a reference document in Clause 21 of the 

Melbourne Planning Scheme. 

g) Examining the overall impact and strategic justification of the mandatory requirements for parking in 

DDO1 for future development, within the context of the availability of sustainable transport options 

and Clause 52.06 of the Scheme. 

75. Following receipt of DELWP’s letter of 2 May 2018, Council proceeded to comply with all 

of the conditions of the authorisation, and implemented changes to proposed DDO1 to 

address recommendations a), c), d), and e), when preparing Amendment C308 for 

exhibition. With respect to the remaining items, b), f) and g),  Council notes the following: 

a) With respect to item b), Council considered that the design objectives, as detailed in 

the version of DDO1 submitted with Council’s request for authorisation, were 

specific to the intent of DDO1, and were consistent with the purpose of the DDO.  
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The design objectives describe the intention behind the requirements of the DDO1. 

The detail provided by each design objectives was considered necessary, due to the 

complexity of the issues addressed by DDO1.  

The Ministerial Direction – The Form and Content on Planning Schemes, requires 

that no more than five design objectives be inserted into a local schedule to DDO. 

This limitation required the Council to amalgamate the design objectives, which may 

have been better expressed separately.  

All of the content in the design objectives was deemed necessary, as every sentence of 

each design objective relates to a provision in the body of DDO1. 

DELWP’s recommendation at item b) was therefore not taken up by the Council in 

the exhibited form of Amendment C308. 

b) With respect to item f), Council considered that including the Central Melbourne Design 

Guide as a reference document in the Municipal Strategic Statement (disassociating this 

document from the operative control, DDO1) would unnecessarily complicate the 

Scheme, making it more difficult to navigate.  

DELWP’s recommendation at item f) was therefore not taken up by Council in the 

exhibited form of Amendment C308. 

c) With respect to item g), Council considered that sufficient information had been 

provided in the background reports supporting the Amendment regarding this matter.  

The overall impact and strategic justification of the mandatory requirement for no 

above ground parking in the Hoddle Grid in DDO1 formed part of the background 

work that contributed to the preparation of the control for Amendment C308. 

Within the Hoddle Grid which is metropolitan Melbourne’s public transport hub, 

Council actively preferences public and active transport and discourages car usage. 

Consistent with all other Council policies, the mandatory provision preferences the 

amenity of the City’s public realm for the benefit of the broader community, over the 

storage of cars above ground. 

Further, the provision is consistent with Amendment C270, which has made above 

ground parking a less attractive option in developments, due to its inclusion in the 
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FAR if above ground.  It is also consistent with current practice where generally 

developers minimise or provide no parking in the Central City. 

DELWP’s recommendation at item g) was therefore not taken up by Council in the 

exhibited form of Amendment C308. 

B. COPY OF AMENDMENT PROVIDED TO MINISTER FOR PLANNING PRIOR TO 

EXHIBITION 

76. On 12 June 2018, a copy of Amendment C308, including the amendment documentation 

and explanatory report, was provided to the Minister in accordance with Section 17 of the 

Planning and Environment Act 1987. 

C. EXHIBITION  

77. The Amendment was exhibited between 28 June 2018 and 10 August 2018. 

78. Public notification of the Amendment included: 

(a) Mailing out the statutory notice and a letter with information about Amendment C308 

and the amendment process on 25 June 2018 to: 

(i) Targeted stakeholders;  

(ii) Community groups; and 

(iii) Prescribed Ministers under Section 19(1)(c) of the Planning and Environment Act 

1987. 

(b) Publishing a public notice in The Age and The Herald Sun newspapers on 27 June 2018, 

and the Government Gazette on 28 June 2018. 

(c) Making a printed copy of Amendment C308 and supporting information available for 

public viewing from 28 June 2018 at the Melbourne Town Hall and all libraries within 

the municipality. 

(d) Making an online electronic copy of Amendment C308 and supporting information 

available for public viewing from 25 June 2018 at the Participate Melbourne website 

and on Planning Schemes Online (DELWP’s website). 

(e) Messaging on social media platforms. 

https://participate.melbourne.vic.gov.au/AmendmentC258
https://participate.melbourne.vic.gov.au/AmendmentC258
http://planning-schemes.delwp.vic.gov.au/updates-and-amendments/amendment?id=6E42BCDD3B075827CA2580E5000D4FF5
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79. Section 19(1)(b) of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 provides: 

(1) A planning authority must give notice of its preparation of an amendment to a planning scheme –  

  (b) to the owners (except persons entitled to be registered under the Transfer of  Land Act 
 1958 as proprietor of an estate in fee simple) and occupiers of land  that it believes may be 
 materially affected by the amendment; and 

Section 19(1A) of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 provides: 

(1A) Subject to subsection (1C), the planning authority is not required to give notice of an amendment 
under subsection 1(b) if it considers the number of owners and occupiers affected makes it 
impractical to notify them all individually about the amendment. 

Section 19(1C) of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 provides: 

(1C) Subsection (1A) does not apply in relation to the giving of notice to an owner of land of an 
amendment which provides for – 

  (a) the reservation of that land for public purposes; or 

  (b) the closure of a road which provides access to that land. 
 

80. Amendment C308 does not provide for the reservation of land for public purposes, nor 

does it provide for the closure of a road which provides access to any land reserved for a 

public purpose. 

81. The number of owners and occupiers within the Central City and Southbank, 

corresponding to the area included in proposed DDO1 under Amendment C308, made it 

impractical to individually notify them all about the Amendment.  

82. The owners and occupiers of land affected by Amendment C308 were therefore not 

individually notified as part of the mail-out conducted during the exhibition period. 

83. A comprehensive consultation program was conducted during the exhibition period, 

including information sessions with:31 

(a) Peak body groups held on 19 July 2018, which included representatives from the 

Urban Development Institute of Australia, Australian Institute of Architects, 

Australian Institute of Landscape Architects, Planning Institute of Australia and the 

Office of the Victorian Architect. 

(b) Representatives from Government agencies on 19 July 2018, which included DELWP, 

                                                      
31

 Red Folder, Volume 1, tab 2. 

http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/vic/consol_act/paea1987254/s19.html
http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/vic/consol_act/paea1987254/s19.html
http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/vic/consol_act/paea1987254/s19.html
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Heritage Victoria, the Victorian Planning Authority, Development Victoria, and the 

Department of Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources. 

(c) Representatives from utility service providers on 19 July 2018, which included City 

West Water and the Metropolitan Fire Brigade. 

(d) Various representatives from the development industry on 24 July 2018, including the 

Property Council. 

(e) Representatives from residents and business groups located in the Central City and 

Southbank on 25 July 2018, who were taken on a walking tour. 

84. Amendment VC148 was gazetted on 31 July 2018, ten days prior to the exhibition period of 

Amendment C308 formally concluding. 

85. In response to the exhibition of Amendment C308, Council received 41 submissions,32 with 

all submissions supporting the ambition to raise the design quality of new developments in 

the Central City, and approximately half expressing full support for Amendment C308. 

D. POST-EXHIBITION AND APPOINTMENT OF PANEL 

86. On 20 November 2018 the Future Melbourne Committee considered the submissions to 

Amendment C308 and resolved33 to request that the Minister appoint an independent panel 

to hear submissions and consider Amendment C308. 

87. It is noted that management, in presenting the version of Amendment C308 it sought to 

advocate before the Panel to the Future Melbourne Committee on 20 November 2018, did 

not elect to make changes to the amendment documents for consistency with Amendment 

VC148. This decision was made due to the limited interaction between the changes 

introduced by Amendment VC148 and the proposed DDO1 under Amendment C308, 

which is documented in Section IV. 

88. On 28 November 2018, Council requested that the Minister appoint an independent panel 

to hear submissions regarding Amendment C308, and notified Planning Panels Victoria of 

this request. 

89. On 4 December 2018, Council received advice from Planning Panels Victoria that the 

                                                      
32

 Orange Folder, Volume 1, tab 5. 
33

 Confirmed Minutes from Future Melbourne Committee Meeting Number 46 (20 November 2018), Orange Folder, 

Volume 1, tabs 3 and 4. 

https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/about-council/committees-meetings/meeting-archive/MeetingAgendaItemAttachments/838/NOV18%20FMC2%20MINUTES%20CONFIRMED%20%28OPEN%29.PDF
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Minister had appointed a two person Panel to hear and consider submissions in respect of 

Amendment C308, and that the following dates had been arranged for its hearings: 

Directions Hearing: 10.00am, Thursday 31 January 2019 

Panel Hearings Week of 25 February 2018 (to be completed in 10 days) 

90. On 20 December 2018, Council received further advice from Planning Panels Victoria to 

advise that the Minister had appointed a third Panel member to hear and consider 

submissions in respect of Amendment C308. 

91. On 31 January 2019, the Directions Hearing for Amendment C308 was held. 

92. No late submissions have been received since the conclusion of the exhibition period. 

93. A total of 41 submissions have therefore been received for Amendment C308, and have 

been referred to the Panel. 

VII. STRATEGIC BASIS FOR AMENDMENT C308 

94. At the time Amendment C308 was prepared and exhibited, the strategic basis for the 

Amendment set out in the Explanatory Report34 reflected the State Planning Policy 

Framework as it then existed in the Scheme. 

95. As documented in Section IV, Amendment VC148 came into effect whilst Amendment 

C308 was being exhibited and made changes to the VPPs. These changes included a 

reconfiguring of the State Planning Policy Framework into a new PPF, which is intended to 

capture all layers of policy; State, Regional and Local, in the near future. 

96. Amendment C308 remains consistent with State policy in the PPF, and the strategic basis 

for Amendment C308, reflecting the current form of the Scheme, has been set out in this 

section of Council’s submission. 

A. AMENDMENT C308 SUPPORTS PLAN MELBOURNE 

97. Amendment C308 is consistent with the following specific outcomes and directions sought 

by Plan Melbourne35: 

Outcome 4 – Melbourne is a distinctive and liveable city with quality design and amenity 

                                                      
34

 Red Folder, Volume 1, tab 3. 
35

 Plan Melbourne 2017-2050 Strategy, p.77 and p.95 of 152, Yellow Folder, Volume 1, tab 1. 

https://www.planmelbourne.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/377206/Plan_Melbourne_2017-2050_Strategy_.pdf
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Direction 4.1 – Create more great public places across Melbourne 

Direction 4.3 – Achieve and promote design excellence  

Outcome 5 – Melbourne is a city of inclusive, vibrant and healthy neighbourhoods. 

Direction 5.2 – Create neighbourhoods that support safe communities and healthy lifestyles 

B. AMENDMENT C308 SUPPORTS STATE POLICY36 

98. Amendment C308 supports Clause 11 Settlement, the relevant objectives of which include: 

Planning is to recognise the need for, and as far as practicable contribute towards, amongst other 
things: 

• Health, wellbeing and safety. 

• Diversity of choice. 

• Adaptation in response to changing technology. 

• Economic viability. 

• A high standard of urban design and amenity. 

• Energy efficiency. 

• Accessibility. 

 Planning is to facilitate sustainable development that takes full advantage of existing settlement 
patterns and investment in transport, utility, social, community and commercial infrastructure and 
services. 
 

99. Amendment C308 supports Clause 11 Settlement, by improving certainty about likely 

development outcomes in the Central City and Southbank, facilitating the delivery of well-

designed buildings that contribute positively to the public realm, and ensuring that 

Melbourne continues to be a highly attractive destination for businesses, residents and 

visitors as it grows. 

100. Amendment C308 supports Clause 15 Built Environment and Heritage, the relevant objectives 

of which include: 

Planning is to recognise the role of urban design, building design, heritage and energy and resource 
efficiency in delivering liveable and sustainable cities, towns and neighbourhoods. 

                                                      
36

 See the Red Folder, Volume 2, tab 5 for the PPF Clauses. 
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Planning should ensure all land use and development appropriately responds to its surrounding 
landscape and character, valued built form and cultural context. 

Planning should protect places and sites with significance heritage, architectural, aesthetic, scientific 
and cultural value. 

Planning must support the establishment and maintenance of communities by delivering functional, 
accessible, safe and diverse physical and social environments, through the appropriate location of use 
and development and through high quality buildings and urban design. 

Planning should promote development that is environmentally sustainable and should minimise 
detrimental impacts on the built and natural environment. 

Planning should promote excellence in the built environment and create places that: 

• Are enjoyable, engaging and comfortable to be in. 

• Accommodate people of all abilities, ages and cultures. 

• Contribute positively to local character and sense of place. 

• Reflect the particular characteristics and cultural identity of the community. 

• Enhance the function, amenity and safety of the public realm. 
 

101. Amendment C308 supports Clause 15.01-1S Urban Design, the relevant objectives and 

strategies of which include: 

Objective 

To create urban environments that are safe, healthy, functional and enjoyable and that contribute to a 
sense of place and cultural identity. 

Strategies 

Require development to respond to its context in terms of character, cultural identity, natural features, 
surrounding landscape and climate. 

Ensure development contributes to community and cultural life by improving the quality of living and 
working environments, facilitating accessibility and providing for inclusiveness. 

Ensure the interface between the private and public realm protects and enhances personal safety. 

Ensure development supports public realm amenity and safe access to walking and cycling 
environments and public transport. 

Ensure that the design and location of publicly accessible private spaces, including car parking areas, 
forecourts and walkways, is of a high standard, creates a safe environment for users and enables easy 
and efficient use. 

Ensure that development, including signs, minimises detrimental impacts on amenity, on the natural 
and built environment and on the safety and efficiency of roads. 
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Promote good urban design along and abutting transport corridors. 

Policy documents 

Consider as relevant: 

• Urban Design Guidelines for Victoria (Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning 2017). 
 

102. Amendment C308 supports Clause 15 Built Form and Heritage and Clause 15.01-1S Urban 

Design, by implementing a robust, streamlined, regulatory tool to facilitate development 

within the Central City and Southbank that will deliver on every objective and strategy 

identified in these State policies. The proposed DDO1 fundamentally recognises the role of 

urban design in shaping the City into a functional, accessible, safe and diverse physical and 

social environment, in addition to the importance of facilitating quality design outcomes to 

improve the livability of our urban environment. 

103. Amendment C308 also supports the outcomes sought by the Urban Design Guidelines for 

Victoria (DELWP, 2017), which provides the following outline of why urban design 

guidelines are important: 

High quality places support the social, cultural, economic and environmental, wellbeing of our 
communities, and are critical to the development of competitive and efficient cities and towns. New 
development and changes in land uses should respond to their context and enhance places of value to 
the community. Good urban design delivers places that are safe, healthy, functional and enjoyable.37 
 

C. AMENDMENT C308 SUPPORTS THE MUNICIPAL STRATEGIC STATEMENT 

AND LOCAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK38 

104. Amendment C308 supports Clause 21.04-1.1 The Original City Centre – the Hoddle Grid, which 

provides: 

Central City functions will be located in the Hoddle Grid. This area will be managed to facilitate 
continued growth where appropriate and limit change or the scale of development in identified locations 
to preserve valued characteristics. A strong emphasis will be placed on a quality public real and good 
pedestrian amenity and connectivity. 
 

105. Amendment C308 supports Clause 21.04-1.1 The Original City Centre – the Hoddle Grid, by 

ensuring that new built form in the Central City and Southbank respects, improves and adds 

value to the public realm through good design, placement of services and waste, pedestrian 

                                                      
37

Introduction, Urban Design Guidelines for Victoria, 2017, p.1 of 10 
38

 See Red Folder, Volume 2, tab 6. 

http://www.urban-design-guidelines.planning.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/440983/UDGV-00-Introduction.PDF
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amenity and connectivity. 

106. Amendment C308 supports Clause 21.06-1 Urban Design, the relevant objectives and 

strategies of which include: 

Objective 1: To reinforce the City’s overall urban structure 

Strategy 1.1 Protect Melbourne’s distinctive physical character and in particular, maintain the 
    importance of: 

• Identified places and precincts of heritage significance 

• The World Heritage Listed Royal Exhibition Building and Carlton Gardens 

• The Shrine of Remembrance 

• The Hoddle Grid 

• The Yarra River Corridor, Victoria Harbour and waterways 

• The network of parks and gardens 

• The Hoddle Grid’s retail core 

• The network of lanes and arcades 

• Boulevards 

• The sense of place and identity in different areas of Melbourne 

Strategy 1.2 Ensure a strong distinction between the built form scale of the Central City with 
that of development in surrounding areas. 

Objective 5: To increase the vitality, amenity, comfort, safety and distinctive 
City experience of the public realm. 

Strategy 5.2 Ensure that the scale, bulk and quality of new development supports a high 
quality public realm. 

Strategy 5.4 Encourage public art in new developments. 

Strategy 5.6 Create diverse public spaces to serve the needs of the City’s diverse communities, 
including children, youth, residents, workers and visitors. 

Strategy 5.7 Ensure advertising signs avoid visual pollution and intrusive light spill and respect 
the architecture of their host buildings, the surrounding streetscape character and 
skyline. 

Strategy 5.8 Ensure development minimises the adverse effects of wind down drafts and provides 
wind protection to public open spaces suitable for their role and function. 

Strategy 5.9 Ensure that development maximizes solar access in public open spaces, and creates 
microclimatic conditions for a high level of pedestrian comfort. 
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Objective 6: To improve public realm permeability, legibility and flexibility 

Strategy 6.1 Protect and enhance the character and function of laneways. 

Strategy 6.2 Ensure the design of buildings and public spaces enhances the public realm and the 
pedestrian environment. 

Strategy 6.3 Ensure that new development in the Capital City, Docklands, Business and 
Mixed Use zoned areas provide active street frontages and minimise pedestrian 
disruption from car access. 

Objective 7: To create a safe and comfortable public realm. 

Strategy 7.1 Ensure built form and land uses promote surveillance of the public realm at all 
times of the day and night. 

Strategy 7.2 Support the use of materials resistant to vandalism and graffiti, subject to their 
being respectful of the preferred built form character. 

Strategy 7.3 Ensure that public and private safety design principles are incorporated in the 
development of buildings and public open spaces. 

 

107. Amendment C308 supports Clause 21.06-1 Urban Design by implementing the proposed 

DDO1 (which is supported by the Design Guide) to facilitate and guide new development 

to integrate with its surrounding context. 

VIII. MINISTER’S DIRECTIONS 

108. Amendment C308 complies with the requirements of the following Minister’s Directions: 

(a) The Ministerial Direction on the Form and Content of Planning Schemes;  

(b) Ministerial Direction 9 Metropolitan Strategy, which requires that the amendment 

support the provisions of Plan Melbourne.  

(c) Ministerial Direction 11 on the Strategic Assessment of Planning Scheme 

Amendments; and 

(d) Ministerial Direction 15 the Planning Scheme Amendment Process. 

109. These matters are further addressed in the evidence of Mr Soussan. 

IX. OTHER STRATEGIC DOCUMENTS AND RELATED CURRENT SCHEME 

AMENDMENTS 

D. OTHER STRATEGIC DOCUMENTS 
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110. A summary of strategic documents adopted by Council and found in the Green folder, 

volumes 3 and 4, tabs 8-15 is annexed to this Part A submission. 

E. AMENDMENT C330 AND AMENDMENT C323: MELBOURNE ARTS PRECINCT 

111. Amendment C330 to the Scheme was prepared by the Minister, and gazetted on 7 March 

2018. Amendment C330 applied to land in Southbank, generally within the Melbourne Arts 

Centre Precinct, defined by St Kilda Road, Grant Street and Dodds Street to the east, and 

extending to all land parcels adjacent to Sturt Street to the west, terminating at the 

intersection with Grant Street to the south.  

112. Amendment C330 rezoned land within the Melbourne Arts Centre Precinct to Schedule 7 

(Melbourne Arts Precinct) to the CCZ on an interim basis, and the expiry date for the 

controls was recently extended until 31 January 2020 under Amendment C348. 

113. The explanatory report39 for Amendment C330 sets out the following description of why 

the amendment was required: 

A recent increase in residential and commercial development within the Arts Precinct has signaled the 
need to for revised the [sic] planning controls to promote uses which support the role of the Melbourne 
Arts Precinct which is of State significance. 

The Melbourne Planning Scheme identifies the primary importance of the Arts Precinct as an arts 
and cultural spine which contributes to Melbourne’s role as a national and international leader in 
creative endeavours. Melbourne City Council prepared the Southbank Structure Plan in 2010 which 
examined key challenges in the delivery of this vision for the Arts Precinct. It recommended that the 
land use zoning be modified to provide a coherent planning framework for the Arts Precinct. 

The interim controls are required to safeguard the Arts Precinct and to ensure that it continues to 
foster art, cultural and creative outcomes whilst permanent controls are prepared and considered. The 
new Schedule 7 to the Capital City Zone provides for: 

• A new purpose that maintains and enhances the Melbourne Arts Precinct as a significant 
arts and cultural precinct. 

• A new mix of ‘as of right’ and ‘permissible’ uses which are specifically tailored to the future 
needs of the Melbourne Arts Precinct and seek to encourage the provision of arts and creative 
industry uses within the first four storeys of buildings, together with the provision of active 
street frontages and integration with the public realm. 

• New application requirements and decision guidelines in respect of the use of land which 
further the purposes of the zone. 

The amendment implements key recommendations of the Southbank Structure Plan 2010 and is 
consistent with key directives of the Metropolitan Strategy, Plan Melbourne 2010-2050. It is also 

                                                      
39

 Explanatory Report, Amendment C330, Approved Gazetted 

https://stfpbsprodapp01.blob.core.windows.net/amendmentfiles/fc5af617-6c70-e811-a858-000d3ad117e3_7c9f9ecc-adf3-4d77-9170-7221b4b4001b_Melbourne%20C330%20Explanatory%20Report%20Approval%20Gazetted.pdf
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supported by Victoria’s first creative industries strategy, Creative State 2016-2020, which seeks to 
put Victoria’s creative industries at the forefront of the State’s future growth, prosperity and 
liveability. 
 

114. The Amendment was initiated by Creative Victoria and prepared in collaboration with 

officers from Council, Creative Victoria and the DELWP.  Council is the planning 

authority.   Amendment C323 was placed on exhibition from 19 April to 21 May 2018 and 

four submissions were received.  

115. Amendment C323 proposes to introduce permanent planning controls to deliver creative 

industry within the lower levels of buildings in the Melbourne Arts Precinct along the Sturt 

Street spine by: 

(a) applying on a permanent basis Schedule 7 to the CCZ to encourage the provision of 

creative industry within the first four storeys of new development and a mix of uses at 

higher levels;  

(b) making changes to Clause 22.01 and to the existing Schedule 1 to the DDO to ensure 

the continued application of these provisions; 

(c) applying CCZ car parking requirements to land previously zoned General Residential 

Zone. 

116. The Panel Hearing for Amendment C323 was held on 17 and 18 October 2018, and the 

Panel delivered an interim report to the Council on 3 December 2018. 

117. In its interim report, the Panel supported the element of Amendment C323 that sought to 

safeguard and provide floorspace for creative industries within the lower four levels of new 

buildings but expressed concerns about the workability of the exhibited version of the 

Amendment.  The Panel identified the need for further work on the drafting of the CCZ 

and made the following recommendations40: 

1. The Panel recommends that: 

a) Melbourne City Council resolve to undertake further work and associated re-notification of 
an updated version of Melbourne Planning Scheme Amendment C323 in conjunction with 
Creative Victoria, with the benefit of the Panel’s suggestions. 

b) Melbourne City Council consider whether to request this Panel to consider further 

                                                      
40

 Interim Panel Report, Melbourne Planning Scheme Amendment C323 – Melbourne Arts Precinct, 3 December 2018, p.1-

4 of 70 

https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.com-participate.files/8115/4526/8740/Amendment_C323_Arts_Precinct_Interim_Panel_Report_pdf.pdf
https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.com-participate.files/8115/4526/8740/Amendment_C323_Arts_Precinct_Interim_Panel_Report_pdf.pdf
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submissions or any revised exhibited documents to make final recommendations in due 
course. 
 

118. The Panel also expressed concern that Amendment C323 “arguably represents a missed 

opportunity to recognize, protect and expand on the features of the Precinct”.41   Whilst the 

Panel considered changes to Clause 22.01, it also acknowledged the work associated with 

the proposed DDO1 and Amendment C308.  It recommended careful consideration of the 

interaction of Amendment C323 with Amendment C308.   

119. The proposed DDO1 under Amendment C308 has been drafted to complement Schedule 7 

(Melbourne Arts Precinct) to the CCZ introduced on an interim basis by Amendment C330 

and proposed for permanent inclusion by Amendment C323.  Amendments C323 and C330 

focus primarily on facilitating land uses that support the purpose of the Melbourne Arts 

Precinct as a significant arts and cultural precinct of State significance, and seek design 

excellence for this location but do not introduce built form controls.   

120. The two controls are designed to be complementary with no overlap. Amendment C308 

will ensure that a good quality of design is achieved. Amendment C323 seeks design 

excellence for this specific location as well as address the issue of use with a desire to 

encourage specific creative spaces within this location. 

F. AMENDMENT C258: WEST MELBOURNE HERITAGE REVIEW AND 

HERITAGE POLICIES REVIEW 

121. Amendment C258 was prepared by Council and applies to all land within the municipality 

affected by a Heritage Overlay, including land within the West Melbourne Structure Plan 

area (representing land within the scope of the West Melbourne Heritage Review 2016).  

122. Broadly, Amendment C258 implements: 

(a) The Heritage Policies Review, which includes a review of Council’s local heritage 

policies, preparation of statements of significance for large precincts and conversion 

of the current A-D letter grading system to the contemporary Significant, 

Contributory and Non-Contributory classification system for heritage assets; and  

(b) The West Melbourne Heritage Review 2016, which made recommendations regarding 

the heritage significance, and appropriate degree of protection, of heritage places 
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 Interim Panel Report, Melbourne Planning Scheme Amendment C323 – Melbourne Arts Precinct, 3 December 2018, p.3. 
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within the West Melbourne Structure Plan area. 

123. Amendment C258 proposes significant changes to heritage places within the Capital City 

Zone, currently found in clause 22.04 of the Scheme. 

124. Public exhibition of the amendment was initially undertaken between 30 March 2017 and 12 

May 2017. The proposed Heritage Inventory under Amendment C258 (the Incorporated 

Document Council uses to administer its heritage assets under the Scheme) was corrected 

and re-exhibited between 7 December 2017 and 29 January 2018.  

125. A Panel Hearing to consider the submissions received for the amendment began in August 

2018 and concluded on 19 February 2019. 

G. AMENDMENT C271: GUILDFORD AND HARDWARE LANEWAYS HERITAGE 

126. Amendment C271 was prepared by Council and applies to various sites within the area 

bounded by LaTrobe Street, Elizabeth Street, Little Collins Street and Queen Street, 

Melbourne. 

127. Amendment C271 implements the Guildford and Hardware Laneways Heritage Study May 2017, 

which made recommendations regarding the heritage significance, and appropriate degree 

of protection, of heritage places within the study area (generally corresponding to the area 

bounded by LaTrobe Street, Elizabeth Street, Little Collins Street, and Queen Street, 

Melbourne).  

128. Public exhibition of the amendment was undertaken between 12 October 2017 and 23 

November 2017. The Panel hearing was held between 25 and 27 July 2018 and the Panel 

delivered its report to Council on 6 September 2018. The changes recommended by the 

Panel were supported, and reported to the Committee on 13 November 201842, before 

ultimately being adopted by Council at its meeting on 27 November 2018.43  

129. Amendment C271 is currently with the Minister awaiting approval and gazettal.  Interim 

heritage controls were introduced by Amendment C301 on 18 October 2018. 

H. AMENDMENT C305: SOUTHBANK HERITAGE 

130. Amendment C305 was prepared by Council, and applies to various sites within the suburbs 
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 FMC 13-Nov-18 Agenda Item 6.2: Planning Scheme Amendment C271 Guildford and Hardware Laneways 
43

 Confirmed Minutes – Council Meeting No. 32 – 27 November 2018 (see item 5.1 Planning Scheme Amendment C271) 

https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/about-council/committees-meetings/meeting-archive/MeetingAgendaItemAttachments/837/14982/AGENDA%20ITEM%206.2.pdf
https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/about-council/committees-meetings/meeting-archive/MeetingAgendaItemAttachments/840/NOV18%20CCL%20CONFIRMED%20MINUTES%20OPEN.PDF


37 

 

 

of Southbank and South Wharf.  

131. Amendment C305 implements the recommendations of the Southbank and Fishermans Bend 

Heritage Review June 2017, which made recommendations regarding the heritage significance, 

and appropriate degree of protection, of heritage places within the study area (generally 

corresponding to the area of Southbank and South Wharf). 

132. Public exhibition of the amendment was undertaken between 24 May 2018 and 29 July 

2018.  

133. Interim heritage protection to sites considered in the Southbank and Fishermans Bend Heritage 

Review June 2017 was introduced by Amendments C276 and C304 on 8 February 2018 and 

18 October 2018 respectively.   

I. AMENDMENT C328: HODDLE GRID HERITAGE REVIEW 

134. Amendment C328 was prepared by Council, and applies to the area generally bounded by 

the Yarra River, Spring Street, A’Beckett Street, Victoria Street and Spencer Street, 

Melbourne (the Hoddle Grid).  

135. Amendment C328 implements the recommendations of the Hoddle Grid Heritage Review. 

Amendment C328 was authorised by the Minister on 4 September 2018. 

136. Interim heritage protection to sites considered in the Hoddle Grid Heritage Review was 

introduced by Amendment C327 on 18 October 2018. 

X. IDENTIFICATION OF AND RESPONSE TO ISSUES RAISED IN 

SUBMISSIONS 

A. SUMMARY OF SUBMISSIONS 

137. A detailed summary of 41 submissions received in response to the exhibition of 

Amendment C308, was included in Attachment 2 44 of management’s report to the Future 

Melbourne Committee of 20 November 2018, and a summary of the broad concerns raised 

through submissions, and management’s response to these concerns, was included in 

Attachment 3.45 

138. Of the 41 submissions received during the exhibition of Amendment C308; 
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 Agenda Item 6.2 from Future Melbourne Committee Meeting Number 46 (20 November 2018), p. 5 of 368. 
45

 Agenda Item 6.2 from Future Melbourne Committee Meeting Number 46 (20 November 2018), p.67 of 368. 

https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/about-council/committees-meetings/meeting-archive/MeetingAgendaItemAttachments/805/14440/AGENDA%20ITEM%206.4.pdf
https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/about-council/committees-meetings/meeting-archive/MeetingAgendaItemAttachments/838/15001/AGENDA%20ITEM%206.2.pdf
https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/about-council/committees-meetings/meeting-archive/MeetingAgendaItemAttachments/838/15001/AGENDA%20ITEM%206.2.pdf
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(a) 20 submissions were supportive of initiatives contained within Amendment C308 and 

did not raise any specific issues with the Amendment. 

(b) 4 submissions were supportive of initiatives contained within Amendment C308, but 

did raise specific issues with the Amendment. 

(c) 17 submissions did not express support for Amendment C308, and raised specific 

issues with the Amendment. 

139. Of the 21 submissions that raised specific issues with Amendment C308, the concerns 

identified in these submissions broadly relate to the following matters: 

(a) The broad operation of the proposed DDO1, including its prescriptiveness, potential 

conflict or tensions with existing provisions in the Scheme, the status of the Design 

Guide, and whether the proposed DDO1 is the appropriate mechanism to introduce a 

competitive design process. 

(b) The impact on the development potential of small sites, and the regulatory impost and 

financial burden imposed by the proposed DDO1. 

(c) Issues and suggestions regarding the design outcomes and design requirements 

specified in the tables to the proposed DDO1.  

(d) Concerns with specific mandatory requirements and discretionary requirements 

relating to active frontages, car parking (including its location within a development 

and future adaptation), building services and publicly accessible private plazas. 

140. The issues raised in the 21 submissions received in response to the exhibition of 

Amendment C308, and Council’s response to them, have been divided by the broad themes 

identified above and are addressed in greater detail below. 

B. BROAD ISSUES RELATING TO OPERATION OF THE PROPOSED DDO1 

141. Submissions raised the following issues in relation to the broad operation of the proposed 

DDO1: 

(a) The drafting of the proposed DDO1, including the level of prescriptiveness of the 

control. 

(b) The potential for conflict between the proposed DDO1 and the controls introduced 
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by Amendment C270, particularly with respect to building massing. 

(c) A lack of clarity regarding the status of the Design Guide within the Scheme. 

(d) The competitive design process for large sites and use of multiple architects, and 

whether a DDO is the most appropriate mechanism to implement this. 

142. Council’s response to the above issues can be broadly summarised as follows: 

(a) A comprehensive review of the drafting of the proposed DDO1 was undertaken to 

remove duplication and reduce its length and complexity in response to submissions, 

and appropriate changes have been made to the proposed DDO1 to address issues 

relating to definitions, formatting, spelling and clarity. Council is satisfied that the level 

of detail in the control is appropriate, noting that the review of Clause 22.01, as set out 

in the Synthesis Report, identified that the current policy does not provide sufficient 

coverage of urban design elements, does not clearly articulate the objectives and 

requirements for good urban design, and has not delivered high quality outcomes 

during a period of sustained and intense growth. 

(b) The proposed DDO1 has been reviewed in relation to the planning controls 

introduced by Amendment C270, and appropriate changes have been made to Table 

3: Building Mass, to avoid any potential conflicts between the proposed DDO1 and 

the planning controls introduced by Amendment C270. 

(c) The Design Guide is referred to in the decision guidelines of the proposed DDO1. 

The intent of the Design Guide is to provide an illustrated guide of how the proposed 

DDO1 design outcomes and design requirements can be achieved. The Design Guide 

is intended to act as a ‘visual aid’ to support the proposed DDO1. 

(d) Acknowledging that the discretionary requirement for Competitive Design Processes 

is premature pending further Council work, this design requirement has been removed 

from the proposed DDO1, and included in the introduction of the Design Guide as 

an encouraged but voluntary action. The requirement for multiple architects has been 

relocated to an appropriate section under Table 3: Building Mass, but has been 

retained and is considered appropriate, originating from a history of successful 

implementation locally.46 

                                                      
46

Local examples:  QV, 140 William Street, RMIT New Academic Street, Queen Victoria Market redevelopment. City of 

Sydney also has many examples where the use of multiple architects has delivered successful urban outcomes, including: 
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C. IMPACTS ON DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL AND REGULATORY IMPOST 

143. Submissions raised the following issues in relation to impacts on development potential and 

the regulatory impost of the proposed DDO1: 

(a) The potential impact on the development potential of small sites, and the additional 

cost of development associated with meeting the new requirements. 

(b) Loss of flexibility to enable design creativity, due to the additional regulation imposed 

by the proposed DDO1. 

144. Council’s response to the above issues can be broadly summarised as follows: 

(a) The design requirements and design outcomes of the proposed DDO1 aim to achieve 

quality public interfaces and activations regardless of site size. The urban design 

impacts of high intensity development on small sites have been documented 

extensively during the research phase of the proposed DDO1, where it was noted that 

the disproportionate service and parking requirements of many small lot tower 

developments compromise the quality of public interfaces and activation to streets.  

(b) The intent of the proposed DDO1 is to promote flexibility to allow for creativity, 

diversity and innovation in the design of buildings, but also to allow a planning officer 

and/or urban designer to contemplate the cumulative impact of an individual building 

on its immediate surrounds when considering an application. The provisions around 

car parking, active frontages and the location of building services are considered to be 

important elements that contribute to a successful building. The evidence based 

research is documented in the Synthesis Report which is a background document to 

Amendment C308.  

D. ISSUES AND SUGGESTIONS REGARDING THE DESIGN OUTCOMES AND 

DESIGN REQUIREMENTS OF TABLE 1: URBAN STRUCTURE OF THE 

PROPOSED DDO1 

145. Submissions raised the following issues and suggested changes in relation to the design 

outcomes and design requirements specified in Table 1 to the proposed DDO1: 

(a) The appropriateness of the proposed DDO1 as the mechanism to deliver private 

                                                                                                                                                                                      
AMP Capital Circular Quay precinct and Lend Lease at 180 George Street. From management report to FMC 20 November 

2018. 

https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/about-council/committees-meetings/meeting-archive/MeetingAgendaItemAttachments/838/15001/AGENDA%20ITEM%206.2.pdf
https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/about-council/committees-meetings/meeting-archive/MeetingAgendaItemAttachments/838/15001/AGENDA%20ITEM%206.2.pdf
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open space within private property. It was suggested that private open space be 

negotiated as an outcome for a Floor Area Uplift benefit, as opposed to being dictated 

by the the proposed DDO1. 

(b) The prescriptive requirements for pedestrian connections, especially the requirement 

that the connection be 6 metres wide. 

(c) The potential for the controls to prejudice development of small sized allotments. 

(d) The perceived conflict between two requirements in the proposed DDO1:  the 

weather protection requirements of Table 5: Public Interfaces for footpaths, and the 

requirement that pedestrian connections be open to the sky in Table 1: Urban 

Structure. 

146. Council’s response to the above issues can be broadly summarised as follows: 

(a) The proposed DDO1 does not require delivery of new publicly accessible private 

open space within private property. Rather, it requires the retention of existing plaza 

space where this has been provided as the result of a negotiated development outcome 

under a historical planning provision, and is not suitably protected by a legal 

agreement. 

(b) The design requirement for pedestrian connections to be a minimum of 6 metres wide 

is consistent with the current requirements of the Clause 22.01, and has been 

established as a minimum guideline for delivering useful connections of sufficient 

width to facilitate outdoor seating and clear, safe, passage. 

(c) The pedestrian connection and arcade requirements are discretionary, facilitating site-

by-site consideration of the best design outcomes for the particular context, providing 

a degree of flexibility when considering development on smaller sites. 

(d) Appropriate changes have been made to the proposed DDO1 and the Design Guide 

to clarify that the preference for ‘open to the sky’ connections is a first choice 

outcome, followed by a covered arcade (to be assessed on a case-by-case basis) with 

adequate ceiling height, light and activation. The revised proposed DDO1 will identify 

that covered arcades are only considered appropriate in the Central City context, and 

not Southbank, where the large block sizes and low levels of pedestrian permeability 

and activity require connections to adopt a higher degree of legibility, most effectively 
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delivered through an open sky connection. 

E. ISSUES AND SUGGESTIONS REGARDING THE DESIGN OUTCOMES AND 

DESIGN REQUIREMENTS OF TABLE 2: SITE LAYOUT OF THE PROPOSED 

DDO1 

147. Submissions raised the following issues and suggested changes in relation to the design 

outcomes and design requirements specified in Table 2 to the proposed DDO1: 

(a) The placement of vehicle entries away from main street frontages, including the co-

location of vehicle, service vehicle and bicycle access due to perceived safety conflicts. 

(b) The lack of distinction between laneway character and hierarchy, and that the 

proposed DDO1 should acknowledge that some laneways are more suitable for 

activation, whereas others ought to maintain a predominantly service-oriented 

interface and function. 

(c) The potential for conflict between the placement of services away from main streets, 

and the requirements of service authorities. 

(d) Concerns that the proposed DDO1 would preclude well-designed colonnades or 

footpath widenings.  

148. Council’s response to the above issues can be broadly summarised as follows: 

(a) The design requirement for vehicle entries to be located away from main street 

frontages is consistent with the current requirements of the Clause 22.01, and 

Schedule 3 (Traffic Conflict Frontage – Capital City Zone) to the DDO. 

(b) It is acknowledged that not all laneways are equal in function or character. However, 

the Municipal Strategic Statement sets out objectives and strategies to improve the 

public realm and protect and enhance the character and function of laneways. If an 

existing laneway is lacking in activation and is dominated by services, this is not 

suitable justification to further exacerbate the condition through compounding the 

issue. 

(c) The design requirements of the proposed DDO1 do not contradict, and are not in 

conflict with, the service placement mandated by authorities such as the Metropolitan 

Fire Brigade. Not all services need to face the main street, and certain services, such as 
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substations, can be located in the basement or first floor with access from ground 

floor. These issues were explored through workshops with service authorities and the 

design requirements of the proposed DDO1 have been carefully tailored to consider 

the complexities of service authority requirements. 

(d) The use of colonnades is not a preferred outcome in the Central City and Southbank 

context unless it is part of a comprehensive masterplan where the colonnade is a 

continuous feature throughout the length of a street. In a context where only 

incremental development and infill is expected, new colonnades on individual sites 

create a sense of discontinuity along the street building edge and are generally not 

preferred. 

F. ISSUES AND SUGGESTIONS REGARDING THE DESIGN OUTCOMES AND 

DESIGN REQUIREMENTS OF TABLE 3: BUILDING MASS OF THE PROPOSED 

DDO1 

149. Submissions raised the following issues and suggested changes in relation to the design 

outcomes and design requirements specified in Table 3 to the proposed DDO1: 

(a) Whether the varied street wall height design outcome should apply to precincts such 

as Southbank, where varied parapet heights are not the established character of the 

area, and the perceived conflict between this design outcome and the Design Guide, 

which encourages a continuous and well-defined street edge. 

(b) The design requirement that requires podiums with a wide street frontage to be 

broken into multiple massing elements will result in inefficient design with separate 

loading docks and carpark access for each vertical mass. 

(c) The cost associated with façade articulation above the street level, and whether this 

approach is always necessary or desirable. 

150. Council’s response to the above issues can be broadly summarised as follows: 

(a) Establishing a vertical rhythm within the podium of large developments is important 

to refine a wide horizontal expanse of façade into a finer grain, human scale relevant 

to the street context. The current Southbank context contains many streetscapes that 

are not complementary to a human scale pedestrian experience, and one of the key 

objectives of Amendment C308 is to improve the walkability, attractiveness and 



44 

 

 

livability of Southbank streets through built form. 

(b) The design intention behind the ‘breaking up’ of podium mass is not to encourage the 

establishment of multiple buildings within the site with separate service requirements. 

The intention is to alleviate the visual impact and perception of building mass from 

the public realm. Implementation of this policy should not result in the duplication of 

service functions or internal conflict between programs. Examples such as Upper 

West Side, QV, QVM and the former Age site all adopt multiple buildings with shared 

servicing infrastructure.  

(c) It is essential to establish sufficient articulation in the façade treatment at podium 

levels where the visual perception from streets and laneways has a direct effect on 

pedestrian experience, and this design requirement is consistent with Clause 22.01. 

G. ISSUES AND SUGGESTIONS REGARDING THE DESIGN OUTCOMES AND 

DESIGN REQUIREMENTS OF TABLE 4: BUILDING PROGRAM OF THE 

PROPSED DDO1 

151. Submissions raised the following issues and suggested changes in relation to the design 

outcomes and design requirements specified in Table 4 to the proposed DDO1: 

(a) The design requirement to sleeve large floorplate tenancies may not be commercially 

viable, and the preference for fine grain uses fails to acknowledge the appropriateness 

of large scale tenancies in certain circumstances (e.g. David Jones and Myer). 

(b) Whether the proposed DDO1 is the appropriate mechanism to control the internal 

use of space, particularly where a planning permit is not required for a proposed land 

use in the CCZ. 

(c) The design requirement that tenancies be configured so that they do not rely upon 

queueing within the public realm is impractical and unreasonable. 

152. Council’s response to the above issues can be broadly summarised as follows: 

(a) Fine grain uses are critical in the Central City context to reinforce the character and 

liveliness of the streets and laneways. Large floorplate uses such as supermarkets and 

office lobbies generally have low quality street edges. The provisions of the proposed 

DDO1 continue to support large floor plate tenancies, so long as they are sleeved by 

smaller tenancies. This is consistent with the Urban Design Guidelines for Victoria 
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2017.47 

(b) The proposed DDO1 does not seek to control how internal fit outs are used, but 

rather manage impacts such as queueing on the street. Development proposals that 

rely on queuing within the public realm typically occur as a retrofit of existing 

tenancies, rather than as a component of a major redevelopment. These applications 

comprise external works in addition to internal fit outs and require a planning permit. 

(c) The intent of the design requirement encouraging tenancies to be configured so as to 

avoid relying on the public realm to accommodate large queues, is to avoid 

exacerbating pedestrian congestion on footpath areas with large pedestrian volumes. 

The objective is to deliver a safe pedestrian environment, particularly in a Central City 

context that is increasingly under pressure from overcrowding and congestion. This 

design requirement deliberately excludes pedestrian only laneways where it is the 

established character of the laneway, and queueing occurs within approved street 

trading areas (e.g. Hardware Lane or the Causeway). Where street trading permits do 

not exist, it is not appropriate to use the public realm for commercial purposes. 

H. ISSUES AND SUGGESTIONS REGARDING THE DESIGN OUTCOMES AND 

DESIGN REQUIREMENTS OF TABLE 5: PUBLIC INTERFACE OF THE 

PROPOSED DDO1 

153. Submissions raised the following issues and suggested changes in relation to the design 

outcomes and design requirements specified in Table 5 to the proposed DDO1: 

(a) The maintenance cost of implementing transparent canopies, and whether this 

treatment is appropriate in all instances. 

(b) Unintended consequences of avoiding tinted, opaque or high reflectivity glass within 

lower levels of the podium on facilitating residential or hospitality uses, despite these 

uses not requiring a planning permit under the relevant zone. 

(c) Requiring doors to be aligned with the street edge will impact Melbourne’s homeless 

population, who rely on such spaces for temporary habitation and safe refuge. 

(d) There are potential conflicts between traffic engineering requirements for vehicle and 

service entries and the design requirement for a maximum setback of 500mm to 

                                                      
47

Element 1.2 Activity Centre Structure, Urban Design Guidelines for Victoria, 2017, Objective 1.2.5 (p.5 of 6) 

http://www.urban-design-guidelines.planning.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/440984/UDGV-01-Urban-Structure.PDF
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access doors. 

154. Council’s response to the above issues can be broadly summarised as follows: 

(a) Upward views help maintain a sense of openness to the sky which is compromised by 

visually impermeable or excessively deep canopies. Upwards views also allow 

pedestrians to perceive and appreciate visually interesting façade details on the upper 

levels, while reinforcing the sense of a continuous building edge. In terms of the 

associated maintenance costs the Design Guide specifically suggests different 

techniques to mitigate the need for maintenance such as the use of fritted glass to 

obscure the accumulation of dirt. 

(b) The design requirement that discourages use of certain materials (tinted, opaque, or 

high reflectivity glass) within the lower levels of buildings is not intended to preclude 

specific uses. The intention of this design requirement is to discourage the 

proliferation of plate-glass podiums in the city, which does not contribute to visual 

interest or the human scale experience of a streetscape. High reflectivity and glare can 

also reduce pedestrian and vehicular safety. It is possible to address the privacy 

concerns of residential or hospitality uses in lower levels without relying on the use of 

tinted or opaque glass. Alternatives include the use of depth in the façade and layering 

of balconies, vegetation, blinds and curtains, which are typical in multi-residential 

development. 

(c) The design requirement requiring service rooms and entries to be designed so that 

they do not create entrapment spaces (e.g. by aligning these entries with the street 

edge) is primarily concerned with providing a safe public realm, with clear sightlines 

along a street or laneway. It is intended to make the public realm safer and more 

accessible for all users of the city, particularly outside of business hours. 

(d) As documented in the Synthesis Report, the proposed DDO1 has been developed in 

consultation with Council traffic engineers, and is intended to address impacts of 

access doors and parking on public safety. 

I. ISSUES AND SUGGESTIONS REGARDING THE DESIGN OUTCOMES AND 

DESIGN REQUIREMENTS OF TABLE 6: DESIGN QUALITY OF THE 

PROPOSED DDO1 

155. Submissions raised the following issues and suggested changes in relation to the design 
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outcomes and design requirements specified in Table 6 to the proposed DDO1: 

(a) Prescribing external materials for carpark levels, where these levels face a laneway that 

serves vehicle access (the back of house of the development) is inappropriate. 

(b) The design requirement for depth and a balance of light and shadow in the upper level 

facades does not take into consideration environmental factors and economic realities. 

156. Council’s response to the above issues can be broadly summarised as follows: 

(a) A hierarchy of façade treatments for different interfaces relevant to the context is 

appropriate, whether it be a main street, or a laneway that serves vehicle access for a 

development. Where the exterior wall of a carpark level faces a laneway in Southbank 

and forms part of the façade of the development that has a direct impact on the 

pedestrian realm, use of high quality materials are imperative to enhance the 

pedestrian experience. Built form responses such as large format louvres or blank 

perforated facades within close proximity to the pedestrian realm are generally not 

acceptable as human scale design outcome.  

(b) Depth and shadow are important to provide visual interest and a sense of scale to the 

upper façade. Wind and environmental assessment reports will inform where 

balconies are appropriate. Where such features are environmentally appropriate, it is 

recommended they are expressed to enhance the upper façade articulation. 

J. SPECIFIC MANDATORY AND DISCRETIONARY REQUIREMENTS 

157. Submissions raised the following issues in relation to the following specific mandatory and 

discretionary requirements in the proposed DDO1: 

(a) The mandatory requirements relating to active frontages in Special Character Areas, 

and the discretionary requirements relating to active frontages in the General 

Development Areas. 

(b) The mandatory requirement that parking be provided below ground only in the 

Central City, and the inclusion of a prohibition against ground floor parking in 

Southbank. 

(c) The mandatory requirements that parking structures be designed with floor to floor 

heights of at least 3.5 metres to enable future adaptation, and discretionary 
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requirement opposed to ramped structures within parking areas that preclude 

adaptation. 

(d) The mandatory requirement that building services cover no more than 40 per cent of 

the site area (particularly with respect to small sites). 

(e) The discretionary requirement that a minimum of 50% of existing publicly accessible 

private plazas be retained where certain criteria are met.  

158. Council’s response to the above issues can be broadly summarised as follows: 

(a) As documented in the Synthesis Report, it was established that the active frontages 

requirement are needed to complement the provisions introduced by Amendment 

C270 to promote activity and liveliness at ground level. This design requirement is 

particularly relevant to applications for shop front alterations and fit outs of existing 

retail spaces. The requirement also has an incremental role in protecting high quality 

active frontages in existing buildings. Notwithstanding this, appropriate changes have 

been made to the Active frontages design requirement in Table 5: Public interfaces of 

the proposed DDO1, to ensure that special consideration can be given to heritage 

buildings, and tenancies with shopfronts of less than 5 metres are accommodated. 

(b) The mandatory design requirements restricting the location of car parking are in place 

to limit the negative impact of car parking on the public realm, which has been a 

significant factor of development, particularly residential development since 1999.  In 

management’s response to submissions presented to the Future Melbourne 

Committee on 20 November 2018, it was suggested that appropriate changes should 

be made to the proposed DDO1 and the Design Guide, to extend the option of 

providing above ground parking (subject to being located above the ground floor and 

sleeved by active uses) to include the area west of Spencer Street and south of Flinders 

Street. This change was identified as being a matter requiring further discussion at the 

Panel hearing, and has not been included in the amendment documents to date. 

(c) Appropriate changes have been made to the proposed DDO1 and the Design Guide; 

to clarify that small sections of sloped parking structures between floors within an 

otherwise flat parking structure will be supported, if demonstrated that they can be 

removed to facilitate future adaptation, to specify minimum floor to ceiling heights 

only ‘at or above ground level’ to reflect the intent of the design requirements 
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applying to car parking adaptability, and to clarify that advice should be provided by a 

‘Structural Engineer’ for the purpose of understanding the capacity of a structure to 

be adapted in future. In management’s response to submissions presented to the 

Future Melbourne Committee on 20 November 2018, it was suggested that 

appropriate changes should be made to the proposed DDO1, to adopt dimensions for 

the floor to floor requirements on the basis of expert advice, to enable future 

adaptability to commercial or residential uses within podium levels. This change was 

identified as being a matter requiring further discussion at the Panel hearing, and has 

not been included in the amendment documents to date. 

(d) Building services are a critical component of any development, however the design 

and placement of building services has the potential to have a negative impact on the 

building form and function and its surrounds. It is intended that this design 

requirement will encourage active uses on the ground floor of development and 

minimise the placement of building services which may otherwise take precedence. 

The establishment of 40 per cent was a result of rigorous scenario-testing and close 

consultation with service authorities, including the Metropolitan Fire Brigade, City 

West Water and Citipower. Testing also demonstrated that the relocation of a 

substation below or above the ground floor would achieve the 40 per cent target in 

most instances. Further information and the results of the scenario testing are 

included in the Synthesis Report which is a background document to Amendment 

C308. 

(e) The discretionary design requirement that 50 per cent of existing publicly accessible 

private plazas be retained is intended to facilitate redevelopment of unsuccessful 

plazas, while encouraging the retention of successful plazas to alleviate congestion and 

provide opportunities for stationary activity in a rapidly growing city. New publicly 

accessible private plazas delivered through floor area uplift under Amendment C270 

will be protected through legal agreements and would not be at risk of being lost 

through redevelopment. 

XI. CHANGES TO AMENDMENT C308 DOCUMENTATION PROPOSED AS A 

RESULT OF THE ISSUES RAISED IN SUBMISSIONS 

159. The proposed changes to Amendment C308 in response to the issues raised in submissions 

are set out in Attachment 4 (p.93 of 368) of management’s report presented to the Future 

https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/about-council/committees-meetings/meeting-archive/MeetingAgendaItemAttachments/805/14440/AGENDA%20ITEM%206.4.pdf
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Melbourne Committee on 20 November 2018. 

160. A summary of the changes48 to Amendment C308 follows: 

(a) Changes have been made to the proposed DDO1 under Amendment C308 to: 

(i) Improve the drafting and structure of the control, including the design 

objectives, definitions, design outcomes and design requirements to provide 

greater clarity, reduce repetition and the length of the control. 

(ii) Refine the mandatory requirements in order to avoid any unintended outcomes. 

(iii) Ensure consistency with Council’s heritage policies in the Scheme and with the 

provisions introduced by Amendment C270, by removing or modifying the 

design outcomes and design requirements of the control. 

(b) Changes have also been made to the Design Guide, forming part of Amendment 

C308, to reflect the changes to the proposed DDO1, including by updating relevant 

diagrams and captions to better represent the design outcomes sought by the 

proposed DDO1. 

161. On 20 November 2018 the Future Melbourne Committee resolved49 the following: 

1. That the Future Melbourne Committee: 

1.1 Notes management’s assessment of the submissions as set out in Attachments 2 and 3 of the report 
from management. 

1.2 Requests the Minister for Planning appoint an Independent Panel to consider submissions to 
Melbourne Planning Scheme C308. 

1.3 Requests that the form of the Amendment to be advocated to the Independent Panel will be in 
accordance with Attachment 4 of the report from management, which includes but is not limited to 
the Design and Development Overlay (DDO1) and the Central Melbourne Design Guide. 

1.4 Authorises the Director City Strategy and Place to make any further minor editorial changes to the 
documents if required. 

 

 

                                                      
48

 The provided summary of changes does not refer to the changes shown to the explanatory report to correct a clerical error 

(p.98 of 368) included in Attachment 4 of management’s report presented to the Future Melbourne Committee. 
49

 Confirmed Minutes from Future Melbourne Committee Meeting Number 46 (20 November 2018) 

https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/about-council/committees-meetings/meeting-archive/MeetingAgendaItemAttachments/838/NOV18%20FMC2%20MINUTES%20CONFIRMED%20%28OPEN%29.PDF
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Green 
folder 
index 
number 

Title Content Description Status 

Council Strategic Documents 

8 Urban Forest Strategy 
2012-2032 

 The City of Melbourne is facing the significant challenges of climate 
change, population growth and urban heating, placing pressure on 
the built fabric, services and people of the city. A healthy urban 
forest will play a critical role in maintaining the health and liveability 
of Melbourne. 

The Urban Forest Strategy aims to: 

 adapt our city to climate change 

 mitigate the urban heat island effect by bringing our inner-
city temperatures down 

 create healthier ecosystems 

 become a water-sensitive city 

 engage and involve the community 

Endorsed on 4 September 
2012.  

9 Transport Strategy Strategy and 
Discussion Papers 
and Background 
Papers on the 
following topics: 

 Walking 

 City Space 

 Public Transport 

The new Transport Strategy will be a 10-year document with a 30-
year vision to guide our decision making on transport, which will 
include ambitious targets to align with Council goals. 

Eight discussion papers were released from April to July 2018 to 
encourage community debate and gather feedback to inform the City 
of Melbourne’s draft Transport Strategy. 

The draft Transport 
Strategy is expected to be 
finalised in 2019. Adoption 
by Council is anticipated 
within the 2019-2020 
financial year. 
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Network 

 Emerging 
Technology 

 Bicycles for 
Everyday 
Transport 

 Car Parking 

 Motor Vehicles  

 Reducing Traffic 
for better streets 

10 Homes for People, 
Housing Strategy 
2014-2018 

 Homes for People looks at how the City of Melbourne can improve 
the affordability and design of housing to meet the diverse needs of 
residents. The three main goals of the Strategy are: 

 provide more affordable homes for low and moderate 
income earners 

 improve design and environmental standards of new 
apartments 

 ensure the community is equipped with the knowledge and 
information they need about good quality housing 

Endorsed by Council on 9 
December 2014. 

11 Open Space Strategy, 
City of Melbourne 

 The City of Melbourne’s Open Space Strategy provides the 
overarching framework and strategic direction for open space 
planning across the municipality for the next 15 years. A key 
objective of the strategy is to plan Melbourne’s open space network 
to be within easy walking distance to the community, particularly in 
areas of forecasted population growth. 

The strategy provides direction on: 

 the unprecedented demand for open space as Melbourne’s 
population continues to grow 

Endorsed by Council on 10 
July 2012. 
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 climate change – a decade of drought, water restrictions and 
extreme weather and the predicted impacts of climate 
change provide additional challenges in the management of 
parks and reserves and the role they can play in climate 
change adaptation 

 ensuring open spaces can provide for and adapt to differing 
needs and uses, providing people with the opportunity to 
connect with nature. 

Amendment C209 Public Space Contributions introduced the public 
open space contribution rates of five and eight per cent across the 
municipality. The higher rate applies in precincts where higher 
growth and consequently a greater need for open space will occur. 
The Amendment also introduced a local policy which states when a 
land contribution rather than a monetary contribution is preferred. 
Amendment C209 was gazetted in February 2016. 

12 City of Melbourne 
Walking Plan 2014-
2017 

Walking Plan and 
supporting papers: 

 Analysis of 
pedestrian-related 
provisions in the 
MPS 

 CBD Shared 
Zones 

 CBD Pedestrian 
Congestion – 
Public Transport 
Access 

 Pedestrian 
Analysis – 
Technical report 

 Review of Signal 
Operations for 
Pedestrians in the 

The City of Melbourne is committed to creating an enjoyable and 
safe walking environment for residents, workers and visitors.The 
Walking Plan 2014–17 looks at the many ways walking contributes 
to the city and how Melbourne’s walking network could be 
improved.  

Some of the key actions in the plan include: 

 improving the way pedestrians are included in transport 
planning and management decisions 

 creating an attractive walking environment and connected 
walking networks 

 addressing pedestrian crowding including around train 
stations and bus and tram stops 

 reducing pedestrian delays at signalised crossings.  

Endorsed by Council on 18 
November 2014. 
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City of Melbourne 

 Pedestrian Level 
of Service and 
Trip Generation 

 The effects of 
pedestrian delay 
and overcrowding 
on our streets & 
the rationale for 
shorter blocks & 
through block 
links 

13 Heritage Strategy 
2013 

 The City of Melbourne’s Heritage Strategy sets out a 15-year plan to 
protect the city’s heritage buildings, places and objects. It has been 
developed to ensure the city's rich combination of traditions, 
memories, places and objects are identified and protected. The 
strategy outlines how Council will work with key partners – the 
community, the Victorian Government and heritage groups – to 
ensure heritage assets continue to be well understood, celebrated and 
protected. It will help sustain the diverse aspects of the city that are 
important, while leaving a legacy for future generations 

Endorsed by Council in 
April 2013 

14 Draft Waste and 
Resource Recovery 
Strategy 2030 

 As our city continues to grow and change rapidly, waste 
management plays an important part in building a sustainable city. 

The Strategy proposes to set targets and identify actions to reduce 
waste, increase resource recovery and reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions from our waste. 

Draft approved for 
consultation by Future 
Melbourne Committee on 
15 May 2018. The final 
strategy is expected to be 
complete in 2019. 

 15 Places for People – 
Establishing a 
platform of evidence 
to shape Melbourne’s 
future 2015 study 

 Places for People is a long-term study to explore and document how 
the city’s urban environment is changing. 

It focuses on how people use the city in their daily lives, from the 
buildings, footpaths, streets and laneways to the squares, parks and 
gardens. It provides the latest baseline data to improve our 

Research document. Not 
approved by Council. 
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understanding of the city.  

In 2015, the City of Melbourne introduced new analysis, The Local 
Liveability Study. It investigates a key aspect of any city’s 
functionality: Does the city serve the everyday needs of its people? 

 




