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1.0 Introduction

Process and Involvement
[1]

This Statement has been prepared by Amanda Louise Roberts, Director of SJB Urban Pty Ltd. SJB
Urban is an independent, specialist urban design practice, based at Level 5, 18 Oliver Lane,
Melbourne.

[2]

In October 2017, I was engaged by Box Hill Institute (BHI) to prepare a statement of evidence for the
Fast Track Government Land Service (FTGLS) Advisory Committee Hearing regarding the proposed
changes to the planning scheme provisions that apply in the Whitehorse Planning Scheme to two
Box Hill Institute landholdings; 1000 Whitehorse Road and 16-18 Spring Street and part of 853
Whitehorse Road, Box Hill.

[3]

The following summarises my previous involvement:

In July 2017, I was engaged by BHI to prepare a statement of evidence regarding Amendment
C175 and proposed Design and Development Overlay (DDO6).

In July 2016, SJB Urban was engaged by BHI to provide urban design services for the potential
redevelopment of the Spring Street site. During this appointment Amanda met with the Council
on two occasions to determine the appropriate outcome for the Spring Street Site.

[4]

In preparing this Statement I have inspected the subject site and surrounding area, on 25 August
2016 and 21 June 2017. The photographs in this Statement are mine unless otherwise stated.

[5]

I have received and reviewed the following documents:

Box Hill Transit City Activity Centre Structure Plan (Structure Plan), SGS (2007)

Box Hill Metropolitan Activity Centre Built Form Guidelines (Draft 6) (The Guidelines),
Hansen Partnership (2017)

Plan Melbourne 2017-2050, DELWP (2017)

Information Sheet Proposed Planning Scheme Changes at 1000 Whitehorse Road and 16-18
Spring Street, Box Hill, DELWP (September 2017)

Planning Scheme Amendment Request, Glossop (September 2017)

853 Whitehorse Road and 16-18 Spring Street, Box Hill

Part 1000 Whitehorse Road, Box Hill

Panel Report Amendment C175 (6 October 2017)

Ordinary Council Meeting Attachments 1 & 2, Whitehorse City Council (16 October 2017)

Attachment 1 Proposed DPO for 16-18 Spring Street

Attachment 2 Revised DPO based on offices comments for 16-18 Spring Street

Ordinary Council Minutes, Whitehorse City Council (16 October 2017)

Submissions, GLSAC Tranche 9 (6 November 2017)

Key Considerations
[6]

This evidence considers the appropriateness, in urban design terms, of the proposed Amendments
to the Whitehorse Planning Scheme; including the rezoning and introduction of a Schedule to the
Development Plan Overlay for 16-18 Spring Street, having regard to land use and development
within this sub-precinct and urban design principles and the rezoning of land at 1000 Whitehorse
Road.
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[7]

I am not a statutory planner and my comments concerning zoning issues, particularly in relation to
the potential application of different zones, should be read as confined to urban design issues. In
other words, I have essentially considered what urban design ramifications might or might not arise
from different zoning choices, as distinct from considering all of the land use and other ramifications
which might flow from the choice of one zone over another.
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2.0 Background Document Review

[8]

The following provides a summary of State and Local Planning Policy and Guidelines applicable to
the urban design assessment of the impact and appropriateness of the proposed rezoning and
Schedule to the Development Plan Overlay.

Plan Melbourne 2017-2050 (2017)
[9]

The March 2017 update of the metropolitan planning strategy - Plan Melbourne 2017-2050
designates Box Hill as a Metropolitan Activity Centre (MAC) and a Health and Education Precinct.
These nominated places of significance are to be the focus of investment and growth.

[ 10 ]

The purpose of Metropolitan Activity Centres is:

To provide a diverse range of jobs, activities and housing for regional catchments that are well
served by public transport.

These centres will play a major service delivery role, including government, health, justice and
education services, as well as retail and commercial opportunities.

[ 11 ]

The purpose of Health and Education Precincts is:

To support health and education services that are well served by public transport in a range of
locations across Melbourne.

Their specialised economic functions will be reinforced, and they should provide opportunity for
ancillary health and education services, retail, commercial and accommodation uses.

State Planning Policy Framework (SPPF)
[ 12 ]

The following Clauses of the State Planning Policy Framework are relevant to the proposed
Amendment:

Clause 10.04 – Integrated decision making

Clause 11.01 – Settlement networks

Clause 11.03 – Activity centres

Clause 11.06 - Metropolitan Melbourne

Clause 15 – Built Environment and Heritage

Clause 16 – Housing

Clause 17 – Economic Development

Clause 18 – Transport

Local Planning Policy Framework (LPPF)
[ 13 ]

The following Clauses of the Municipal Strategic Statement and Local Planning Policy Framework are
relevant to the proposed Amendment:

Clause 21.01 - Municipal Profile

Clause 21.03 - A Vision for the City of Whitehorse

Clause 21.06 - Housing

Clause 21.07 - Economic Development

Clause 22.07 - Box Hill Central Activities Area
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Zones & Overlays

Figure 1: Zones (source: www.land.vic.gov.au)

Figure 2: Overlays (source: www.land.vic.gov.au)
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Spring Street Site
[ 14 ]

The Spring Street site is currently zoned Public Use Zone 2 (PUZ2) and Residential Growth Zone –
Schedule 3 (RGZ) and is affected by the Parking Overlay – Schedule 1 Box Hill Activity Centre (PO1).

Whitehorse Road Site
[ 15 ]

The Whitehorse Road site is currently zoned Public Use Zone 2 (PUZ2) and is affected by the Parking
Overlay – Schedule 1 Box Hill Activity Centre (PO1).

[ 16 ]

The land adjacent is affected by the following overlays:

Heritage Overlay – Schedule 117, which affects land to the north-west (within BHI site)

Heritage Overlay – Schedule 94, which affects the Box Hill Town Hall to the east

Box Hill Transit City Activity Centre Structure Plan (2007)
[ 17 ]

The Structure Plan (2007) provides a strategic vision and land use and development framework for
the Activity Centre. The Structure Plan was adopted by Whitehorse Council in 2006 and is a
reference document in the Whitehorse Planning Scheme.

[ 18 ]

The Structure Plan provides aims for built form in the Box Hill MAC:

Minimised front and side setbacks and increased heights to enable significantly increased
densities in the Activity Centre;

Maintenance of the traditional built form character of shops in the block between Whitehorse
Road and Market, Main and Station Streets;

Transitional heights around the core to protect amenity in surrounding residential
neighbourhoods where existing or more modest heights will be maintained;

Maintenance of the characteristic pattern of buildings set in landscaped grounds within the civic
precinct near the Town Hall (Precinct E);

Protection of key open spaces from overshadowing; and

Design for better public transport access to nodes and stops.
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Figure 3: Structure Plan Precincts

Spring Street Site
[ 19 ]

Activity Precinct D (Hospital and Western TAFE Precinct) and Built Form Precinct F (Major
Development Precinct) are applicable to the Spring Street site.

[ 20 ]

The desired land use outcomes for Activity Precinct D (Hospital and Western TAFE Precinct) include:

Growth and enhancement of educational and medical institutions and support for related
businesses and services, plus high density residential (including student housing).

Property consolidation to facilitate redevelopment and creation of public accessways through the
precinct.

Development addressed to Nelson Road to create a pedestrian-friendly street.

[ 21 ]

Built Form Precinct F (Major Development Precinct) encourages:

Taller buildings permitted, enabling increased density.

Heights must not cause overshadowing of Key Open Spaces, Residential Precincts A or B or
residential precincts beyond the study area.

Transitional heights to be provided at edges of the precinct to respect the scale of neighbouring
precincts.

[ 22 ]

The relevant (selected) desired built form outcomes for Built Form Precinct F include:

A fine grain of attractive pedestrian-friendly streets, lanes and arcades lined by buildings and
given a sense of vitality and safety through their activation by adjoining uses.

Significantly increased land use densities close to the railway station, and in the area between
the station, hospitals and TAFE.

The amenity (including access to sunlight) of streetscapes and Key Public Spaces protected.
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Synergies between public parklands and uses at their edges, and enhanced community safety in
parkland.
Amenity in surrounding low rise precincts protected.

Whitehorse Road Site
[ 23 ]

Activity Precinct C (Civic and Eastern TAFE Precinct) and Built Form Precinct E (Town Hall Precinct)
are applicable to the Whitehorse Road site.

[ 24 ]

The desired land use outcome for Activity Precinct C (Civic and Eastern TAFE) is the ‘consolidation of
council services, meeting spaces, and cultural, community and educational facilities in the precinct’.

[ 25 ]

The relevant (selected) desired built form guidelines for Built Form Precinct E include:

Limit heights or provide upper level setbacks as appropriate to respect listed heritage buildings
(Town Hall and TAFE building W2), as well as other significant civic buildings (Library and St
Peter’s Church).

4 to 6 storey preferred limit (nominally 20 metres).

Provide setbacks as appropriate to the context of significant buildings.

Amendment C175
[ 26 ]

The Box Hill Metropolitan Activity Centre Built Form Guidelines (The Guidelines) were prepared by
Hansen Partnership in 2016 for the City of Whitehorse. The Guidelines consider Precincts F (Major
Development Precinct) and C (Traditional Town Centre) identified within the Structure Plan. The
Guidelines were prepared to provide guidance and clarity on the preferred built form outcomes and
improve certainty and consistency for development and community.

[ 27 ]

The Spring Street site is located within what the Guidelines described as Precinct F6 (‘TAFE &
Hospital’). Amongst other things, the Guidelines contemplated 60% site coverage, a minimum 8m
landscape setback from all street frontages and a preferred maximum height of 15 storeys. This
preferred height maximum could give rise to a 72 metre high building (based on the indicative
Retail/Commercial floor to ceiling heights provided in the Guidelines and allowing for 300mm
between floors) or a 49.5 metre high building (based on the indicative residential floor to ceiling
heights provided in the Guidelines and allowing for 300mm between floors).

[ 28 ]

The Institute’s Whitehorse Road site was not addressed in the Guidelines. It is located to the east of
what was proposed as Precinct C/F1 which was identified as having a preferred height of 8 storeys.

[ 29 ]

Amendment C175 to the Whitehorse Planning Scheme also proposed to give effect to the Guidelines
by updating Clause 21.07 and 22.07, introducing Schedule 6 to the Design and Development
Overlay (DDO6) and rezoning land.

[ 30 ]

The Panel recommended that both the Design and Development Overlay and the changes to Clause
21.07 and Clause 22.07 (which were all proposed to be introduced as part of Amendment C175) be
abandoned.

[ 31 ]

Whitehorse City Council are yet to make a decision on the Amendment following the receipt of the
Panel Report.
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3.0 Site and Context

[ 32 ]

The Elgar, Nelson and Whitehorse landholdings form the Box Hill Institute’s Box Hill Campus. The
proposed Amendment affects the Nelson (Spring Street) and Whitehorse Campuses.

Figure 4: BHI Campus Locations (source: NearMap)

Spring Street Site
[ 33 ]

The Spring Street site is located in the north-western portion of the Nelson Campus landholding. The
site consists of 16-18 Spring Street and part of 853 Whitehorse Road, with a total site area of
2,630sqm. The site is currently occupied by at-grade car parking for staff and students, accessed
from Spring Street or Nelson Road.

[ 34 ]

The Spring Street site has the following immediate abuttals:

To the north at 14 Spring Street is a three-storey residential building containing student
accommodation setback approximately 2.4 metres from the common boundary.

To the east is Spring Street. The Salvation Army Corps and Epworth Eastern are located on the
eastern side of Spring Street.

To the west the site abuts five allotments;10, 12, 14, 16 & 18 Wellington Road. Each currently
occupied by single storey detached residences. A recently completed eight (8) storey residential
development occupies 6-8 Wellington Road.

[ 35 ]

There is planning approval for a fourteen (14) storey residential development at 16-22 Wellington
Road. Along the common boundary, above the three (3) storey podium built to boundary, setbacks
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of 4.5m (L03-08) and 6m (L9-13) are proposed. (Refer Appendix 1 and 2 for recently completed,
under construction, approved and in-planning developments in the Box Hill MAC)
[ 36 ]

Spring Street is a north-south road with a road reserve width of approximately 15.3 metres. It
contains a two-way vehicle carriageway with footpaths along both sides. The carriageway widens at
the Arnold Street signalised intersection to allow for turning lanes. Along this portion the street, street
trees are located in tree pits within the footpath, for the remainder of the road, where the road
pavement narrows to around 7.5 metres, the street trees are located in a grassed nature strip.

[ 37 ]

Spring Street is not a through street. It terminates at the Box Hill Institute car park. Existing built form
along Spring Street includes the above-mentioned student housing (14 Spring Street) and Epworth
Eastern and Eastern Health. Epworth Eastern is setback approximately 4 metres from the property
boundary and accommodates hedge planting. The southern edge of Spring street is currently
characterised by at grade car parking, and inactive built form edges.

Whitehorse Road Site
[ 38 ]

The Whitehorse Campus (1000 Whitehorse Road) is located on the southern side of Whitehorse
Road, approximately 100 metres east of the intersection of Whitehorse Road and Station Street.
The site contains institutional buildings of varying scale and style, including the heritage former Box
Hill Girls’ Technical School (HO117) in the north-western portion of the site.

[ 39 ]

A planning permit has been issued for the consolidation and subdivision of the site into two lots, Lot
1, the western portion totalling 5,313sqm and Lot 2, the eastern portion totalling 5,145sqm. Lot 1 will
continue to be owned and occupied by BHI. Lot 2 (the subject site) has been identified as surplus to
the future needs of BHI and is to be purchased by Epworth Eastern.

[ 40 ]

The subject site has frontages to Whitehorse Road and Bank Street of approximately 65 metres and
an overall site area of approximately 5,145sqm.

[ 41 ]

The Whitehorse Road site has the following immediate abuttals:

To the north is Whitehorse Road, a dual carriageway with central landscaped median strip. Land
on the northern side of Whitehorse Road is zoned Commercial 1 Zone (C1Z).

To the east the site abuts the Box Hill Town Hall, a two-storey civic building constructed in 1935.
The building is setback between approximately 28-36 metres from Whitehorse Road and
approximately 14 metres from the western boundary; a row of mature trees within the Town Hall
site is planted along this interface.

To the south is Bank Street, a two-way road with on-street parking. Further south is the
Belgrave/Lilydale Railway line.

To the west at 990 Whitehorse Road is a 6-storey office building, formerly occupied by the
Australian Taxation Office. Further west is the commercial core characterised by 2-3 storey,
commercial and retail tenancies.
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5.0 Proposed Amendment

[ 42 ]

In summary, the following changes to the planning provisions are proposed by BHI:
16-18 Spring Street
Zoning
Overlays

1000 Whitehorse Road
Zoning
Overlays

Existing Provisions
Public Use Zone Schedule 2 (PUZ2) and
Residential Growth Zone Schedule 3 (RGZ3)
Parking Overlay Schedule 1 (PO1)

Proposed Provisions
Mixed Use Zone (MUZ)

Existing Provisions
Public Use Zone Schedule 2 (PUZ2)
Parking Overlay Schedule 1 (PO1)
Heritage Overlay Schedule 117 (HO117)

Proposed Provisions
Commercial 1 Zone (C1Z)
Parking Overlay Schedule 1 (PO1)
Heritage Overlay Schedule 117 (HO117)

Parking Overlay Schedule 1 (PO1)
Development Plan Overlay (DPO)

Spring Street Site
Background
[ 43 ]

The proposal seeks to amend the Whitehorse Planning Scheme by rezoning the land to Mixed Use
zone from Residential Growth Zone Schedule 3 (RGZ3) and the Public Use Zone Schedule 2 (PUZ2)
and introduce a new Schedule to the Development Plan Overlay.

[ 44 ]

The Amendment will facilitate the redevelopment of the site to accommodate an integrated, fit-forpurpose nurse training facility. The delivery of purpose built training facilities, proposed to be utilised
by both BHI and Epworth Hospital relies upon the delivery of private sector development through air
rights above the training facility.

[ 45 ]

The Mixed Use Zone has the following purposes:

To implement the State Planning Policy Framework and the Local Planning Policy Framework,
including the Municipal Strategic Statement and local planning policies.

To provide for a range of residential, commercial, industrial and other uses which complement
the mixed-use function of the locality.

To provide for housing at higher densities.

To encourage development that responds to the existing or preferred neighbourhood character
of the area.

To facilitate the use, development and redevelopment of land in accordance with the objectives
specified in a schedule to this zone.

[ 46 ]

The proposed zoning to Mixed Use is consistent with the zone that was proposed to apply to the
subject site and adjacent sites to the north, east and west via Amendment C175.

GLSAC Submissions
[ 47 ]

Six (6) submissions were received specific to the Spring Street. Two (2) of the submitters are to be
heard at the GLSAC Panel. A submission relating to both sites was provided by Wendy Thomas and
Whitehorse City Council.

[ 48 ]

Concerns raised in the public submissions include:

Overdevelopment of Box Hill and lack of infrastructure and services for increased density.

Negative amenity impacts including; overshadowing, loss of privacy, and wind tunnel effect.
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Lack of ground floor setback and landscaping.
Adverse impacts on traffic and car parking.
Rezoning and selling of public land.




[ 49 ]

The following relevant revisions to the proposed Development Plan Overlay are recommended by
Whitehorse City Council planning officers (GLSAC Submission, 3 November 2017):
Proposed DPO (Box Hill Institute)

Whitehorse City Council DPO Revisions

Concept plans for the layout and development of
the site, which show:

Concept plans for the layout and development of
the site, which show:

 Shadow diagrams for the equinox (22 September /
22 March) based on the building envelopes and
arrangements.

 Shadow diagrams for the equinox (22 September /
22 March) and for the winter solstice (22 June)
based on the building envelopes and
arrangements.
 A mix of uses above the podium, such as
associated health and education services,
community facilities and services, offices, higher
density residential including student housing and
private recreation facilities that complement those
available in public spaces.

Design Guidelines for the site, which reflect the
following requirements:

Design Guidelines for the site, which reflect the
following requirements:

 The building heights should not exceed 29 storeys
in height and provide an appropriate graduation in
height.

 The building heights should not exceed 29 15
storeys in height and provide an appropriate
transition graduation in height to respect the scale
of nearby properties.
 The building heights should not result in
unreasonable overshadowing of key public
spaces.

 A mixed use podium of 4 storeys, incorporating
commercial and retail uses at ground floor level
and three levels of education facilities.

 A mixed use podium of 4 storeys, incorporating
commercial and retail and other active uses at
ground floor level and three levels of education
facilities.

 All levels above the podium to provide for
residential development.

 All levels above the podium to provide for
residential development.

 Building services, including roof top
services/elements should be screened from the
public realm.

 Building services, including roof top
services/elements should be screened or
relocated away from the public realm.

Discussion
[ 50 ]

There are a number of key issues that relate to urban design in seeking to rezone the land and apply
a DDO. I will address these issues when discussing the merit or otherwise of the proposed changes.
In broad terms, these issues are;

Proposed land use and the impact these uses will have on the success of the preferred urban
environment.

Building height and mass and the impacts these have on;
 Amenity of the immediate surrounding neighbourhood,
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[ 51 ]

 Amenity of the wider surrounding neighbourhood,
 Appropriateness of the height to the preferred neighbourhood character
Detailed building design requirements including podium and tower treatments and how these
impact on the surrounding urban environment

The details of some of these matters were addressed during the Panel hearing for Amendment
C175. I have included some of the Panel’s findings outlined in the Panel Report, 6th October 2017, in
my discussion below with the Executive Summary providing a succinct content capture noting:
The Guidelines do not document why certain design choices have been made,
and the Panel could find no identifiable rationale for the heights proposed in the
Guidelines. The Panel concludes:

The proposed preferred heights are not based on a well-founded
understanding of the future urban form for the centre and the needs of
key stakeholders in the activity centre.

Land Use
[ 52 ]

The proposed rezoning from Residential Growth Zone Schedule 3 (RGZ3) and the Public Use Zone
Schedule 2 (PUZ2) to the Mixed Use Zone, is as noted above, to provide for a range of residential,
commercial, industrial and others uses to compliment the mixed use function of the locality.

[ 53 ]

From an urban design perspective, I support this rezoning with its accompanying assumption that
the site should be part of a vibrant, diverse, mixed-use area that encourages activity throughout the
day and night by including a potential mix of commercial, retail and residential uses.

[ 54 ]

This view is also supported by my evidence for Amendment C175 in regards to what an ‘education
precinct’ could look like. While the Amendment proposed a ‘campus style’ outcome with lower
buildings and significant street setbacks, I believe that contemporary education facilities located
within a Metropolitan Activity Centre should explore different ways of achieving;

a stimulating and successful learning environment for students;

an enticing and preferred teaching environment for staff, and

a positive and substantial addition to the life and livelihood of the Metropolitan Activity Centre
through high quality built form outcomes, active and safe streets and increased pedestrian
movement.

[ 55 ]

The C175 Panel, on page 18 of the Panel Report, note, in relation to Universities physical form, that
there is “a great deal of benefit in reflecting what we, as a community, might learn from other places”.
It is also correctly noted that ‘one size does not fit all’, and I remain of the opinion that enforcing a
sprawling, campus style development within Box Hill Metropolitan Activity Centre is not the best
urban outcome both in terms of achieving city-appropriate urban form and the ability to provide a
good mix of uses to encourage round-the-clock activation.

Height
[ 56 ]

The C175 Panel found that the existing Structure Plan included no specific height limits for Precinct F
(Page 17) in order to encourage significant growth with substantial height. This has, in my opinion,
been successful in some aspects as is evident by the number of towers being delivered in the activity
centre. These resulting taller buildings may be considered the catalyst for Amendment C175 to
provide Council with more control to regulate the extent of development and ensure a sustainable
future for Box Hill.

[ 57 ]

In an attempt to understand how height limits were derived in the proposed C175 Amendment the
Panel examined in detail the proposed sub-precinct specific objectives. The outcome of that analysis
was that there was no clear relationship between proposed sub-precinct objectives and systematic
and easily understood height limits. I support this finding.
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[ 58 ]

The roll of existing and approved developments in determining appropriate heights was also
discussed and is of particular relevance to the Spring Street site given its proximity to new, tall
development and existing medium and low rise development. The Panel concluded that current or
emerging built form should not inform the height limits in Box Hill (Page 30).

[ 59 ]

I support this in part, noting that in my opinion, the emergence of taller built form along and around
Whitehorse Road is, in an urban sense, ‘setting the scene’ for the emerging Activity Centre. To
logically determine the details of where the edges of this taller development should lie and where
transition zones should be located is a matter for further detailed study and is largely outside the
scope of this evidence (refer Appendix 1). Until this is undertaken, I have assumed the boundary of
Precinct F shown in Figure 3 to be the extent of the major development opportunity zone.

[ 60 ]

The lack of rigorous and accepted analysis of potential heights therefore results in my analysis of the
appropriateness of a 29 storey height limit to be undertaken with the information included in the
Planning Scheme and my own expertise in Urban Design. In doing this I consider the impacts of
height on;
 Amenity of the immediate surrounding neighbourhood,
 Amenity of the wider surrounding neighbourhood, and
 Appropriateness of the height to the preferred neighbourhood character

[ 61 ]

The proposed height does not, in my opinion, adversely impact on the amenity of the immediate
neighbourhood. As shown in Appendix 5, it does not overshadow key public open spaces
(discussed in further detail below) and does not unacceptably overshadow private open space of
approved, existing and proposed residential developments to the west. It is noted that for the
purposes of this analysis I have used a massing model that reflects a likely developable outcome
derived from the proposed DPO controls together with other Planning Scheme requirements
including the application of the Better Apartment Design Standards, logical tower separation and
floor plate size.

[ 62 ]

The most sensitive existing interface is the three single-storey residential dwellings located to the
immediate west of the site on Wellington Street, numbers 10, 12 and 14. These are in the Residential
Growth Zone. One of the dwellings, No. 14 (recently sold in March) is occupied by medical
professionals, No. 12 is currently on the market and No. 10 remains residential. It is reasonable to
expect that they will be developed to higher density residential/mixed use product in the future. The
form this development takes is likely to be similar to 16-22 Wellington Road, a 14 storey residential
building.

[ 63 ]

Prior to the likely future development of the sites, the rear private open spaces of the houses/medical
centre would be overshadowed in the morning by development on Spring Street. There will also be a
certain ‘discrepancy’ in height between existing low scale residential and the proposed mixed use
development. This height difference and overshadowing is already proposed and approved in the
adjacent development at 16-22 Wellington Road. I do not consider the proposed rezoning of 16-18
Spring Street to cause any significant increased amenity impacts or equitable development
restrictions on these Wellington Street properties.

[ 64 ]

The proposed height also does not, in my opinion, adversely impact the greater amenity of the
surrounding neighbourhood. This impact is more difficult to measure than a simple overshadowing
diagram and is related in part to how the tower form will be perceived in the skyline as a collection of
buildings in the Activity Centre.

[ 65 ]

As can be seen in Appendix 4 & 5 the proposed height does not present as an obtrusive and alien
element in the skyline of existing and approved development, rather it sits comfortably within the
expected and emerging city skyline of the Metropolitan Activity Centre.

[ 66 ]

The skyline analysis and Appendix 1 also show the proposed building in relationship to the Health
and Education Precinct and Precinct F. It sits roughly in the middle of the northern portion of this
precinct and is surrounded by sites that are either recently approved (opposite at 1 Arnold Street =
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approximately 62 metre high – 15 storeys) or have potential for future development such as the
remaining Epworth sites, residential sites to the west and BHI sites along Whitehorse Road. This is
not a site that is on or near the edge of a designated sensitive residential or sensitive public open
space interface (noting my comments below concerning the potential pedestrian through-link to the
south of the site).
[ 67 ]

This relationship means that the preferred neighbourhood character should not be influenced by
single storey dwellings, but more by the opportunities afforded by larger sites associated with Health
and Education uses. If there is, in the future, a clearly expressed rationale and desire to ‘transition
down’ to the fine grain interface at the edge of the Activity Centre boundary (presumed by me to be
the boundary of Precinct F in the north), this internal site is not, in my opinion, the correct location for
this transition.

[ 68 ]

Another area of influence on the neighbourhood character is the development occurring along and
near Whitehorse Road including developments of 30, 36 and 37 storeys. (Appendix 1, 3 & 4)

[ 69 ]

Within this context, it is my opinion that a 29 storey building in this location is an appropriate
response to both the existing Structure Plan and the desired future for Box Hill and causes no
detrimental impacts on the current or future amenity of this mixed use Precinct.

[ 70 ]

The wording of the proposed DPO as it relates directly to height is:
The building heights should not exceed 29 storeys in height and provide an
appropriate graduation in height

[ 71 ]

Whitehorse Council suggest:
The building heights should not exceed 15 storeys in height and provide an
appropriate transition in height to respect the scale of nearby properties.

[ 72 ]

I suggest a slightly different wording:
The building heights should not exceed 29 storeys in height and provide an
appropriate variation in height.

[ 73 ]

I include the word ‘variation’ in place of ‘transition’ as the appropriate heights and transition zones for
Precinct F have not been established and I believe the requirement for ‘variation’ will help ensure a
development mass that provides some modulation in the skyline.

[ 74 ]

The proposed changes to the DPO by Whitehorse Council also include the provision for a winter
solstice shadow analysis. I have assumed this requirement comes from the Structure Plan (Figure 3)
requirement to not overshadow Key Public Spaces, Peripheral Residential Precincts or residential
areas outside the Activity Centre between 11am and 2pm on 22 June, beyond what would result
from an 11m building over the full extent of the site. As the linear ‘Open Space’ nominated in the
Structure Plan just to the south of the subject site was inserted to ensure development within the
area provided a pedestrian link through the Precinct, rather than provide key, sunlit open recreational
space, I consider this requirement to be irrelevant to this site.

[ 75 ]

This assumption is supported by the lack of design guidelines in the Structure Plan as to the
preferred nature of the link including providing guidance on; minimum widths, building setbacks on
northern edges to limit overshadowing, landscaping, recreational amenity, material palette or other
specifications for the link. It also does not take into consideration that the existing ‘meandering’
pedestrian link (Figure 8) delivered as a result of the Structure Plan is already significantly
overshadowed during 22nd June and that the allowance in the Structure Plan for ‘beyond what would
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exist from an 11m building over the full extent of the site’ means that a 5-8 metre wide pedestrian link
would be entirely overshadowed by an adjacent 11 metre high building (Appendix 6).
[ 76 ]

For these reasons, I am satisfied that a September equinox analysis is sufficient and that the ‘key
open space’ in this instance, is a matter of increased pedestrian permeability and not sunlit open
space.

Mass
[ 77 ]

The mass of the building, while closely related to height also includes elements such as setbacks and
street walls. The proposed DPO does not specify setbacks or street walls however it does refer to:
A mixed use podium of 4 storeys, incorporating commercial and retail uses at
ground floor level and three levels of education facilities.

[ 78 ]

Whitehorse Council suggest:
A mixed use podium of 4 storeys, incorporating retail and other active uses at
ground floor level and three levels of education facilities.

[ 79 ]

I suggest a different wording to ensure the podium achieves good urban outcomes, as opposed to
prescribing appropriate uses:
A mixed use podium with fine-grain, active edges at ground level along main
pedestrian routes and opportunities for passive surveillance of the street from
upper levels. Any podium car parking should be screened with active uses
along pedestrian interfaces.

[ 80 ]

I also suggest the inclusion of a point that refers to the street wall (as opposed to including this in a
podium height) and upper level setbacks to ensure Spring Street has a fine-grain, human scale
interface:
A street wall of 4 storeys should be established with upper levels setback a
minimum of 3 metres from Spring Street.

[ 81 ]

I also suggest the inclusion of a point that refers to architectural quality and variety in the podium to
help ensure a fine grain and engaging pubic realm.
The architecture of the podium should incorporate high quality materials with a
variety of textures, numerous openings including balconies at upper levels and
opportunities for shelter to the public realm through canopies or other
elements at the ground level.

[ 82 ]

Neighbouring development to the north of the subject site includes a three level student housing
complex. This building was approved to be built within 2.4 metres of the shared boundary which
imposes constraints on the subject site when considering access to natural light to those
apartments. To address these imposed constraints in a way that does not cause further adverse
impacts to the development potential of the site and the outcome of the urban realm, I recommend a
setback from this boundary of a minimum 6 metres. This setback could then incorporate vehicle
access to the subject site from Spring Street and achieve a 8.4 metre setback from the podium to
the existing apartment building.

[ 83 ]

I suggest including in the DPO the following:
Provide a setback of a minimum of 6 metres from the northern boundary to
incorporate vehicle access to the site off Spring Street.

Conclusion
[ 84 ]

In summary, the below table outlines the proposed Design Guidelines, Concept Plan and Traffic Plan
requirements within the DPO that are directly relevant to urban design outcomes, Whitehorse
Council’s suggested changes to these requirements and my suggested changes. I consider the
rezoning of the land to the Mixed Use Zone and the application of the DPO to be an appropriate
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mechanism to encourage a high quality urban outcome that encourages a range of uses supporting
the Metropolitan Activity Centre.
Proposed DPO (Box Hill
Institute)

Whitehorse City Council DPO
Revisions

Amanda Roberts
comments/suggestions

Concept plans for the layout and
development of the site, which show:

Concept plans for the layout and
development of the site, which show:

Concept plans for the layout and
development of the site, which show:

 Shadow diagrams for the equinox
(22 September / 22 March) based
on the building envelopes and
arrangements.

 Shadow diagrams for the equinox
(22 September / 22 March) and for
the winter solstice (22 June) based
on the building envelopes and
arrangements.

 Shadow diagrams showing existing
and proposed shadows for the
equinox (22 September) based on the
building envelopes and arrangements.

Design Guidelines for the site, which
reflect the following requirements:

Design Guidelines for the site, which
reflect the following requirements:

Design Guidelines for the site, which
reflect the following requirements:

 The building heights should not
exceed 29 storeys in height and
provide an appropriate graduation in
height.

 The building heights should not
exceed 29 15 storeys in height and
provide an appropriate transition
graduation in height to respect the
scale of nearby properties.

 The building heights should not
exceed 29 storeys in height and
provide an appropriate variation in
height.

 The building heights should not
result in unreasonable
overshadowing of key public
spaces.

As there are no identified key public
spaces (as opposed to desired linkages)
affected by the site I do not consider the
suggested change to be relevant.
 A street wall of 4 storeys should be
established with upper levels setback
a minimum of 3 metres from Spring
Street.

 A mixed use podium of 4 storeys,
incorporating commercial and retail
uses at ground floor level and three
levels of education facilities.

 A mixed use podium of 4 storeys,
incorporating commercial and retail
and other active uses at ground
floor level and three levels of
education facilities.

 A mixed use podium with fine-grain,
active edges at ground level along
main pedestrian routes and
opportunities for passive surveillance
of the street from upper levels. Any
podium car parking should be
screened with active uses along
pedestrian interfaces.

 All levels above the podium to
provide for residential development.

 A mix of uses above the podium,
such as associated health and
education services, community
facilities and services, offices,
higher density residential including
student housing and private
recreation facilities that
complement those available in
public spaces.

I do not consider it necessary to
nominate the land use above podium as
the proposed Zoning already provides
sufficient guidance.

 Provide a 6 metre setback from the
northern boundary to incorporate
vehicle access to the site off Spring
Street.
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Obscured car parking is included in the
podium design guidelines

 Car parking should be obscured
from the public realm
 Building services, including roof top
services/elements should be
screened from the public realm.

 Building services, including roof top
services/elements should be
screened or relocated away from
the public realm.

 Building services, including roof top
services/elements should be screened
from view from the public realm.

 Separated areas for pedestrian
movement throughout the site and
linkages to the pedestrian network

 Separated areas for pedestrian
movement throughout the site and
linkages to the pedestrian network

 Pedestrian movement plan including
linkages to the existing pedestrian
network.

 A landscape concept plan for the
site

 A landscape and public realm
concept plan for the site

 A landscape plan for the site and a
public realm concept plan for any part
of the immediate private or public
realm impacted by the site including
new publicly accessible thoroughfares.

Figure 5: Potential Built Form Response based on proposed DDO, Planning Scheme requirements, BADS and good urban design.
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Figure 6: Potential Spring Street Response looking south based on proposed DDO, Planning Scheme requirements, BADS and good
urban design.

Figure 7: Structure Plan proposed key east west linkage

Figure 8: East West connectivity

Whitehorse Road Site
[ 85 ]

The proposal seeks to amend the Whitehorse Planning Scheme by rezoning the land from Public
Use Zone 2 PUZ2) to Commercial 1 Zone (C1Z). The Commercial 1 Zone has the following
purposes:

To implement the State Planning Policy Framework and the Local Planning Policy Framework,
including the Municipal Strategic Statement and local planning policies.

To create vibrant mixed use commercial centres for retail, office, business, entertainment and
community uses.
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To provide for residential uses at densities complementary to the role and scale of the
commercial centre.

GLSAC Submissions
[ 86 ]

Four (4) submissions were received specific to the Whitehorse Road site. These include a submission
from Epworth Eastern who are to be heard at the Panel. A submission relating to both sites was
provided by Wendy Thomas and Whitehorse City Council.

[ 87 ]

Whitehorse City Council has recommended the Mixed Use Zone (MUZ) (in lieu of the Commercial 1
Zone) and a Development Plan Overlay be applied to the site or alternatively the Special Use Zone
(SUZ) (GLSAC Submission, 3 November 2017).

[ 88 ]

The following assessment of proposed C1Z has been provided by Council Officers (Minutes of
Ordinary Council Meeting, 16 October 2017):

C1Z was not envisaged for this site by planning policy such as the Structure Plan.

C1Z will allow for a greater range of as-of-right uses than anticipated by the Structure Plan in this
location which could undermine the intent of the precinct and unnecessarily spread the
commercial core into the civic precinct.

[ 89 ]

The application of a Development Plan Overlay (DPO) is sought by Council in order to:

Reinforce the objectives, intent and expectations of the Structure Plan for this location.

Provide certainty about the nature of the proposed uses and development on the site. In
particular, any development on this site would need to respect the existing heritage buildings on,
and adjacent to the site.

Discussion
[ 90 ]

The rezoning of the land is required to allow for sale of the land to Epworth Hospital as it has been
identified as surplus to BHI future requirements. I have been engaged to assess the appropriateness,
in urban design terms, of the proposed Commercial Zone 1 for the land.

[ 91 ]

As noted above, the site is currently within the PUZ2 which restricts uses primarily to education uses.
This assumption of the proposed use of the site as ‘education’ is also evident within the 2007
Structure Plan where it is within the Activity Precinct C (Civic and Eastern TAFE Precinct) and more
broadly included in the Built Form Precinct E (Town Hall Precinct).

[ 92 ]

With the proposed change of use from BHI/education it is logical that the future potential of the land
be considered within its context.

[ 93 ]

In the Planning Scheme the site is surrounded by:

Road Zone (RDZ1) - accommodating Whitehorse Road to the north with the land on the north
side of Whitehorse Road zoned C1Z.

Public Use Zone (PUZ6) to the east and then the General Residential Zone (GRZ5) and
Residential Growth Zone (RGZ2)

General Residential Zone (GRZ5) immediately to the south and then the C1Z over the rail line.

Public Use (PUZ2) and C1Z to the west.

[ 94 ]

The surrounding zoning shows that the site is currently considered to be within the edges of the
commercial heart of the Metropolitan Activity Centre. The Public Use Zones currently provide a Civic
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‘buffer’ between this commercial use and the residential growth allowed for in close proximity to the
centre. The subject site is located on the commercial side of this Civic buffer, not the residential side.
[ 95 ]

This direct relationship of the subject site with the commercial aspect of the activity centre is also
evident in the Structure Plan where the site is wrapped by Precinct F (Southern & Eastern Precincts)
and separated from Precinct A (Box Hill Transport & Retail Precinct) by a single lot.

[ 96 ]

I consider the existing zoning and structure plan to clearly indicate that the location of the subject site
is suitable for the Commercial Zone when a change of use is taken into consideration.

[ 97 ]

The C1Z supports a vibrant mixed use commercial centre noting that any future development will
have to comply with other elements of the planning scheme including any applicable heritage
considerations arising from the proximity of the Town Hall buildings. It also supports a variety of uses
that are appropriate for a higher order Metropolitan Activity Centre.

[ 98 ]

The proposed amendment does not remove any overlays, therefore the existing Parking Overlay will
remain.

[ 99 ]

The proposed rezoning is, in my opinion, entirely appropriate for the subject site as a logical
extension of existing policies. The possible urban outcomes for the site will be in keeping with the
high order Activity Centre and the site’s location close to the transport hub, Box Hill Centro and on
Whitehorse Road.

[ 100 ]

Council has submitted that a DPO or a DDO should be applied to the Whitehorse Road site. Council
has not provided any suggested text for such controls and I am unable to comment on their merit.
However, I note that the built form outcomes for this land will still be guided by the Structure Plan and
the aspirations for Built Form Precinct E. Reviewing the guidance given for this sub-precinct,
particularly at pages 60-61 of the Structure Plan, I see no pressing need for additional built form
controls (either a DPO or DDO) for this site.
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7.0 Conclusion

[ 101 ]

In conclusion, I support the proposed Planning Scheme amendments for 853 Whitehorse Road, 1618 Spring Street and 1000 Whitehorse Road. The amendments will provide planning certainty for the
rapidly evolving Metropolitan Activity Centre, encouraging high quality, mixed use outcomes that
have the potential to add to the vibrancy, sustainability and resilience of Box Hill.

Amanda Roberts
Director, SJB Urban
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Name and Address
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Level 5, 18 Oliver Lane
Melbourne VIC 3000
Qualifications and Experience

Master of Urban Planning (MUrban Planning): The University of Melbourne

Bachelor of Landscape Architecture (BLandArch) (First Class Honours), The University of Adelaide

Bachelor of Architectural Studies (BArchSTud), The University of Adelaide
2013-present: Director (since 2016), SJB Urban
2012-2013: Team Leader Subdivisions & Urban Design, City of Wyndham
2007-2012: Urban Designer, Places Victoria (VicUrban)
2006-2007: Urban Designer, Department of Planning & Community Development
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2001-2002: Technical Officer, City of Stirling, Perth
1999-2000: Urban Design/Landscape Architect, Heaton Associates, UK
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Areas of Expertise and Experience
My area of expertise is Urban Design, derived from my professional experience in urban design practice,
landscape architecture practice, and state and local government urban design, as well as my tertiary
qualifications in Landscape Architecture and Urban Design.
Within this field, my specific expertise and experience includes the following:

Design Review:
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Representative for State Government on review panels for Melbourne Docklands
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Lead Urban Design review member for Places Victoria on Melbourne Docklands and Dandenong
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Lead Urban Design review member for local government projects, City of Wyndham;

Project manager of the Gehl Places for People study on Melbourne Docklands;

Independent Urban Design Reviews for Councils, including Yarra;

Urban Design Advice on a range of development proposals and locations;

Urban Design Analysis and Assessment and preparation of Urban Context Reports;

Preparation of Development Plans, Master Plans and Urban Design Frameworks for public and private
sector clients;

Urban development research, investigation, modelling; and

Landscape Architectural practice - design, documentation, administration on a range of residential,
commercial and master planning projects.
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