
 

AMENDMENT C134 PANEL 
HEARING 
Statement of evidence 
 
Final 
12 February 2015 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared for 
Moreland City  



 

ii 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Report Register 

This report register documents the development and issue of the report entitled Amendment 
C134 Panel Hearing Statement of evidence undertaken by David Helms Heritage Planning on behalf 
of Context Pty Ltd in accordance with our internal quality management system. 

 

Project 
No. 

Issue 
No. 

Notes/description Issue Date Issued to 

1958 1 Draft 1 10 February 2015 Mark Marsden & Max 
Walton 

1958 2 Final 12 February 2015 Mark Marsden & Max 
Walton 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

© Context Pty Ltd 2015 

 

Prepared by: 

David Helms, David Helms Heritage Planning 

Context Pty Ltd 
22 Merri Street, Brunswick 3056 

Phone 03 9380 6933  
Facsimile 03 9380 4066 

Email context@contextpl.com.au 
Web www.contextpl.com.au  
 



 

iii 

CONTENTS 

1.	   INTRODUCTION 1	  

1.1	   Purpose 1	  
1.2	   Preparation of this report 1	  
1.3	   Qualifications and experience 1	  
1.4	   Report relied upon 2	  

Acronyms used in this report 2	  
1.5	   Declaration 2	  

2.	   SUMMARY OF MY OPINIONS 3	  

2.1	   Methodology of the 2015 Peer Review 3	  
2.2	   Findings 3	  

Has the heritage significance of the BAC been appropriately considered and 
adequately reflected in the BSP and the SRUCSFP? 3	  
Are the development controls proposed by Amendment C134 appropriate 
having regard to the heritage significance of the BAC and its important 
strategic role as an activity centre? 4	  

2.3	   Recommendations 6	  
Amendment C134 6	  
DDO18 (Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor) 6	  
DDO19 (Lygon Street Local Area) 7	  
Other recommendation – DDO1 review 10	  

ATTACHMENT A – DAVID HELMS QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 11	  

ATTACHMENT B – 2015 HERITAGE PEER REVIEW 12	  

 

 



STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE 

1 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose 
I have prepared this statement of evidence for Moreland City Council (the Council) in relation to 
Amendment C134 to the Moreland Planning Scheme. 

Amendment C134 proposes to introduce new planning controls to guide the future development of 
the Brunswick Activity Centre (BAC) and my statement of evidence focuses upon the areas 
proposed for inclusion within Schedule 18 to the Design and Development Overlay (DDO18), 
which would apply to the Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor (SRUC), and Schedule 19 to Design and 
Development Overlay 19 (DDO19), which would apply to the Lygon Street Local Area (LSLA). 

The purpose of this statement of evidence is to provide a critical review of the built-form related 
strategic documents associated with Amendment C134 (see below) as they relate to, and may 
potentially impact upon the heritage places and precincts along Sydney Road and Lygon Street. In 
doing so my statement of evidence addresses the following key issues: 

• Whether the documentation demonstrates a robust and strategically justified rationale for the 
built form directions, including maximum building heights and setbacks that will complement 
the existing heritage streetscape character of Sydney Road and Lygon Street; 

• Whether the built form directions, including maximum building heights and upper levels 
setbacks as contained in DDO18 and DDO19, can be supported from a heritage perspective; 
and 

• Whether the potential impacts on neighbouring heritage buildings is dealt with satisfactorily. 

On this basis, I identify potential changes to Amendment C134 in response to heritage issues. 

1.2 Preparation of this report 
This statement has been prepared by David Helms, Heritage Consultant, of David Helms Heritage 
Planning (PO Box 1225, Chapel Street, Windsor, 3181) in accordance with Planning Panels Victoria 
Guideline No.1 – Expert Evidence. 

I have prepared this statement of evidence with assistance of Annabel Neylon of Context Pty Ltd. 
The views expressed in this statement are my own. 

1.3 Qualifications and experience 
My qualifications and experience are set out in Attachment A. My specific area of expertise is in the 
assessment of the historic significance of places and in the application of heritage planning controls 
and policy in planning schemes. 

I have been retained by various Councils to provide expert witness evidence on heritage matters at 
Independent Panel Hearings, most recently for the Moonee Valley Planning Scheme Amendment 
C144 Panel Hearing (please refer to Attachment A for a full list). 

As one of Council’s advocates, I was involved in the presentation of the City of Port Phillip 
submission to Amendment C5 Panel Hearing, which was one of the first under the then newly 
introduced Victoria Planning Provisions to introduce the Heritage Overlay (HO) and Design and 
Development Overlay (DDO) over properties with both heritage significance and strategic 
development potential. The report prepared for that panel established many guiding principles that 
are still followed today in relation to the application of the HO and the DDO. 

I since have appeared as expert witness at a number of Panel Hearings for amendments that 
propose to introduce heritage controls and policy. For some of these I have been required to 
consider the relationship of proposed heritage controls with other built form controls such as the 
DDO. Examples include Amendments C86 & C90 to the Baw Baw Planning Scheme, and 
Amendments C120 & C124 to the Moonee Valley Planning Scheme.  



AMENDMENT C134 BRUNSWICK ACTIVITY CENTRE 

2 

I have an understanding of the heritage of the City of Moreland (including Sydney Road and Lygon 
Street) through my involvement (as an employee or sub-consultant to Context Pty Ltd) in the 
Moreland Local Heritage Places Review, the first stage of the Lygon Street Heritage Study, and as the lead 
consultant for the Moreland North of Bell Street Heritage Study and the Gallipoli Parade and Beaufort 
Houses Heritage Study. 

1.4 Report relied upon 
In preparing this statement of evidence, I have relied upon and make reference to the Amendment 
C134 Brunswick Activity Centre Heritage Peer Review (the 2015 Peer Review), which is contained in 
Attachment B to this statement of evidence. 

The key documents consulted in the preparation of the 2015 Peer Review were Brunswick Structure 
Plan, Brunswick Structure Plan Addendum and Sydney Road Upfield Corridor Strategic Framework Plan. 
Information about existing HO places and precincts was obtained from the Hermes database (this 
information has been transferred from a number of heritage studies carried out in Moreland since 
the 1990s), while information about the heritage places proposed for inclusion in the HO in Lygon 
Street by Amendment C149 was obtained from the Lygon Street Heritage Study Stage 2 (see the 
2015 Peer Review for a full list of references). 

There is no departure from the findings or recommendations as expressed in the 2015 peer review. 

Acronyms used in this report 
The following acronyms are used throughout this statement of evidence and the 2015 Peer Review: 

• BAC – Brunswick Activity Centre;  

• BSP – Brunswick Structure Plan;  

• BSPA – Brunswick Structure Plan Addendum;  

• HO- Heritage Overlay;  

• LSLA – Lygon Street Local Area;  

• SRUC – Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor; and  

• SRUCSFP – Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor Strategic Framework Plan. 

1.5 Declaration 
I have made all the inquiries that I believe are desirable and appropriate and no matters of 
significance, which I regard as relevant have to my knowledge been withheld from the Panel. 

 

 

 

David Helms 

12 February 2015 
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2. SUMMARY OF MY OPINIONS 

2.1 Methodology of the 2015 Peer Review 
The approach to the 2015 Peer Review is set out in section 1.3, as follows: 

Understanding the significance of the parts of Sydney Road and Lygon Street proposed to be included in the new 
DDO18 and DDO19 has provide the basis for undertaking this peer review. However, this peer review requires a 
broader consideration of other management considerations apart from heritage. As a major activity centre, Brunswick 
will be expected to absorb a significant amount of new development. While the conservation of heritage will be an 
important objective, this must be balanced with other strategic objectives such as the need for additional housing, 
commercial and retail space. 

Accordingly, this peer review considers whether the proposed DDO18 and DDO19 will strike an appropriate 
balance that will minimise potential impacts upon heritage places, whilst allowing new development commensurate 
with the important role of Brunswick as an activity centre. 

It will also consider whether there are any potential conflicts between DDO18 and DDO19 and Council’s heritage 
policies and controls such as Cl. 22.13 Heritage Policy. 

On this basis, this peer review responds to two key questions: 

• Significance. Has the heritage significance of the BAC been appropriately considered and adequately reflected in 
the BSP and the SRUCSFP? 

• Management of development. Are the development controls proposed by Amendment C134 appropriate having 
regard to the heritage significance of the BAC and its important strategic role as an activity centre? 

2.2 Findings 
This section provides the summary of my opinions in relation to the two questions set out above. 

Has the heritage significance of the BAC been appropriately 
considered and adequately reflected in the BSP and the SRUCSFP? 
It is my opinion that 

Brunswick Activity Centre 
• The importance of heritage to the existing and desired future character of the BAC is adequately 

expressed in Volume 1 of the BSP. 

Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor 
• The heritage significance of Sydney Road is adequately reflected in both the BSP (Volume 1 and 

Volume 2 Part 1) and the SRUCSFP and provides an appropriate basis for the recommended 
built form controls. 

Lygon Street Local Area 
The heritage significance of the LSLA is not adequately reflected in Volume 2 Part 2 of the BSP. 
The key issues are: 
• Unlike Sydney Road, the LSLA has a ‘patchwork’ of heritage precincts and places, which reflects 

the sporadic growth of the centre, and of which only some are currently included in the HO; 
and 

• The BSP was completed prior to the completion in 2012 of Stage 2 of the Lygon Street Heritage 
Study (and the consequent Amendment C149) and the BSP therefore relies on the interim 
findings of the Stage 1 Heritage Study, completed in 2008. The precincts and places assessed by 
the 2012 Heritage Study and proposed for inclusion in the HO by Amendment C149 are 
different to those in the 2008 Heritage Study. 

As a consequence of this: 
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• The heritage places and precincts of local significance assessed by the 2012 Heritage Study, 
which will be added to the HO by Amendment C149, are not correctly identified in the BSP; 
and 

• The BSP fails to highlight key differences between the built form heritage of Lygon Street 
compared to Sydney Road including the higher proportion of single storey buildings (shops, 
factories and houses), and places with distinctive characteristics (e.g., interwar factories and 
apartments) that illustrate its different patterns of historic development. 

In addition: 

• Existing HO places and precincts are not shown consistently in the BSP (e.g., HO255 Lygon 
Street precinct is shown on Map 9 Character and identity, but not on Map 8 Built Form) and there is 
no single map clearly showing existing HO places and precincts; and 

• There is inconsistency of terminology in relation to heritage in the BSP. For example, Map 8 
refers to the ‘Heritage Overlay’ while Map 9 refers to ‘Heritage clusters’, and Section 4.7 refers 
to ‘landmark and civic buildings’ and then ‘grand and civic buildings’ without identifying which 
buildings these include or how these terms are defined1. 

Are the development controls proposed by Amendment C134 
appropriate having regard to the heritage significance of the BAC 
and its important strategic role as an activity centre? 
It is my opinion that: 

DDO18 (Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor) 
The design objectives and controls proposed by DDO18 for the HO149 Sydney Road heritage 
precinct (and the individually listed heritage places within it) in relation to street wall height and 
setback, upper level setbacks and building height are generally appropriate having regard to the 
heritage significance of the BAC and its important strategic role as an activity centre. 

The proposed DDO18 built form controls are also generally consistent with the objectives and 
policy set out in Clause 22.13 Heritage Policy of the Moreland Planning Scheme. 

Given the heritage significance of the very consistent ‘street wall’ created by the Victorian, 
Edwardian and interwar buildings along Sydney Road the mandatory (i.e., cannot be exceeded with 
a permit) height limit for new street walls is considered to be appropriate and should be retained 
within HO149. 

However, the proposed mandatory upper level setback and height control in DDO18 that allows 
only one of the three options recommended by the SRUCSFP is not considered to be appropriate 
as it does not allow flexibility to consider alternatives that may assist in reducing impacts upon 
heritage buildings along Sydney Road. 

In addition: 

• There is a lack of guidance in DDO18 for the places identified as either ‘Civic buildings and 
Churches’ (Map 3) or ‘Civic Buildings and Heritage Places’ (Map 5) in relation to street wall and 
building heights and setbacks;  

• The places identified as ‘Civic buildings and Churches’/‘Civic Buildings and Heritage Places’ are 
the same places and the title should be changed to ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’ 
on the maps (and in the text of DDO18, as appropriate) as they include a range of civic, church 
and other buildings (e.g. HO161 former Hooper’s Store and HO163 Former Doctor’s Surgery 
& Residence) that are all of individual heritage significance; 

                                                        

 
1 Strategy 1.3 on p.26 refers to Map 9; however, Map 9 only shows generalised ‘heritage clusters’ 
and the location of ‘grand and civic buildings’ is not shown. 
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• The controls that apply specifically to the renamed ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’ 
should be applied to all individually listed heritage places, and also shown on Maps 1 and 2;  

• There is a lack of recognition in DDO18 that the impact of development on sites adjacent to the 
‘Buildings of individual significance’ must also be considered. Specifically, this includes: 

o The need for a design objective to protect views to ‘Buildings of individual heritage 
significance’ identified as landmarks (e.g., HO152 Presbyterian Church complex, HO153 
Brunswick Town Hall and Municipal Offices and HO248 St Ambrose’s Church) that 
contribute to the significance of these places and the HO149 precinct (note that DDO19 
already has such an objective); and 

o The need for additional decision guidelines to ensure that the significant built form 
characteristics of heritage places (both individually significant, and Contributory to HO149) 
and their context are taken into account.  

• There may be a need to review whether DDO1 Heritage Protection is still required for places 
within the SRUC if changes are made to DDO18 as recommended by this peer review. 

DDO19 (Lygon Street Local Area) 
While the design objectives in DDO19 are good in relation to desired outcomes for heritage places, 
the built form controls in relation to street wall height, upper level setbacks and maximum building 
height have been inconsistently applied to existing and proposed HO places and precincts in Lygon 
Street, and are not consistent with the objectives and policy set out in Clause 22.13 Heritage Policy 
of the Moreland Planning Scheme. 

Accordingly, DDO19 should be amended to minimise potential impacts upon existing and 
proposed HO places and precincts and to ensure consistency, where appropriate, with DDO18. 
This should include: 

• Reducing street wall and building heights and increasing upper level setbacks in those existing or 
proposed HO precincts (or parts of HO precincts) that have areas of single storey development 
to minimise the potential visual impact of new development; 

• Separating the controls for street wall height and upper level setbacks to be consistent with 
DDO18 and to reduce potential confusion about how they are to be applied; 

• Renaming ‘Significant/iconic sites’ as ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’, consistent 
with DDO18 as recommended above; 

• Applying the controls for the renamed ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’ to all 
heritage places of individual significance, or part of a ‘serial listing’, including existing HO places 
and those proposed for inclusion by Amendment C149;  

• Additional guidance for appropriate street wall heights and upper level setbacks on sites 
containing ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’; and 

• Additional decision guidelines to ensure that the significant built form characteristics of heritage 
places and their context are taken into account.  

In addition: 

• The expression of some objectives and controls could be amended to be consistent with 
DDO18 and to improve clarity (e.g., in Section 3.0 Street wall, first dot point use ‘must not 
exceed’ instead of ‘should comply with’); 

• For consistency with DDO18, and to provide certainty, the building and street wall heights and 
upper level setbacks on Map 1should be expressed in metres as well as (or instead of) storeys;  

• Map 1 is somewhat hard to read due to its scale, variety of information, and use of similar 
colours for different heights. Use of separate maps (as in DDO18) may be beneficial;  

• The name of Map 1 in the text (under Section 3.0 Height of buildings) and on the map itself is 
different and a new or consistent name should be considered; and 
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• DDO19, as exhibited, appears to allow discretion to vary maximum building heights (and street 
wall heights and upper level setbacks) with a permit. However, it is understood that this was an 
error and it is the intention of Council to make building height mandatory, as for Sydney Road. 
This is not supported for the reasons discussed above in relation to DDO18 and it is considered 
that discretion should be retained to allow an increased building height with increased upper 
level setbacks if the design objectives can be achieved. 

• The existing DDO1 Heritage protection does not appear to have been an effective tool in managing 
new development on sites adjacent to heritage places within Lygon Street and may no longer be 
required if the changes to DDO19 recommended by this peer review are implemented. 

2.3 Recommendations 
This section sets out my recommended changes to Amendment C134 in response to the issues I 
have set out above. This includes changes to Amendment C134, and potential future changes to 
DDO1 Heritage Protection. 

Amendment C134 
It is my opinion that Amendment C134 should be changed as follows: 

DDO18 (Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor) 
1. In Section 1.0 Design objectives replace the second to last objective with the following, and 

add a new dot point: 
To ensure development is designed to respect the form, design and context of buildings of individual heritage 
significance. 

To retain views along Sydney Road to landmark buildings of individual heritage significance. 

2. Amend Section 3.0 Building Height to include the option of allowing an increased height with 
an increased setback in accordance with the SRUCSFP. In this regard, I support the changes 
proposed by Mark Sheppard, Council’s expert witness in relation to urban design. 

3. Amend Section 3.0 Building Height to include additional guidance for ‘Buildings of individual 
heritage significance’, as follows: 

Bui ld ings  o f  ind iv idua l  her i tage  s i gn i f i cance  
Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance where no maximum building height is 
specified on Map 1 must demonstrate: 
! How the proposed building height responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; and 
! How the design objectives of this schedule have been met. 

4. Amend Section 3.0 Street wall to include additional guidance for Buildings of individual heritage 
significance’, as follows: 

Bui ld ings  o f  ind iv idua l  her i tage  s i gn i f i cance  
Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance where no street wall height is specified 
on Map 2 must demonstrate: 
! Whether a street wall is appropriate having regard to the heritage significance of the site and its context; 
! How the proposed street wall height responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; and 
! How the design objectives of this schedule have been met. 

5. Amend Section 3.0 Upper Levels to include additional guidance for ‘Buildings of individual 
heritage significance’, as follows: 

Bui ld ings  o f  ind iv idua l  her i tage  s i gn i f i cance  
Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance where no upper level setback is 
specified on Map 2 must demonstrate: 

! How the proposed upper level setback responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; and 
! How the design objectives of this schedule have been met. 
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6. Amend Section 5 Decision Guidelines, by splitting the second decision guideline into two, 
amending the new third decision guideline including adding new decision guidelines, as follows: 

The Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor Strategic Framework Plan and any other policy or planning provision 
applying to the area. 

The opportunities and constraints of the site. 

Whether the maximum building height is achievable having regard to lot size and dimensions (width and depth) 
and the heritage significance of the site or an adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 

Whether an increased upper level setback is required having regard to the heritage significance of the site or an 
adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 

Whether the maximum street wall height is achievable having regard to the heritage significance of the site or an 
adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 

The design response. 

The design objectives. 

7. Amend the legend to Maps 3 and 5 to by changing ‘Civic Buildings and Churches’/‘Civic 
Buildings and heritage places’ to ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’, and applying it 
to the following additional properties: 
o HO151, Lyric Theatre, 199-201 Sydney Road 
o HO156, Cumberland Arms Hotel, 337-341 Sydney Road 
o HO158, Former Union Bank of Australia, 387-389 Sydney Road 
o HO160, Duke of Edinburgh Hotel, 430 Sydney Road 
o HO167, Independent Church, 523-527 Sydney Road 
o HO170, Don Bosco Youth Centre, 715-719 Sydney Road. 

8. Add the expanded list of ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’ to Maps 1 and 2. 

DDO19 (Lygon Street Local Area) 
1. In Section 1.0 Design objectives replace the fifth, and second to last objectives with the 

following: 

To retain views along Lygon Street to buildings of individual heritage significance. 

To ensure development is designed to respect the form, design and context of buildings of individual heritage 
significance. 

2. Amend Section 3: Height of buildings by: 

o Replace the first dot point with the following (to remove the incorrect reference to the map 
name): 

Development must not exceed the maximum building heights as specified on Map 1. 

o Replacing the fourth main dot point (and related sub-dot points) with the following: 
Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance shown on Map 1 must demonstrate: 
! How the proposed building height responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; and 
! How the design objectives have been met. 

o Deleting the final dot point beginning ‘This maximum building height …’, as it is already a 
decision guideline. 

3. Amend Section 3: Street wall as follows: 

o Replace the first dot point with the following: 

Street wall heights must not exceed the height specified on Map 1 and Diagram 1.  
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o Delete the second dot point and the two related sub-dot points, and the fourth dot point, 
and move to the new sub-section, Upper setbacks (see below). 

o Insert new dot points: 
Development that seeks to increase the street wall height specified on Map 1 and Diagram 1 must demonstrate 
how the design objectives will be met. 

Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance shown on Map 1 where no street wall 
height is specified must demonstrate: 
! Whether a street wall is appropriate having regard to the heritage significance of the site and its context; 
! How the proposed street wall height responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; and 
! How the design objectives have been met. 

4. In Section 3, after Street wall, insert a new-subsection Upper setbacks, as follows: 

Upper  s e tbacks 

Development above the street wall height or behind an existing parapet must be: 
! Set back at least the minimum distance specified in Map 1 and Diagram 1. Balconies must not intrude into 

this setback. 
! Designed to differentiate it from the building’s street wall component through façade articulation and 

materials. 
Development that seeks to reduce the upper level setback specified on Map 1 and Diagram 1 must demonstrate 
how the design objectives will be met. 
Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance shown on Map 1 where no upper level 
setback is specified must demonstrate: 
! How the proposed upper level setback responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; and 
! How the design objectives have been met. 

5. Amend Section 6: Decision guidelines, by splitting the second decision guideline into two, 
amending the new third decision guideline and adding new decision guidelines, as follows: 

The Brunswick Structure Plan (Local Area Two – Lygon Street) and any other policy or planning provision 
applying to the area. 
The opportunities and constraints of the site. 
Whether the maximum building height is achievable having regard to lot size and dimensions (width and depth) 
and the heritage significance of the site or an adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 
Whether an increased upper level setback is required having regard to the heritage significance of the site or an 
adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 
Whether the maximum street wall height is achievable having regard to the heritage significance of the site or an 
adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 
The design response. 
The design objectives. 

6. Rename Map 1 as Map 1: Lygon Street Local Area Built Form Controls. (Note: It may be appropriate 
to provide separate maps for building height, street wall height, upper setbacks etc. to improve 
the clarity of the maps). 

7. Amend Map 1 by: 

o Making the following related changes to reduce street wall and building height and increase 
upper level setbacks in the whole of the proposed HO436 Precinct B (398-406 Lygon Street), 
part (129-135 Lygon Street) of proposed HO438 Precinct D, and in proposed HO439 
Precinct E to the whole of the east side of Lygon Street (nos. 38-114) and nos. 103-117 on 
the west side (excepting any ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’, as defined below): 

• Applying ‘Type 2’ (2 storey street wall, 7 metres minimum upper level setback). 
• Reducing the maximum building height from 5 to 4 storeys. 
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Note: The above controls are suggested to ensure consistency with the controls in DDO19 proposed to apply to 
the east side of proposed HO435 Precinct A. An alternative approach would be to apply upper level setbacks 
and building heights based on a ‘viewline’ formula, as identified in the SRUCSFP. 

o Renaming Type 3 as Type 3A and adding a new ‘Type 3B’, which has a 3 storey (8-11 
metres) street wall height and 5 metre minimum upper setback, and apply the new Type 3B 
to the whole of the proposed HO437 Precinct C (313-321 Lygon Street), the east side of 
Lygon Street (nos. 128-140) in proposed HO438 Precinct D, and to nos. 51-61, 67-79, & 93-
99 in the proposed HO439 Precinct E (excepting any ‘Buildings of individual heritage 
significance’, as defined below). 

Note: The above ‘Type 3B’ controls are suggested to ensure consistency with the controls in DDO18 for 
buildings of 5 storeys. An alternative approach would be to apply upper level setbacks and building heights 
based on a ‘viewline’ formula, as identified in the SRUCSFP. 

o Adding the following to the identified ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’2 (noting 
that street wall heights and upper level setbacks will not apply to these sites): 
! Interwar factories: 103-105 Evans Street and 236, 238, 260 & 297 Lygon Street. 
! Moderne Apartment Blocks Serial Listing: 37, 301 & 434C Lygon Street. 
! Shop, 150 Lygon Street. 
! Factory, 5 Pitt Street 

o Adding a list of addresses for ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’ to assist with 
identification. 

8. Amend the Legend for Map 1 by: 

o Replacing ‘Significant/iconic sites’ with ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’. 
o Showing the building heights in metres as well as storeys. 
o Renaming ‘Streetscape’ as ‘Street wall height and upper setbacks’ with the following 

descriptions (plus the new Type 3B, as described above): 
Type 2: 
2 storey (5-8 metres) street wall height 
7 metre minimum upper setback 
Type 3A: 
3 storey (8-11 metres) street wall height 
3-5 metre minimum upper setback 
Type 3B: 
3 storey (8-11 metres) street wall height 
5 metre minimum upper setback 
Type 4: 
4 storey (11-14.5 metres) street wall height 
3-5 metre minimum upper setback 

9. Amend Diagram 1 by including a section diagram for the new Type 3B (and renaming the 
existing Type 3 as Type 3A). 

                                                        

 
2 These are all places proposed by Amendment C149 for HO listing either as an individual place or 
as part of a ‘serial listing’. 
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Other recommendation – DDO1 review 
It is my opinion that: 

• If Amendment C134 is ultimately approved and DDO18 and DDO19 are implemented then 
Council may wish to review whether it is necessary to retain or delete DDO1 Heritage Protection; 
and 

• If DDO1 is to be retained then Council should also consider whether the objective, permit 
requirements and decision guidelines should be reviewed and updated having regard to the 
discussion in section 3.4 of the 2015 Peer Review. 
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ATTACHMENT A – DAVID HELMS QUALIFICATIONS AND 
EXPERIENCE 
B App Sci (Urban & Regional Planning), Grad Dip (Heritage Planning & Management)  
I am a strategic planner with over twenty years experience, and now specialise in cultural heritage planning 
and management. I have worked in a variety of local and state government and private organisations in 
Melbourne, Sydney and regional Victoria. As a strategic and statutory planner who has also undertaken 
numerous cultural heritage studies, I combine my knowledge of cultural significance with a clear 
understanding of how heritage studies may be most effectively translated into practical planning controls, 
policies and guidelines that are easy to understand and use.  

I have prepared numerous municipal heritage studies and reviews in my own practice or in collaboration 
with Context Pty Ltd including the Baw Baw Shire Heritage Study (2011), Cardinia Heritage Review (2010), Casey 
Heritage Study (2004), Darebin Heritage Study (2010), Latrobe City Heritage Study (2010), Manningham Heritage Study 
Review (2005), Moreland Local Heritage Places Review (2009), Moreland North of Bell Street Heritage Study (2010), 
Murrindindi Shire Heritage Study (2010), Mitchell Shire Heritage Review (2010), South Gippsland Shire Heritage Study 
(2002), Yarriambiack Shire Heritage Study (2014), and several studies for the City of Moonee Valley, as noted 
above. 

Since completing these studies I have been engaged by a number of the councils including City of Casey, 
Shire of Wellington, City of Darebin, City of Latrobe, Baw Baw Shire, Mitchell Shire, City of Stonnington 
and City of Moonee Valley to implement heritage studies via planning scheme amendments.  

My other projects for Context Pty Ltd have included heritage assessments and heritage impact analysis for 
the Regional Fast Rail project (Latrobe and Bendigo lines), the Royal Exhibition Buildings & Carlton Gardens 
Conservation Management Plan (in association with Lovell Chen), and the Yan Yean Water Supply System 
Conservation Management Plan and the Regional Water Supply Heritage Study, both for Melbourne Water and 
Heritage Victoria Homeward: the Thematic History of Public Housing in Victoria for the Department of Human 
Services. 

I have appeared as expert witness or Council advocate at a number of Independent Panel hearings in 
relation to heritage amendments including Amendment C5 to the Port Phillip Planning Scheme, 
Amendments C17 and C34 (Part 2) to the Hobsons Bay Planning Scheme, Amendment C80 (Part 2) to the 
Casey Planning Scheme, Amendment C50 to the Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme, Amendment C26 
Part 1 to the Wellington Planning Scheme, Amendment C68 to the Darebin Planning Scheme, Amendment 
C14 to the Latrobe Planning Scheme, Amendment C117 to the Stonnington Planning Scheme, Amendment 
C108 Part A to the Darebin Planning Scheme, Amendment C109 to the Moonee Valley Planning Scheme, 
Amendments C86 & C90 to the Baw Baw Planning Scheme, Amendment C129 to the Moreland Planning 
Scheme, Amendment C77 to the Banyule Planning Scheme, Amendment C163 to the Stonnington Planning 
Scheme, Amendment C56 to the Mitchell Planning Scheme, the Advisory Committee Hearing for 
Amendments C120 & C124 to the Moonee Valley Planning Scheme, and Amendments C143 & C144 to the 
Moonee Valley Planning Scheme. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Findings 
Note: the following acronyms are used: BAC – Brunswick Activity Centre; BSP – Brunswick 
Structure Plan; BSPA – Brunswick Structure Plan Addendum; HO- Heritage Overlay; LSLA – 
Lygon Street Local Area; and SRUCSFP – Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor Strategic 
Framework Plan. 

Has the heritage significance of the BAC been appropriately 
considered and adequately reflected in the BSP and the 
SRUCSFP? 
The findings of the peer review are: 

Brunswick Activity Centre 
• The importance of heritage to the existing and desired future character of the BAC is 

adequately expressed in Volume 1 of the BSP. 

Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor 
• The heritage significance of Sydney Road is adequately reflected in both the BSP (Volume 1 

and Volume 2 Part 1) and the SRUCSFP and provides an appropriate basis for the 
recommended built form controls. 

Lygon Street Local Area 
The heritage significance of the LSLA is not adequately reflected in Volume 2 Part 2 of the 
BSP. The key issues are: 
• Unlike Sydney Road, the LSLA has a ‘patchwork’ of heritage precincts and places, which 

reflects the sporadic growth of the centre, and of which only some are currently included in 
the HO; and 

• The BSP was completed prior to the completion in 2012 of Stage 2 of the Lygon Street 
Heritage Study (and the consequent Amendment C149) and the BSP therefore relies on the 
interim findings of the Stage 1 Heritage Study, completed in 2008. The precincts and places 
assessed by the 2012 Heritage Study and proposed for inclusion in the HO by Amendment 
C149 are different to those in the 2008 Heritage Study. 

As a consequence of this: 
• The heritage places and precincts of local significance assessed by the 2012 Heritage Study, 

which will be added to the HO by Amendment C149, are not correctly identified in the 
BSP; and 

• The BSP fails to highlight key differences between the built form heritage of Lygon Street 
compared to Sydney Road including the higher proportion of single storey buildings 
(shops, factories and houses), and places with distinctive characteristics (e.g., interwar 
factories and apartments) that illustrate its different patterns of historic development. 

In addition: 

• Existing HO places and precincts are not shown consistently in the BSP (e.g., HO255 
Lygon Street precinct is shown on Map 9 Character and identity, but not on Map 8 Built Form) 
and there is no single map clearly showing existing HO places and precincts; and 

• There is inconsistency of terminology in relation to heritage in the BSP. For example, Map 
8 refers to the ‘Heritage Overlay’ while Map 9 refers to ‘Heritage clusters’, and Section 4.7 
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refers to ‘landmark and civic buildings’ and then ‘grand and civic buildings’ without 
identifying which buildings these include or how these terms are defined1. 

Are the development controls proposed by Amendment C134 
appropriate having regard to the heritage significance of the 
BAC and its important strategic role as an activity centre? 
The findings of the peer review are: 

DDO18 (Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor) 
The design objectives and controls proposed by DDO18 for the HO149 Sydney Road heritage 
precinct (and the individually listed heritage places within it) in relation to street wall height and 
setback, upper level setbacks and building height are generally appropriate having regard to the 
heritage significance of the BAC and its important strategic role as an activity centre. 

The proposed DDO18 built form controls are also generally consistent with the objectives and 
policy set out in Clause 22.13 Heritage Policy of the Moreland Planning Scheme. 

Given the heritage significance of the very consistent ‘street wall’ created by the Victorian, 
Edwardian and interwar buildings along Sydney Road the mandatory (i.e., cannot be exceeded 
with a permit) height limit for new street walls is considered to be appropriate and should be 
retained within HO149. 

However, the proposed mandatory upper level setback and height control in DDO18 that 
allows only one of the three options identified by the SRUCSFP is not considered to be 
appropriate as it does not allow flexibility to consider alternatives that may assist in reducing 
impacts upon heritage buildings along Sydney Road. 

In addition: 

• There is a lack of guidance in DDO18 for the places identified as either ‘Civic buildings and 
Churches’ (Map 3) or ‘Civic Buildings and Heritage Places’ (Map 5) in relation to street wall 
and building heights and setbacks;  

• The places identified as ‘Civic buildings and Churches’/‘Civic Buildings and Heritage 
Places’ are the same places and the title should be changed to ‘Buildings of individual 
heritage significance’ on the maps (and in the text of DDO18, as appropriate) as they 
include a range of civic, church and other buildings (e.g. HO161 former Hooper’s Store 
and HO163 Former Doctor’s Surgery & Residence) that are all of individual heritage 
significance; 

• The controls that apply specifically to the renamed ‘Buildings of individual heritage 
significance’ should be applied to all individually listed heritage places, and also shown on 
Maps 1 and 2;  

• There is a lack of recognition in DDO18 that the impact of development on sites adjacent 
to the ‘Buildings of individual significance’ must also be considered. Specifically, this 
includes: 

o The need for a design objective to protect views to ‘Buildings of individual heritage 
significance’ identified as landmarks (e.g., HO152 Presbyterian Church complex, 
HO153 Brunswick Town Hall and Municipal Offices and HO248 St Ambrose’s 
Church) that contribute to the significance of these places and the HO149 precinct 
(note that DDO19 already has such an objective); and 

                                                        

 
1 Strategy 1.3 on p.26 refers to Map 9; however, Map 9 only shows generalised ‘heritage clusters’ 
and the location of ‘grand and civic buildings’ is not shown. 



 

vii 

o The need for additional decision guidelines to ensure that the significant built form 
characteristics of heritage places (both individually significant, and Contributory to 
HO149) and their context are taken into account.  

• There may be a need to review whether DDO1 Heritage Protection is still required for places 
within the SRUC if changes are made to DDO18 as recommended by this peer review. 

DDO19 (Lygon Street Local Area) 
While the design objectives in DDO19 are good in relation to desired outcomes for heritage 
places, the built form controls in relation to street wall height, upper level setbacks and 
maximum building height have been inconsistently applied to existing and proposed HO 
places and precincts in Lygon Street, and are not consistent with the objectives and policy set 
out in Clause 22.13 Heritage Policy of the Moreland Planning Scheme. 

Accordingly, DDO19 should be amended to minimise potential impacts upon existing and 
proposed HO places and precincts and to ensure consistency, where appropriate, with 
DDO18. This should include: 

• Reducing street wall and building heights and increasing upper level setbacks in those 
existing or proposed HO precincts (or parts of HO precincts) that have areas of single 
storey development to minimise the potential visual impact of new development; 

• Separating the controls for street wall height and upper level setbacks to be consistent with 
DDO18 and to reduce potential confusion about how they are to be applied; 

• Renaming ‘Significant/iconic sites’ as ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’, 
consistent with DDO18 as recommended above; 

• Applying the controls for the renamed ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’ to all 
heritage places of individual significance, or part of a ‘serial listing’, including existing HO 
places and those proposed for inclusion by Amendment C149;  

• Additional guidance for appropriate street wall heights and upper level setbacks on sites 
containing ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’; and 

• Additional decision guidelines to ensure that the significant built form characteristics of 
heritage places and their context are taken into account.  

In addition: 

• The expression of some objectives and controls could be amended to be consistent with 
DDO18 and to improve clarity (e.g., in Section 3.0 Street wall, first dot point use ‘must not 
exceed’ instead of ‘should comply with’); 

• For consistency with DDO18, and to provide certainty, the building and street wall heights 
and upper level setbacks on Map 1should be expressed in metres as well as (or instead of) 
storeys;  

• Map 1 is somewhat hard to read due to its scale, variety of information, and use of similar 
colours for different heights. Use of separate maps (as in DDO18) may be beneficial;  

• The name of Map 1 in the text (under Section 3.0 Height of buildings) and on the map itself is 
different and a new or consistent name should be considered; and 

• DDO19, as exhibited, appears to allow discretion to vary maximum building heights (and 
street wall heights and upper level setbacks) with a permit. However, it is understood that 
this was an error and it is the intention of Council to make building height mandatory, as 
for Sydney Road. This is not supported for the reasons discussed above in relation to 
DDO18 and it is considered that discretion should be retained to allow an increased 
building height with increased upper level setbacks if the design objectives can be achieved. 

• The existing DDO1 Heritage protection does not appear to have been an effective tool in 
managing new development on sites adjacent to heritage places within Lygon Street and 
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may no longer be required if the changes to DDO19 recommended by this peer review are 
implemented. 

Recommendations 
The following changes to Amendment C134 are recommended in accordance with the findings 
of the peer review: 

DDO18 (Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor) 
1. In Section 1.0 Design objectives replace the second to last objective with the following, 

and add a new dot point: 
To ensure development is designed to respect the form, design and context of buildings of individual heritage 
significance. 

To retain views along Sydney Road to landmark buildings of individual heritage significance. 

2. Amend Section 3.0 Building Height to include the option of allowing an increased height 
with an increased setback in accordance with the SRUCSFP. In this regard, I support the 
changes proposed by Mark Sheppard, Council’s expert witness in relation to urban design. 

3. Amend Section 3.0 Building Height to include additional guidance for ‘Buildings of 
individual heritage significance’, as follows: 

Bui ld ings  o f  ind iv idua l  her i tage  s i gn i f i cance  
Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance where no maximum building 
height is specified on Map 1 must demonstrate: 
! How the proposed building height responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; and 
! How the design objectives of this schedule have been met. 

4. Amend Section 3.0 Street wall to include additional guidance for Buildings of individual 
heritage significance’, as follows: 

Bui ld ings  o f  ind iv idua l  her i tage  s i gn i f i cance  
Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance where no street wall height is 
specified on Map 2 must demonstrate: 
! Whether a street wall is appropriate having regard to the heritage significance of the site and its 

context; 
! How the proposed street wall height responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; and 
! How the design objectives of this schedule have been met. 

5. Amend Section 3.0 Upper Levels to include additional guidance for ‘Buildings of individual 
heritage significance’, as follows: 

Bui ld ings  o f  ind iv idua l  her i tage  s i gn i f i cance  
Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance where no upper level setback is 
specified on Map 2 must demonstrate: 

! How the proposed upper level setback responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; 
and 

! How the design objectives of this schedule have been met. 

6. Amend Section 5 Decision Guidelines, by splitting the second decision guideline into two, 
amending the new third decision guideline including adding new decision guidelines, as 
follows: 

The Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor Strategic Framework Plan and any other policy or planning provision 
applying to the area. 

The opportunities and constraints of the site. 

Whether the maximum building height is achievable having regard to lot size and dimensions (width and 
depth) and the heritage significance of the site or an adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 
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Whether an increased upper level setback is required having regard to the heritage significance of the site or 
an adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 

Whether the maximum street wall height is achievable having regard to the heritage significance of the site or 
an adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 

The design response. 

The design objectives. 

7. Amend the legend to Maps 3 and 5 to by changing ‘Civic Buildings and Churches’/‘Civic 
Buildings and heritage places’ to ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’, and 
applying it to the following additional properties: 
o HO151, Lyric Theatre, 199-201 Sydney Road 
o HO156, Cumberland Arms Hotel, 337-341 Sydney Road 
o HO158, Former Union Bank of Australia, 387-389 Sydney Road 
o HO160, Duke of Edinburgh Hotel, 430 Sydney Road 
o HO167, Independent Church, 523-527 Sydney Road 
o HO170, Don Bosco Youth Centre, 715-719 Sydney Road. 

8. Add the expanded list of ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’ to Maps 1 and 2. 

DDO19 (Lygon Street Local Area) 
1. In Section 1.0 Design objectives replace the fifth, and second to last objectives with the 

following: 

To retain views along Lygon Street to buildings of individual heritage significance. 

To ensure development is designed to respect the form, design and context of buildings of individual heritage 
significance. 

2. Amend Section 3: Height of buildings by: 

o Replace the first dot point with the following (to remove the incorrect reference to the 
map name): 

Development must not exceed the maximum building heights as specified on Map 1. 

o Replacing the fourth main dot point (and related sub-dot points) with the following: 
Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance shown on Map 1 must 
demonstrate: 
! How the proposed building height responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; and 
! How the design objectives have been met. 

o Deleting the final dot point beginning ‘This maximum building height …’, as it is 
already a decision guideline. 

3. Amend Section 3: Street wall as follows: 

o Replace the first dot point with the following: 

Street wall heights must not exceed the height specified on Map 1 and Diagram 1.  

o Delete the second dot point and the two related sub-dot points, and the fourth dot 
point, and move to the new sub-section, Upper setbacks (see below). 

o Insert new dot points: 
Development that seeks to increase the street wall height specified on Map 1 and Diagram 1 must 
demonstrate how the design objectives will be met. 

Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance shown on Map 1 where no 
street wall height is specified must demonstrate: 
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! Whether a street wall is appropriate having regard to the heritage significance of the site and its 
context; 

! How the proposed street wall height responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; and 
! How the design objectives have been met. 

4. In Section 3, after Street wall, insert a new-subsection Upper setbacks, as follows: 

Upper  s e tbacks 

Development above the street wall height or behind an existing parapet must be: 
! Set back at least the minimum distance specified in Map 1 and Diagram 1. Balconies must not 

intrude into this setback. 
! Designed to differentiate it from the building’s street wall component through façade articulation and 

materials. 
Development that seeks to reduce the upper level setback specified on Map 1 and Diagram 1 must 
demonstrate how the design objectives will be met. 
Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance shown on Map 1 where no 
upper level setback is specified must demonstrate: 
! How the proposed upper level setback responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; 

and 
! How the design objectives have been met. 

5. Amend Section 6: Decision guidelines, by splitting the second decision guideline into two, 
amending the new third decision guideline and adding new decision guidelines, as follows: 

The Brunswick Structure Plan (Local Area Two – Lygon Street) and any other policy or planning 
provision applying to the area. 
The opportunities and constraints of the site. 
Whether the maximum building height is achievable having regard to lot size and dimensions (width and 
depth) and the heritage significance of the site or an adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 
Whether an increased upper level setback is required having regard to the heritage significance of the site or 
an adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 
Whether the maximum street wall height is achievable having regard to the heritage significance of the site or 
an adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 
The design response. 
The design objectives. 

6. Rename Map 1 as Map 1: Lygon Street Local Area Built Form Controls. (Note: It may be 
appropriate to provide separate maps for building height, street wall height, upper setbacks 
etc. to improve the clarity of the maps). 

7. Amend Map 1 by: 

o Making the following related changes to reduce street wall and building height and 
increase upper level setbacks in the whole of the proposed HO436 Precinct B (398-406 
Lygon Street), part (129-135 Lygon Street) of proposed HO438 Precinct D, and in 
proposed HO439 Precinct E to the whole of the east side of Lygon Street (nos. 38-114) 
and nos. 103-117 on the west side (excepting any ‘Buildings of individual heritage 
significance’, as defined below): 

• Applying ‘Type 2’ (2 storey street wall, 7 metres minimum upper level setback). 
• Reducing the maximum building height from 5 to 4 storeys. 

Note: The above controls are suggested to ensure consistency with the controls in DDO19 proposed to 
apply to the east side of proposed HO435 Precinct A. An alternative approach would be to apply upper 
level setbacks and building heights based on a ‘viewline’ formula, as identified in the SRUCSFP. 
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o Renaming Type 3 as Type 3A and adding a new ‘Type 3B’, which has a 3 storey (8-11 
metres) street wall height and 5 metre minimum upper setback, and apply the new Type 
3B to the whole of the proposed HO437 Precinct C (313-321 Lygon Street), the east 
side of Lygon Street (nos. 128-140) in proposed HO438 Precinct D, and to nos. 51-61, 
67-79, & 93-99 in the proposed HO439 Precinct E (excepting any ‘Buildings of 
individual heritage significance’, as defined below). 

Note: The above ‘Type 3B’ controls are suggested to ensure consistency with the controls in DDO18 for 
buildings of 5 storeys. An alternative approach would be to apply upper level setbacks and building 
heights based on a ‘viewline’ formula, as identified in the SRUCSFP. 

o Adding the following to the identified ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’2 
(noting that street wall heights and upper level setbacks will not apply to these sites): 
! Interwar factories: 103-105 Evans Street and 236, 238, 260 & 297 Lygon Street. 
! Moderne Apartment Blocks Serial Listing: 37, 301 & 434C Lygon Street. 
! Shop, 150 Lygon Street. 

! Factory, 5 Pitt Street 

o Adding a list of addresses for ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’ to assist with 
identification. 

8. Amend the Legend for Map 1 by: 

o Replacing ‘Significant/iconic sites’ with ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’. 
o Showing the building heights in metres as well as storeys. 
o Renaming ‘Streetscape’ as ‘Street wall height and upper setbacks’ with the following 

descriptions (plus the new Type 3B, as described above): 
Type 2: 
2 storey (5-8 metres) street wall height 
7 metre minimum upper setback 
Type 3A: 
3 storey (8-11 metres) street wall height 
3-5 metre minimum upper setback 
Type 3B: 
3 storey (8-11 metres) street wall height 
5 metre minimum upper setback 
Type 4: 
4 storey (11-14.5 metres) street wall height 
3-5 metre minimum upper setback 

9. Amend Diagram 1 by including a section diagram for the new Type 3B (and renaming the 
existing Type 3 as Type 3A). 

Other recommendation – DDO1 review 
If Amendment C134 is ultimately approved and DDO18 and DDO19 are implemented then 
Council may wish to review whether it is necessary to retain or delete DDO1 Heritage Protection. 
If DDO1 is to be retained then Council should also consider whether the objective, permit 
requirements and decision guidelines should be reviewed and updated having regard to the 
comments made in this report. 

 

                                                        

 
2 These are all places proposed by Amendment C149 for HO listing either as an individual place or 
as part of a ‘serial listing’. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose 
The purpose of the Amendment C134 Brunswick Activity Centre Heritage Peer Review (the peer 
review) is to assist Moreland City Council (the Council) with the preparation for, and 
presentation at the Panel Hearing for Amendment C134 to the Moreland Planning Scheme. 

Amendment C134 proposes to introduce new planning controls to guide the future 
development of the Brunswick Activity Centre (BAC) (see Figure 1) and the focus of this peer 
review is upon the areas proposed for inclusion within Schedule 18 to the Design and 
Development Overlay (DDO18), which would apply to the Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor 
(SRUC), and Schedule 19 to Design and Development Overlay 19 (DDO19), which would 
apply to the Lygon Street Local Area (LSLA). 

This peer review provides a critical review of the built-form related strategic documents 
associated with Amendment C134 (see below) as they relate to, and may potentially impact 
upon the heritage places and precincts along Sydney Road and Lygon Street. In doing so the 
peer review addresses the following key issues: 

• Whether the documentation demonstrates a robust and strategically justified rationale for 
the built form directions, including maximum building heights and setbacks that will 
complement the existing heritage streetscape character of Sydney Road and Lygon Street; 

• Whether the built form directions, including maximum building heights and upper levels 
setbacks as contained in DDO18 and DDO19, can be supported from a heritage 
perspective; and 

• Whether the potential impacts on neighbouring heritage buildings is dealt with 
satisfactorily. 

 
Figure 1 Brunswick Activity Centre 
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1.2 Background 
Appendix C provides the background to the amendment, as set out in the study brief. In 
summary Amendment C134 seeks to implement the: 

• Brunswick Structure Plan (BSP), adopted by the Council in August of 2010.  

• Brunswick Structure Plan Addendum (BSPA), adopted by the Council in June 2012. This made 
a number of changes to the BSP, including to podium/street wall and building heights in 
parts of Lygon Street and upper level setbacks throughout the BAC. The changes in the 
BSPA were the result of analysis conducted in an incomplete urban design assessment by 
Bloc Urban in or about April 20123. 

• Sydney Road Upfield Corridor Strategic Framework Plan (SRUCSFP), endorsed by the Council for 
the purposes of further notification in September 2014.  

The amendment proposes significant changes to the planning controls that apply to the BAC. 
As noted above the changes that are the focus of this peer review are the application of built 
from controls to the SRUC and the LSLA via DDO18 and DDO19, respectively. 

Amendment C134 process 
The Amendment was first formally exhibited from 26 October 2012 to 1 March 2013 with 192 
submissions received.  

At its meeting on 12 February 2014, Council resolved to request that the Minister for Planning 
appoint a Planning Panel to consider the amendment and submissions. Council also resolved 
to submit to the Planning Panel that the amendment should be revised in response to 
submissions. Amongst other things, Council submitted the amendment is revised to: 

• Have mandatory rather than discretionary building height controls; and 

• Reinstate notification and third party review rights with respect to building height controls 
in the Design and Development Overlays. 

At its meeting of 10 September 2014, Council resolved to make further changes to DDO18, to 
reflect the revised built form recommendations included in the draft SRUCSFP (for Sydney 
Road) and the BSPA (for LSLA). Insofar as it is relevant to this peer review the changes 
included: 

• Replacing the BSP and BSPA, as it applies to the SRUC, with the draft SRUCSFP and to 
endorse the draft SRUCSFP for the purposes of further notification of the revised 
Amendment C134. The height and setback controls in the re-exhibited DDO18 (which 
applies to the Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor) now reflect the recommendations of the 
SRUCSFP rather than the BSP; and 

• Changes to DDO19 (which applies to the LSLA) so that it is consistent with the proposed 
drafting approach in DDO18 and in accordance with changes in the BSPA. 

Amendment C149 – Lygon Street Heritage Study 
As submitted for approval, Amendment C149 proposes to implement the recommendations of 
the Lygon Street Heritage Study Stage 2 2012 (the 2012 Heritage Study) by applying the heritage 
overlay to the following precincts and places, which are all situated within the LSLA proposed 
to be included within DDO19: 

• Five precincts: 

o HO435 – 495-497 & 500-522 Lygon Street (Precinct A). 

o HO436 – 398-406 Lygon Street (Precinct B). 

                                                        

 
3 Project Brief, p.5 
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o HO437 – 313-321 Lygon Street (Precinct C). 

o HO438 – 128-140 & 129-135 Lygon Street (Precinct D). 

o HO439 – 38-114 and 51-117 Lygon Street (Precinct E, this will replace the existing 
HO255 Lygon Street precinct). 

• One ‘serial listing’: Moderne Apartment Blocks, 37, 301 & 434C Lygon Street; and 

• Seven individual places: 

o Interwar factory, 103-105 Evans Street. 

o Shop, 150 Lygon Street. 

o ANZ Bank (former), 152 Lygon Street. 

o Interwar factory, 236 Lygon Street. 

o Interwar factory, 238 Lygon Street. 

o Interwar factory, 260 Lygon Street (makes permanent an existing interim HO). 

o Interwar factory, 297 Lygon Street. 

Amendment C149 is currently awaiting approval from the Minister for Planning. 

1.3 Methodology 
Understanding the significance of the parts of Sydney Road and Lygon Street proposed to be 
included in the new DDO18 and DDO19 has provide the basis for undertaking this peer 
review. However, in accordance with the Burra Charter this peer review also considers other 
management considerations apart from heritage. As a major activity centre, Brunswick will be 
expected to absorb a significant amount of new development. While the conservation of 
heritage will be an important objective, this must be balanced with other strategic objectives 
such as the need for additional housing, commercial and retail space. 

Accordingly, this peer review considers whether the proposed DDO18 and DDO19 will strike 
an appropriate balance that will minimise potential impacts upon heritage places, whilst 
allowing new development commensurate with the important role of Brunswick as an activity 
centre. 

It will also consider whether there are any potential conflicts between DDO18 and DDO19 
and Council’s heritage policies and controls such as Cl. 22.13 Heritage Policy. 

On this basis, this peer review responds to two key questions: 

• Significance. Has the heritage significance of the BAC been appropriately considered and 
adequately reflected in the BSP and the SRUCSFP? 

• Management of development. Are the development controls proposed by Amendment C134 
appropriate having regard to the heritage significance of the BAC and its important 
strategic role as an activity centre? 

Specifically, this peer review has included the following tasks: 

• A review of the documentation that provides the strategic basis for Amendment C134. In 
relation to the BSP the peer review has focussed upon Volume 1 of BSP (which provides 
the overarching vision and strategic planning framework for the whole of the BAC), and 
those parts of Volume 2 that provide the structure plans for SRUC, and the LSLA; 

• A review of relevant Moreland Council minutes and decisions relating to Amendment 
C134; 

• A review of submissions made to Amendment C134 arising from the two exhibition 
periods; 
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• A review of relevant heritage studies that provide the basis for existing and proposed 
heritage controls in Sydney Road and Lygon Street; 

• A review of Amendment C149, which proposes to introduce heritage controls to individual 
places, ‘serial’ listings and small precincts in Lygon Street; 

• A review of a select number of recent development applications in Sydney Road and Lygon 
Street that provide ‘case studies’ of development scenarios within the heritage precincts; 
and 

• Site inspections of Sydney Road and Lygon Street. 

Acronyms used in this report 
The following acronyms are used throughout this report: 

• BAC – Brunswick Activity Centre;  

• BSP – Brunswick Structure Plan;  

• BSPA – Brunswick Structure Plan Addendum;  

• HO- Heritage Overlay;  

• LSLA – Lygon Street Local Area;  

• SRUC – Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor; and  

• SRUCSFP – Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor Strategic Framework Plan. 
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2. REVIEW OF SIGNIFICANCE 

2.1 Introduction  
Understanding the heritage significance of the parts of Sydney Road and Lygon Street 
proposed to be included in DDO18 and DDO19 provides the basis for undertaking this peer 
review. 

Accordingly, this chapter provides an overview of the significance of Sydney Road and Lygon 
Street, as documented in the relevant heritage studies, and reflected in the application of the 
HO, both existing and as proposed by Amendment C149. 

The review will then determine whether the significance of Sydney Road and Lygon Street has 
been appropriately considered, and adequately reflected in the built form policies, objectives 
and strategies in the BSP and the SRUCSFP. 

2.2 Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor heritage significance 

HO149 Sydney Road Heritage Precinct significance 
The Sydney Road Heritage Precinct in Brunswick is included within the heritage overlay as 
HO149. HO149 extends from Park Street to Albion Street and encompasses both sides of 
Sydney Road as well as adjoining sections of intersecting and parallel streets including Albert 
Street, Albion Street, Ballarat Street, Barkly Street, Brunswick Road, Curtis Place, David Street, 
Dawson Street, Edward Street, Frith Street, Glenlyon Road, Hope Street, Little Gold Street, 
Merri Street, Union Street, Victoria Street, and Wilkinson Street. 

Appendix A contains the statement of significance for the precinct. Table 2.1 provides a 
summary of the significant built form elements of the precinct. 

Table 2.1 – Significant built form elements in the Sydney Road Heritage Precinct 

Significance of precinct Significant built form elements 

The Sydney Road Precinct is of local 
historical significance as a predominantly 
intact late 19th and early 20th century 
retail and commercial strip, which 
includes a large number of the important 
institutional buildings added during this 
period, including the Town Hall and 
Municipal Offices, the Brunswick Baths 
and numerous churches of the major 19th 
century denominations along both sides 
of the road. The precinct, which 
encompasses nearly half the length of 
Sydney Road, Brunswick reflects the 
considerable expansion and growth of the 
street, and the suburb as a whole, during 
the 19th century Boom period. 

This is demonstrated by the: 

! High number of surviving buildings from the late 
nineteenth to mid-twentieth centuries; 

! The civic buildings (e.g. churches, Brunswick Town 
Hall), particularly the cluster around the intersection 
of Glenlyon Road and Dawson Street; and 

! The sheer size and extent of the precinct, which 
demonstrates the significant growth of Brunswick 
and the importance of Sydney Road as a commercial 
and civic centre. 

The Sydney Road Precinct is of local 
architectural significance as a 
predominantly intact example of a late 
19th and early 20th century retail strip 
that contains some of the key institutional 
buildings of the period. The capacity of 
the precinct to represent this period of 
development is enhanced by the largely 
intact upper floor facades of the shops. 

This is demonstrated by the: 

! Consistent two storey scale of most commercial 
development punctuated by some taller buildings 
such as banks and hotels on corner sites, and civic 
buildings (e.g. churches, Brunswick Town Hall); and 

! Consistent zero front and side setbacks of the 
commercial buildings creating an almost continuous 
street wall with parapets punctuated by civic 
buildings setback from the street. 
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Significance of precinct Significant built form elements 

! Intact upper facades that a rich and varied 
streetscape; and 

! Individually significant landmark buildings (see 
below). 

 

Sydney Road individual heritage places 
The Sydney Road Heritage Precinct also contains 16 heritage places, which are listed 
individually in the HO schedule. The table in Appendix A provides a list of these places and 
their statements of significance. In summary, the individual places also contribute to the 
significance of the Sydney Road Heritage Precinct for the following reasons: 

• Historical – associated with late nineteenth or early twentieth century development; and/or 

• Architectural and aesthetic – contribution to the historic streetscape, particularly intact 
facades at first floor level. 

In addition, the statements of significance for the following places specifically identify them as 
‘landmarks’ within Sydney Road: 

• HO152, 212 Sydney Road, Brunswick – Former Presbyterian Church Buildings; 

• HO153, 233 Sydney Road, Brunswick – Town Hall and Municipal Offices; and 

• HO248, 289 Sydney Road, Brunswick – St Ambrose’s Church. 

The statement of significance for HO154, the Mechanics’ Institute at 270 Sydney Road also 
identifies it as an integral element of the group of civic and church buildings in that part of 
Sydney Road. 

2.3 Lygon Street Local Area heritage significance 
Unlike Sydney Road, which has been included within a HO precinct overlay for many years, 
the heritage of the LSLA is currently only partially protected by three separate precincts and a 
small number of individual places. Consequently, in 2008 Context Pty Ltd was engaged to 
prepare the Lygon Street Heritage Assessment – Stage 1 (hereafter referred to as the 2008 Heritage 
Study) as part of the preparation of the BSP.  

The 2008 Heritage Study identified 7 precincts and 3 individual places of potential significance 
and one of the key finding was: ‘Existing HO controls in Lygon Street are very limited and 
further assessment is required to determine the future extent of HO controls in the street’. 

In response to this recommendation, the Stage 2 Heritage Study was commenced in 2011 and 
completed in 2012 (the 2012 Heritage Study). The 2012 Heritage Study found that, since the 
2008 Heritage Study was completed, redevelopment had resulted in the alteration or complete 
demolition of several contributory buildings within precincts. Consequently, many of the 2008 
precincts did not have sufficient integrity to warrant the application of a HO to all or part of 
the originally proposed area and so new precinct boundaries were proposed for five of the 
precincts and two precincts were abandoned. As a result, several individually significant places 
that fell outside the precinct boundaries were assessed separately, or as part of two serial 
listings: one for interwar factories, and one of interwar apartment blocks. 

As previously noted, Amendment C149 proposes to implement the recommendations of the 
2012 Heritage Study. The existing and proposed HO places and precincts in the LSLA 
therefore include: 

• Three precincts (HO1 Albert Street, HO194 Weston Street and HO255 Lygon Street) and 
eight individually listed heritage places currently included in the HO; and 
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• The Amendment C149 places and precincts, which (as submitted for approval) proposes to 
add five new precincts, one ‘serial listing’ of three Moderne Apartments, and seven 
individual heritage places to the HO. One of the new precincts, HO439 Precinct E, will 
incorporate and replace the existing HO255 Lygon Street precinct. 

Appendix B contains the statements of significance for these places and provides a description 
of the significant built form elements. In summary, the significant heritage built form of the 
LSLA includes: 

• Groups of Victorian, Edwardian and interwar shops (and some houses) of one or two 
stories, and consistent setbacks, materials (brick, render) and form (parapeted) that form 
precincts along Lygon Street. Some of the precincts in Lygon Street are distinguished from 
Sydney Road by the higher proportion of single storey development; 

• Small late Victorian houses and cottages within precincts or as individual places in side 
streets immediately adjacent to Lygon Street; 

• Two-storey interwar apartments, usually freestanding with garden setbacks in Lygon Street; 

• Interwar factories in Lygon Street and adjoining streets; and 

• Landmark buildings that range from the single storey detached Moderne style Maternal 
Child Health Centre to nineteenth century boom style corner hotels such as the Lyndhurst 
Club Hotel and the East Brunswick Club Hotel. 

2.4 How is the heritage significance of the BAC reflected 
in the BSP and the SRUCSFP? 

Brunswick Structure Plan 
Volume 1 
There are numerous references to built heritage throughout the BSP beginning in section 1 of 
Volume 1 ‘Introduction and context’: 

The features of Brunswick that make it an interesting place to live and work, derive from its history as an 
industrial hub located close to the centre of Melbourne … It has a history of strong community activism and 
support for progressive social policies such as multiculturalism, environmental sustainability, social equity 
and the retention of built heritage. 

Key issues in relation to heritage and built form are set out in sections 2.3.5 and 2.3.6 of 
Volume 1. The introduction to section 2.3.5 notes: 

The Brunswick Activity Centre consists of a rich mix of built form fabric. The prominent Sydney Road 
streetscape is well-defined by predominant two-storey heritage buildings. In contrast Lygon Street has an 
irregular mix of buildings from one to five storeys. Lygon Street has a larger spread of building styles and a 
building infill has happened over a period of time. 

The introduction to section 2.3.6 adds that ‘Heritage streetscapes are a major contributor to 
the character and feel of Brunswick’ and identifies the range of heritage places from 
archaeological sites, to hotels, humble workers’ cottages and parklands. It also specifically 
identifies ‘Brunswick’s nineteenth and early twentieth century industrial and commercial legacy’ 
as reflected in former factories and places of entertainment. Key issues include: 

• The fast rate of development could lead to a loss of the ‘sense of character … without 
coordinated guidelines of future character’; and 

• Some places assessed as significant by previous heritage studies and recommended for 
heritage overlay are not yet protected. 

Consequently, the Vision, set out in section 3 of Volume 1, includes ‘A celebration of our 
shared heritage’ as the first theme and the Vision statement includes: 
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Our aim in planning Brunswick’s future is to preserve what we love, while providing for growth that respects 
and enhances these characteristics. 

Amongst the desired outcomes are: 

• The preservation, restoration and celebration of the valued elements of Brunswick’s physical fabric. 

• The preservation and enhancement of the heritage streetscape of Sydney Road. 

• The retention of the distinctive mixed streetscape of Lygon Street. 

• The retention of Brunswick’s historically significant urban fabric characterised by the broad cross section of 
nineteenth and early twentieth-century industrial, commercial and residential buildings. 

These outcomes are reflected in the Strategic Framework, set out in Section 4. The Strategic 
Framework sets out a series of objectives and strategies under seven themes. Theme 5 Built Form 
explains the rationale behind, and objectives and strategies for the proposed built form 
controls in relation to height and setbacks (these are discussed in sections 3.2 and 3.3), while 
Theme 6 Character and Identity provides specific directions in relation to heritage. The 
introduction to Theme 6 notes: 

Brunswick is rich in both Indigenous and European cultural history, which is reflected in the many heritage 
buildings, streetscapes and places that remain today. 

The Structure Plan seeks to strengthen build on the character and identity of the area by protecting valued 
places, and building new one with as much character as the old ones. 

On this basis, Objective 3 is: 

To conserve and enhance buildings, places, archaeological sites, landscapes and other elements that contribute 
to Brunswick’s rich cultural heritage. 

Five strategies to achieve Objective 3 are identified, which include encouraging adaptive re-use 
and integration of heritage buildings into new development. 

Volume 2 Part 1 – Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor 
Following on from Volume 1, Section 2 begins with a local area description for the Sydney 
Road/Upfield Corridor that (amongst other things) identifies the two storey Victorian and 
Edwardian buildings lining both sides of Sydney Road as a ‘major contributor to the character 
of the local area’. Amongst the key issues identified in section 2.3 is ‘There is no control or 
guidance on built form on Sydney Road other than that provided in the Heritage Overlay’ and 
‘There are significant heritage values in the area, including a number of individual buildings 
listed on the Victorian Heritage Register’.  

The Local Area Vision in Section 3 once again reiterates the importance of the ‘existing strong 
heritage streetscape’ to the future character of the area, and Section 4 Local Area Framework 
includes objectives to ‘protect and enhance buildings and groups of buildings that contribute 
to the traditional shopping strip character’ and ‘promote the area’s rich built heritage’, amongst 
others.  

Heritage places and precincts are also identified on several maps throughout, although not 
always consistently. On Map 8 (Built Form) the areas subject to the HO are shown by shading 
with the legend ‘Heritage Overlay’; however, Map 9 (Character and identity) refers to these as 
‘Heritage cluster’ with a somewhat confusing note ‘Respect streetscapes or groups of buildings 
to the legibility of the street character’.  

However, places and precincts included in the HO are not shown on the detailed maps for 
each sub-precinct, although ‘iconic’ buildings and ‘iconic corner hotels’ are identified. Most, if 
not all, of these are heritage places, some of which are individually listed in the HO schedule 
and others contained within HO149.  
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Volume 2 Part 2 – Lygon Street Local Area 
Following on from Volume 1, Section 2 describes how Lygon Street developed in clusters 
around the three main hotels; The Quarry Hotel (cnr. Lygon and Barkly streets), the East 
Brunswick Hotel (cnr. Lygon and Albert streets) and the Lyndhurst Hotel (cnr. Lygon and 
Albion streets) and concludes: 

Remnants of the three clusters exist today, their significance being as contributory buildings rather than 
historical buildings of architectural interest. 

Amongst in Section 2.3, and those which specifically relate to heritage are set out in sections 
2.3.5 Built Form and 2.3.6 Character and identity, as follows:  

• There is a need to better align built form guidelines with heritage controls to ensure urban renewal is better 
integrated with heritage areas; 

• Apart from a bank and a post office constructed in the early 1900s, there are no grand civic buildings or 
churches on Lygon Street; 

• A number of interwar to mid twentieth century industrial buildings in Lygon Street are not included in the 
Heritage Overlay; and 

• The Heritage Overlay formally protects only a few buildings on Lygon Street. 

Consequently, the Local Area Vision at Section 3 is to develop the future character of the area 
as a coherent streetscape, partly by ensuring that: 

The heritage value of several precincts will be protected by the inclusion of the precincts in the Heritage 
Overlay. 

No mention is made, however, of the existing heritage places and precincts.  

Section 4 sets out the Strategic Framework for achieving the Vision. In relation to built form, 
Objective 3 in section 4.6 Built Form is ‘To ensure that urban renewal is sympathetic to the 
heritage value of places’, to be achieved by strategy 3.1, which is to: 

Develop built form guidelines for Lygon Street taking into account heritage precincts identified in the Lygon 
Street Heritage Assessment 2008. 

This is echoed in the Built Form Guidelines in section 4. Section 4.7 Character and Identity includes 
two objectives is ‘To protect places with heritage value along Lygon Street, including inter-war 
and mid twentieth century industrial buildings’, while Objective 3 is ‘To retain and enhance the 
eclectic character of Lygon Street’. Strategies to achieve this objective include (amongst other 
things): 

• Include seven new precincts on Lygon Street as identified in the Lygon Street Heritage Review 2008 within 
the Moreland Planning Scheme Heritage Overlay; 

• Celebrate buildings and groups of buildings with identified heritage value, particularly the East Brunswick 
Maternal and Child Health Centre; and 

• Develop heritage guidelines for conservation and change within the defined precincts, and for significant and 
contributory buildings. 

As for Sydney Road, heritage places and precincts are also identified on several maps 
throughout, but not always consistently. Again, Map 8 Built Form refers to ‘Heritage Overlay’ 
while Map 9 Character and Identity refers to ‘Heritage clusters’ (with the same notation as for 
Sydney Road). The specific built form maps for each precinct (maps 11, 13 and 15) also show 
‘heritage clusters’: these appear to be based on the existing HO precincts (with the exception 
of the HO1 Albert Street precinct, which is omitted) as well as those identified in the 2008 
Heritage Study. The note in this case is slightly different: ‘Consider Heritage Overlay – 
streetscape or groups of buildings of interest to the legibility of the street character’. 
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The references to the 2008 Heritage Study in both the text and maps are a key issue, as the 
proposed heritage precincts shown in the BSP are not the same as those that are proposed for 
implementation by Amendment C149  

In addition, Objective 1 in section 4.7 refers to ‘existing landmark buildings’ and the need to 
‘ensure new development does not adversely impact the visual identity character of existing 
landmark and civic buildings’. However, while a definition of ‘landmark’ is included in the 
glossary and potential future landmarks are shown on some maps, existing landmarks are not. 
It appears that this may refer to heritage buildings identified as either ‘iconic’ or ‘iconic corner 
hotel’ on the specific maps for each precinct (maps 11, 13 and 15). 

Sydney Road Upfield Corridor Strategic Framework Plan 
Section 2.4 of the SRUCSFP provides an overview of the existing physical context. It includes: 

• An overview of the heritage controls and policy that applies to the Sydney Road corridor; 

• A description of the existing built form character including an analysis of existing street wall 
heights. The report notes that ‘Sydney Road has a relatively consistent streetscape character 
created by fine-grain 1-2 storey Victorian and Edwardian commercial buildings built to the 
street edge and side boundaries’; and 

• The specific identification of ‘Landmark buildings’, which are described as ‘civic buildings 
and churches which contribute to the valued character of the corridor. Landmarks are 
readily identifiable structures that serve as external reference points to help with way-
finding.’ The list of landmarks includes the spires of the individually significant churches 
listed in section 2.2 of this report, as well as the ‘cluster of important civic and landmark 
buildings focussed around the intersection of Sydney Road and Glenlyon Road’. 

2.5 Review of submissions 

Amendment C134 Part 1 
The heritage significance of Sydney Road and Lygon Street was raised as an issue by 20 
submissions out of the 192 submissions received to the initial exhibition period from October 
2012 to March 2013. According to the Council report4: 

… submitters were concerned about a perceived loss of heritage or diminished heritage values due to 
development of the centre. Many submissions called for greater heritage protection within the Activity Centre 
with some specifically requesting the preparation of a (further) heritage study for the Activity Centre. 

Specifically, the submissions identified the protection of heritage as being an important 
objective within the BAC, with some calling for further heritage studies (e.g. of 
commercial/industrial buildings), and for heritage controls to be extended. One submission 
(No.118) noted that ‘All mapping with the Structure Plan must be updated to reflect the 
location and relevance of the identified heritage precincts’. 

Amendment C134 Part 2 
A total of 68 submissions were received in response to the second exhibition period from 23 
October to 1 December 2014. Many of these submissions were concerned with the proposed 
introduction of ‘mandatory’ height limits and the re-introduction of third party appeal rights 
(either for or against). None of the submissions raised heritage as an issue. 

Conclusions 
The key heritage significance issues that have been raised in the first round of consultation in 
relation to the need for further heritage studies and greater protection of within the BAC have 

                                                        

 
4 Moreland City Council Agenda, Wednesday 12 February 2014, p.275 
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largely been addressed by the completion of the 2012 Heritage Study, and its subsequent 
implementation via Amendment C149. This will ensure that the significant heritage places and 
precincts in the LSLA will be protected. As previously noted, the existing heritage controls in 
the SRUC are adequate. 

None of the submissions raise any other heritage-related issues that would require specific 
changes to Amendment C134. 

2.6 Heritage significance findings 
The findings of the peer review are: 

Brunswick Activity Centre 
• The importance of heritage to the existing and desired future character of the BAC is 

adequately expressed in Volume 1 of the BSP. 

Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor 
• The heritage significance of Sydney Road is adequately reflected in both the BSP (Volume 1 

and Volume 2 Part 1) and the SRUCSFP and provides an appropriate basis for the 
recommended built form controls. 

Lygon Street Local Area 
The heritage significance of the LSLA is not adequately reflected in Volume 2 Part 2 of the 
BSP. The key issues are: 

• Unlike Sydney Road, the LSLA has a ‘patchwork’ of heritage precincts and places, which 
reflects the sporadic growth of the centre of which only some are currently included in the 
HO; and 

• The BSP was completed prior to the completion in 2012 of Stage 2 of the Lygon Street 
Heritage Study (and the consequent Amendment C149) and the BSP therefore relies on the 
interim findings of the Stage 1 Heritage Study, completed in 2008. The precincts and places 
assessed by the 2012 Heritage Study and proposed for inclusion in the HO by Amendment 
C149 are different to those in the 2008 Heritage Study. 

As a consequence of this: 

• The heritage places and precincts of local significance assessed by the 2012 Heritage Study, 
which will be added to the HO by Amendment C149, are not correctly identified in the 
BSP; and 

• The BSP fails to highlight key differences between the built form heritage of Lygon Street 
compared to Sydney Road including the higher proportion of single storey buildings 
(shops, factories and houses), and places with distinctive characteristics (e.g., interwar 
factories and apartments) that illustrate its different patterns of historic development. 

In addition: 

• Existing HO places and precincts are not shown consistently in the BSP (e.g., HO255 
Lygon Street precinct is shown on Map 9 Character and identity, but not on Map 8 Built Form) 
and there is no single map clearly showing existing HO places and precincts; and 

• There is inconsistency of terminology in relation to heritage in the BSP. For example, Map 
8 refers to the ‘Heritage Overlay’ while Map 9 refers to ‘Heritage clusters’, and Section 4.7 
refers to ‘landmark and civic buildings’ and then ‘grand and civic buildings’ without 
identifying which buildings these include or how these terms are defined5. 

                                                        

 
5 Strategy 1.3 on p.26 refers to Map 9; however, Map 9 only shows generalised ‘heritage clusters’ 
and the location of ‘grand and civic buildings’ is not shown. 
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3. REVIEW OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CONTROLS 

3.1 Introduction  
This chapter provides a broader consideration of other management considerations apart from 
heritage. As a major activity centre, Brunswick will be expected to absorb a significant amount 
of new development. While the conservation of heritage will be an important objective, this 
must be balanced with other strategic objectives such as the need for additional housing, 
commercial and retail space. 

Accordingly, this chapter considers whether the height (including ‘street wall’ and overall 
height) and setback controls proposed in the supporting documentation (BSP/A and 
SRUCSFP), and as proposed to be implemented via DDO18 and DDO19 strike an 
appropriate balance that will minimise potential impacts upon heritage places, whilst allowing 
new development commensurate with the important role of Brunswick as an activity centre. 

It will also consider whether there are any potential conflicts between DDO18 and DDO19 
and DDO1 Heritage Protection and Clause 22.13 Heritage Policy. 

In making this assessment this section also considers: 

• Recent development activity within Sydney Road and Lygon Street; and 

• Reviews relevant issues raised by submissions made in response to Amendment C134. 

3.2 Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor (DDO18) 
This peer review focuses on the part of the Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor contained within 
HO149. 

BS/A and SRUPSFP 
Section 4.5 of Volume 1 of the BSP (p.44) sets out the rationale for built form controls in 
relation to heights and setbacks. In relation to height the BSP states that in the areas of major 
change (which include Sydney Road and Lygon Street) the maximum building height is 
generally set to five storeys as a guide for two major reasons: one of which relates to desired 
future character, and the other to protect amenity. In relation to desired future character the 
BSP (Volume 1 p.44) notes: 

Key landmark elements of Brunswick’s character are the numerous church towers and corner hotels. The 
corner hotel buildings at two-three storeys set a comfortable scale for future development, and any development 
above this scale should not dominate characteristics of the Brunswick streetscapes and skyline of church 
towers. 

In relation to building setbacks in Sydney Road, the BSP (Volume 1. p.44) notes that, in 
response to the unique character of Sydney Road, ‘a podium height that relates to the 
established two storey Victorian/Edwardian facades along Sydney Road will ensure a future 
coherent street character’. In relation to upper level setbacks the BSP (Volume 1, p. 44) notes: 

A further substantial setback of development above this podium is required at the southern end of Sydney 
Road, from Albion Street to Brunswick Road, where a strong heritage streetscape is established. This will 
ensure that the bulk of heritage fabric will remain intact and that development on upper levels does not alter 
the Sydney Road streetscape. 

Similar principles underpin the development controls proposed by the SRUCSFP, however, 
the SRUCSFP also notes (p.36) that ‘appropriate height limits cannot be determined in 
isolation of setbacks or context’. In relation to street wall heights and setbacks, the SRUCSFP 
notes: 

Along Sydney Road, the character is typically defined by 1-2 storey, narrow-fronted, Victorian, Edwardian 
or inter-war buildings built on the street boundary. They generally reach a height of between 9-10 metres. A 
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typical contemporary 3-storey (11 metres) street wall fits comfortably within this traditional streetscape due 
to its more modest floor to floor heights. 

For upper level setbacks the SRUCSFP notes that the Sydney Road corridor includes a 
‘number of heritage overlays and presents a consistent and valued character that requires a 
sensitive design approach to intensification’. On this basis, it proposes a range of upper level 
setbacks and building heights that are determined by the proportion of the view of the building 
from the opposite side of the street that is occupied by the upper form, demonstrated in the 
figure below. 

 
Figure 2 ‘Viewline’ diagrams from the SRUCSFP showing the relationship between upper level setbacks and building 
height 
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Summary of height and setback objectives and controls 
Section 1.0 of DDO18 sets out design objectives, which include the following that relate to 
heritage significance: 

• To complement the valued built form and heritage character along Sydney Road; 

• To ensure that the street wall remains the visually dominant element of all new development and that any 
height above the street wall is visually recessive, subservient and does not dominate the streetscape 
appearance; 

• To ensure new street wall heights along Sydney Road complement the prevailing Victorian and Edwardian 
streetscape character; 

• To reinforce the fine grain character of Sydney Road; and 

• To ensure development is designed to respect the form and design of civic buildings and churches. 

These design objectives reflect the findings of BSP and the SRUCSFP in relation to the 
heritage character and significance of the SRUC. Similar design objectives for built form are 
included in DDO19 (see below). 

The design objectives describe the outcomes that are sought by the controls that follow and 
Table 3.1 provides a comparison between the height and setback controls proposed for the 
area contained in HO149 by the BSP, BSPA, SRUCSFP, and Amendment C134, as re-
exhibited. In summary: 

Building height 

• Generally speaking, while the recommended overall maximum height along the majority of 
Sydney Road has remained about the same (5 stories or 18 metres in the BSP6, which 
translates to 19 metres in the SRUCSFP and DDO18) the key difference is that the BSP 
and the SRUCSFP express this as a guideline, while the maximum height in DDO18 cannot 
be exceeded with a permit. In addition, in the SRUCSFP, the 19 metres maximum is 
identified as a ‘default’ (in combination with a minimum upper level setback of 5 metres) 
and it allows for greater maximum heights with an increased upper level setback according 
to the viewline diagrams reproduced above. 

• While this is the preferred maximum height there is a decision guideline in section 6.0, 
which requires the responsible authority to consider whether ‘the maximum building height 
is achievable having regard to lot size … and/or those sites within or adjoining the Heritage 
Overlay or any other relevant reason’. 

• The exceptions to the general building height limits are key public buildings and other sites 
where in the BSP the height is ‘subject to context of key public buildings and other sites’. In 
the SRUCSFP and DDO18 no maximum height is specified for these sites (which appear 
to be the same sites as those in the BSP). 

Street wall height and setbacks 

• The street wall height is the generally the same in the BSP7, SRUCSFP and DDO18. The 
BSP expresses it as 2 storeys, which translates to 8-11 metres in the SRUCSFP, and a 
maximum of 11 metres in DDO18. A street wall setback of zero is consistent throughout. 

Upper level setback 

                                                        

 
6 In the BSP the exception was the Brunswick Market Site, which had a height limit of 7 stories. 
The BSPA reduced this to 5 stories as there was ‘no clear justification for a height exceeding the 5 
storey preferred maximum in this location’. 
7 The BSP refers to ‘street wall’ as ‘podium’. The BSPA changed this to ‘street wall’ as the intention 
is for the lower part of the building to be the ‘visually dominant element … and the defining 
element of the streetscape’. 
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• The BSP originally proposed a 14 metres minimum setback for upper levels of buildings 
behind the street wall along the whole of Sydney Road. This was not changed by the BSPA. 

• The SRUCSFP, on the other hand proposes a series of minimum upper level setbacks that 
are related to the maximum building height, with a ‘default’ minimum setback of 5 metres 
in conjunction with a maximum building height of 19 metres, increasing to 10 metres (22.5 
maximum height) and 14 metres (25 metres maximum height). 

• DDO18 proposes to introduce the default minimum setback of 5 metres in conjunction 
with the maximum height of 19 metres. The setback cannot be reduced with a permit. 
While the potential exists for greater upper level setbacks, the maximum height cannot be 
exceeded with a permit and so there is no incentive to do so. 

Table 3.1 – Sydney Road height and setback control comparison 

Control BSP + BSPA SRUCSFP DDO18 

Building height BSP: 5 stories or 18 
metres, except for ‘key 
public buildings and 
other sites’ (e.g. Town 
Hall, churches) 
BSPA: No change 

‘Default’ of 19 metres 
(with 5m upper setback) 
22.5 metres (with 10m 
upper setback) 
25 metres (with 14m 
upper setback) 

19 metres  
(A permit cannot be 
granted to vary this 
requirement) 

Street wall height BSP: 3 storey 
BSPA: No change 

11 metres 11 metres 
(Cannot be varied 
unless required due 
to Special Building 
Overlay) 

Street wall setback BSP: Zero 
BSPA: No change 

Zero Zero 

Upper level setback BSP: 14 metres 
BSPA: 3-5 metres 

‘Default’ of 5 metres 
(for 19 metre overall 
height) with increasing 
setbacks for greater 
building height as noted 
above 

At least 5 metres 
(A permit cannot be 
granted to vary this 
requirement) 

 

Analysis 
It appears that the combination of street wall height, the deep upper level setback and 
maximum building height recommended by the BSP was intended to ensure almost full 
concealment of most if not all new additions to heritage buildings. However, this was 
expressed as a preferred outcome and the guidelines noted that ‘New development proposals 
and new overlays will require site context analysis justifying detailed built form controls’. It 
therefore appears that the BSP anticipated that the preferred heights and setbacks could be 
varied in appropriate circumstances having regard to the built form context of the site. 

The combination of the deep upper level setbacks and overall building heights recommended 
by the BSP would have generally resulted in an acceptable built form outcome having regard to 
heritage. However, it is acknowledged that this would have placed significant restrictions upon 
the future development of Sydney Road that would be at odds with its role as an activity 
centre. Analysis by the SRUCSFP suggests that the setbacks proposed by the BSP would 
preclude the viable development of a large number (approximately 40%) of the relatively 
shallow properties on Sydney Road. 

The controls proposed by the SRUCSFP are based upon urban design principles in section 3 
that guide the future built form and public realm outcomes. The introduction (p.36) notes:  
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Each of these principles includes design requirements intended to meet that principle. A comprehensive 
rationale is also provided. 

The principles do not prescribe maximum building heights, as appropriate height limits cannot be 
determined in isolation of setbacks or context. The design requirements are formulated to allow for a range of 
different building heights and setback combinations, providing flexibility for the design of each building to 
respond to its individual program. The requirements allow for greater heights. 

For Sydney Road this translates to the ‘default’ building envelope described above comprising 
a 8-11 street wall height, 5 metre upper level setback and 19 metre maximum height, as noted 
above. This combination of heights and setbacks would result in partial visibility of the upper 
levels, but (according to the SRUCSFP) would ensure that the street wall would remain the 
‘dominant influence’ on the streetscape with the upper form remaining ‘visually subservient’ 
(see discussion on p.42 of the SRUCSFP). 

In addition as described and illustrated above, the SRUCSFP also provides two other scenarios 
where an increased building height may be allowable in combination with an increased upper 
level setback, which would ensure the same visual ratio as the ‘default’ setbacks and heights. 

The proposed DDO requirements set out in section 5.0 of the SRUCSFP are based on this 
combination of prescriptive and performance-based controls, noting (p.67) that ‘This defines 
minimum standards to be met while also allowing some flexibility for potential developers to 
encourage innovative design’. 

The height and setback controls recommended by the SRUCSFP are preferred as they are 
based on detailed analysis that provides a ‘default’, which will ensure an acceptable outcome in 
terms of the visibility, whilst allowing for variation based on a standard formula using viewline 
analysis, similar to the viewline guideline in the Heritage Policy. 

As re-exhibited, DDO18 adopts the ‘default’ setbacks and heights and guidelines set out in the 
SRUCSFP. However, as noted above it makes these mandatory controls that cannot be varied 
with a permit (i.e., maximum height cannot be exceeded and minimum setback cannot be 
reduced) and does not allow the option of increasing building height with an increased upper 
level setback as set out in the SRUCSFP. 

This prescriptive approach results in a ‘one size fits all’ control that offers limited scope for 
Council to use discretion to consider alternatives that respond to the site and application on its 
merits. While the opportunity exists to increase upper level setbacks there is no incentive (in 
terms of increased building height) to do so. It is therefore possible that this approach may 
lead to most applications conserving only the minimum 5 metres of a building, when allowing 
flexibility to increase overall height with an increased upper setback may encourage 
conservation of the heritage building to a greater depth. This flexibility would be of particular 
value for individually significant places where more than just the façade is significant, or where 
the site adjoins one of the ‘iconic’ or landmark buildings and a greater upper setback (e.g., to 
preserve viewlines) may be of benefit. 

Case Study 1 in section 3.6 provides an example of a recent development where a building that 
exceeds the maximum height of 19m under the DDO18 is an appropriate outcome as it 
includes a much greater upper level setback. 

Accordingly, while the underlying rationale of the DDO18 is considered to be sound the 
decision to make the ‘default’ upper level setback and height control mandatory without the 
other options in the SRUCSFP is not considered to be appropriate as it does not allow 
sufficient flexibility to consider alternative approaches that may assist in reducing impacts upon 
heritage buildings along Sydney Road. 
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3.3 Lygon Street Local Area (DDO19) 

BSP/A 
Section 4.5 of the BSP sets out the rationale for built form controls in relation to heights and 
setbacks. In relation to height the BSP states that in the areas of major change (which include 
Sydney Road and Lygon Street) the maximum building height is generally set to five storeys as 
a guide for two major reasons: one of which relates to desired future character and the other to 
protect amenity. In relation to desired future character the BSP notes: 

Key landmark elements of Brunswick’s character are the numerous church towers and corner hotels. The 
corner hotel buildings at two-three storeys set a comfortable scale for future development, and any development 
above this scale should not dominate characteristics of the Brunswick streetscapes and skyline of church 
towers. 

In relation to building setbacks in the LSLA, the BSP proposes three responses: 

• One is for the two ‘defined shopping strips: one in the north between Stewart and Albion 
streets and the other between Weston Street and Glenlyon Road’, which are characterised 
by buildings of predominantly two storeys. The BSP proposes ‘A built form podium that 
relates to this scale will be established’ and development above the podium will be ‘setback 
generously … to reinforce the scale of existing street walls’ and to ensure that it will ‘hardly 
be visible from the street’; 

• South of Weston Street the BSP proposes a ‘built form podium that relates to scale of two 
storey heritage buildings will be established’ and a ‘setback of four metres of upper levels 
will be partly visible and will contribute as a secondary edge reinforcing the sense of this 
distinct urban space’; and 

• Finally, in the middle of Lygon Street where the ‘existing built form is quite inconsistent’ 
the BSP proposes a podium height of four storeys to ‘establish a new street character 
incorporating recent higher density developments’. 

The BSPA subsequently amended some of the proposed podium/street wall and building 
heights and upper level setbacks, as noted below. 

Summary of proposed height and setback objectives and 
controls 
Unlike Sydney Road, the height and setback controls proposed for the LSLA vary 
considerably. Also, while some changes were made by the BSPA the LSLA has not been 
subject to a further detailed analysis such as the SRUCSFP8. 

The design objectives for DDO19 are very similar to those for Sydney Road in DDO18 and 
include objectives to protect the ‘valued built form and heritage character’ and ‘fine grain 
character’, and to ensure the street wall ‘remains the visually dominant feature of all 
development etc.’. These are consistent with the objectives set out in the BSP. The key 
differences between DDO18 and DDO19 in relation to design objectives for heritage are: 

• Minor difference in wording between the second objective: DDO19 states ‘To ensure new 
development complements the valued built form etc.’, while DDO18 states ‘To complement the 
valued built form etc.’. 

• The second to last objective is essentially the same as the second to last objective in 
DDO18 except that it refers to ‘civic buildings and heritage places’ rather than ‘civic 
buildings and churches’;  

                                                        

 
8 Although it is understood that Bloc Urban carried out an ‘incomplete urban design assessment … 
in or about April 2012’, which led to some of the changes proposed by the BSPA. 
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• DDO18 includes the objective in relation to complementing the ‘prevailing Victorian 
Edwardian streetscape character’. A similar objective is not required in DDO19 as Lygon 
Street does not have the same consistency of streetscape character as in Sydney Road; and 

• DDO19 includes an objective to ‘protect views along Lygon Street to iconic buildings and 
sites’. A similar objective would be beneficial in DDO18 to protect views to landmark 
heritage buildings in Sydney Road. 

The design objectives describe the outcomes that are sought by the controls that follow. The 
tables in Appendix C provide a comparison between the height and setback controls proposed 
by the BSP, BSPA and DDO19 for each of the heritage places and precincts within the LSLA. 
In summary: 

Building height 

• The maximum building height for the LSLA ranges from 3 storeys (11 metres) to 7 storeys 
(24 metres) in the BSP/A and DDO19. The height controls in DDO19 are the same as in 
the BSP or as amended by the BSPA. 

• The 3 storey limit applies to the residential streets adjoining Lygon Street including the 
existing HO1 Albert Street precinct, and the part of HO194 Weston Street precinct within 
the LSLA9. 

• A 5 storey limit applies to most of Lygon Street in both the BSP and DDO19. This limit 
applies to the existing HO255 Lygon Street precinct as well as the proposed HO436 
Precinct B, HO437 Precinct C, HO438 Precinct D, and HO439 Precinct E and most of the 
existing or proposed individual places (see exceptions below). 

• A 4 storey (14.5 metres) limit applies to the east side of Lygon Street between Stewart and 
Nicholson streets including the proposed HO435 Precinct A. Originally specified as 5 
storeys in the BSP, the BSPA reduced this in order to provide a ‘more appropriate built 
form response to the heritage context of the row of predominantly single storey interwar 
shopfronts’. This lower height has been adopted in the re-exhibited DDO19. 

• A site specific 6 storey limit applies to the East Brunswick Club Hotel, a landmark heritage 
building at the north east corner of Lygon and Albert streets that is of individual heritage 
significance and forms part of HO1 Albert Street precinct.  

• The BSP proposed applying a 7 storey height limit to a selected number of buildings on the 
east side of Lygon Street between Albert and Victoria streets. The exceptions to this height 
limit are HO106, the single storey Maternal Child Health Centre at 318-324 (no maximum 
height specified) and the East Brunswick Club Hotel, which has a site-specific 6 storey 
height limit, as noted above. 

• The BSPA extends this 7 storey height limit to include properties to the north of Victoria 
Street and south of Albert Street as ‘this section of Lygon Street is expected to undergo 
significant levels of change due to the larger industrial and commercial sites’ and ‘since the 
adoption of the BSP a number of developments exceeding the maximum height have been 
constructed or approved’. The extended 7 storey height limit area applying to the south of 
Albert Street now includes two of the interwar factories proposed by Amendment C149 for 
individual HO listing. 

• This extended area of 7 storeys has been adopted in the re-exhibited DDO19. 

• While these are the preferred maximum heights there is a policy in section 3.0, and a 
decision guideline in section 6.0, which are similar and note that ‘the maximum building 

                                                        

 
9 The BSP includes part of HO14 Barkly Street in the LSLA with a height limit of 3 storeys. This is 
not included in DDO19. 
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height may not be achievable on every site … and/or those sites within or adjoining the 
Heritage Overlay or any other relevant reason’. 

Street wall height and setbacks 

• The BSP proposed street wall10 heights of either 3 storeys (Brunswick Road to Glenlyon 
Road and Stewart Street to Albion Street) or 4 storeys (Glenlyon Road to Stewart Street). 

• The exceptions are sites defined as ‘iconic’ in the BSP (or ‘Significant/iconic’ in DDO19) 
where no street wall is required. These are heritage places such as HO107 Lyndhurst Club 
Hotel at no.517, HO106 Maternal Child Health Centre at no.318-324, HO296 former 
Moran & Cato Store at no.119, and the Victorian shop (pharmacy) and residence at the 
north east corner of Weston Street and the interwar Quarry Hotel on the opposite corner 
(both proposed for HO inclusion as Significant places in HO439 Precinct E). 

• The BSPA reduces the street wall height from 3 storeys to 2 storeys on the east side 
between Stewart Street and Albion Street to ensure ‘a coherent streetscape that is consistent 
with the consistent single and double storey interwar character’. This reduction mirrored 
the reduction in the overall building heights in this section, which includes part of the 
proposed HO435 Precinct A, as described above. 

• The BSPA also reduces the street wall height from 4 storeys to 3 storeys in three locations 
that contain ‘potential heritage places’ in order to ‘represent a more sensitive built form 
response to the existing streetscape’. They are: 

o East side from Glenlyon Road to Methven Park. However, this contains no existing or 
proposed heritage places or precincts; 

o West side from Albert Street to Stewart Street. This contains one interwar factory at 
no.297 (originally part of the HO444 Interwar Factory serial listing and now proposed 
for individual HO listing), one of the proposed HO443 Moderne Apartments ‘serial 
listing’ at no.301, and the proposed HO437 Precinct C at nos. 313-321; and 

o East side from Blyth Street to Stewart Street. However, this contains no existing or 
proposed heritage places or precincts. 

• DDO19 adopts the street wall heights as amended by the BSPA. 

Upper level setback 

• The BSP proposed a range of upper level setbacks from 3 to 7 metres. The maximum 7m 
setback was to apply in two locations in Lygon Street: both sides between Weston Street 
and Glenlyon Road (which includes the proposed HO438 Precinct D, the northern section 
of proposed HO439 Precinct E and proposed individual places HO442 and HO440) and 
both sides between Stewart and Albion streets (which includes the proposed HO435 
Precinct A). 

• The BSPA found that ‘The variation of upper level setbacks provided in the BSP appears 
unnecessarily complex and lack a clear urban design justification’. Consequently, the BSPA 
recommends replacing the 2, 3, 4 and 5 metres setbacks with a ‘general 3-5 metres setback’ 
to apply ‘in all instances with the exception of locations where specific design objectives are 
to be achieved (e.g. heritage context)’. 

• In addition, the BSPA recommends that the upper level setback of 7 metres should be 
reduced to 3-5 metres in the following locations: 

                                                        

 
10 The BSP refers to ‘street wall’ as ‘podium’. The BSPA changed this to ‘street wall’ as the 
intention is for the lower part of the building to be the ‘visually dominant element … and the 
defining element of the streetscape’. 
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o West side of Lygon Street between Weston Street and Glenlyon Road (this is despite the 
section between Weston and Edward streets being part of proposed HO439 Precinct 
E); and 

o West side of Lygon Street between Stewart Street and Albion Road (despite part of this 
section being within proposed HO435 Precinct A). 

• DDO19 as re-exhibited therefore includes upper setbacks requirements as follows: 
o 3-5 metres minimum. This would apply to heritage places and precincts with the 

exception of the east side of proposed HO435 Precinct A (see below) and eight sites 
identified as ‘Significant/iconic’ (where no upper setback is specified, see below). This is 
generally as recommended by the BSPA, however, it also reduces the upper setback 
from 7 metres to 3-5 metres on the eastern side of Lygon Street between Weston Stteet 
and Glenlyon Road, which was not recommended by the BSPA;  

o 7 metres minimum. This would apply only to the east side of proposed HO435 Precinct 
A in accordance with the BSPA; and 

o No upper setbacks specified. In accordance with the change proposed by the BSPA this 
applies to eight ‘Significant/iconic’ sites that are places of individual heritage significance 
included in the HO either individually or as part of a precinct, or some proposed for 
inclusion by Amendment C149. The sites included, however, do not include all of the 
individually significant heritage places proposed for inclusion in the HO by Amendment 
C149. 

Analysis 
As previously noted, a key issue with the BSP is that the existing and proposed heritage places 
and precincts in the LSLA are not accurately described and mapped. As a consequence the 
built form controls in the BSP do not always the reflect the heritage characteristics of the 
LSLA and while the BSPA and DDO19 include changes to better reflect the distinctive built 
form characteristics of some heritage precincts these have not been consistently applied. For 
example, the reduced street wall and building height, and increased upper setback controls 
recommended by the BSPA and included in DDO19 for the east side of proposed HO435 
Precinct A, which contains a high proportion of single storey buildings, have not been applied 
to other existing or proposed HO precincts with single storey buildings. 

In addition, there is a lack of policy guidance for appropriate building and street wall heights, 
upper level setbacks for places adjoining ‘Significant/iconic’ sites. Further, Amendment C149 
will result in a number of new individual HO places (including those within a ‘serial listing’), 
which are not identified by either the BSP or the BSPA and consequently are not well served 
by the proposed DDO19 controls. 

On this basis, the tables in Appendix C provide comments as to whether the proposed 
DDO19 controls are appropriate having regard to potential impacts upon heritage places and 
precincts in the LSLA.  

In addition, DDO19, as exhibited, appears to allow discretion to vary maximum building 
heights (and street wall heights and upper level setbacks) with a permit. However, it is 
understood that this was an error and it is the intention of Council to make building height 
mandatory in DDO19, as is proposed in DDO18. This is not supported for the same reasons 
set out in section 3.2 and it is considered that discretion should be retained to allow an increase 
in building height with an increased upper level setback if the design objectives can be 
achieved. 
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3.4 Is Amendment C134 consistent with other local 
heritage controls and policy? 

Clause 22.13 Heritage Policy 
Clause 22.13 provides specific guidance in exercising discretion set out in the HO. The 
objectives of the policy include: 

To encourage the conservation and enhancement of all heritage places in the Heritage Overlay.   

To protect Moreland’s heritage places from inappropriate development. 

To protect Moreland’s heritage places from inappropriate demolition or removal. 

To ensure that buildings and works respect the heritage significance of the heritage place, identified in the 
Statement of Significance.  

Table 3.2 provides comments on the consistency of the proposed DDO18 and DDO19 with 
the relevant provisions of Clause 22.13 in relation to new buildings and alterations and 
additions. In summary: 

• DDO18 (SRUC) is generally consistent with the relevant provisions of Cl. 22.13. Some 
changes are required for individual heritage places, to encourage greater upper level 
setbacks, and to protect views to heritage places, and to encourage greater upper level 
setbacks with an increased building height. 

• DDO19 (LSLA) is consistent with the relevant provisions of Cl. 22.13. However, 
provisions in relation to street wall heights and upper level setbacks need to be changed to 
ensure that new development will not be overly dominant and detract from the significance 
of heritage places and precincts.  

• All individually significant heritage places should be subject to specific controls that are 
separate from the general precincts in both DDO18 and DDO19 to ensure that their 
distinctive heritage characteristics are taken into account. 

Table 3.2 – Clause 22.13 comparison with DDO18 and DDO19 

Clause 22.13 Comments 

General  

Encourage new buildings and alterations and additions 
that: 

 

• Respect the existing scale, massing, form and siting of 
contributory or significant elements and do not dominate 
the heritage place; 

DDO18 will generally achieve this, subject to the 
insertion of additional guidance for buildings of 
individual heritage significance, and additional 
decision guidelines. 
DDO19 will generally achieve this, subject to 
changes to ensure that controls are consistently 
applied to existing and proposed HO precincts, 
and to insert additional guidance for buildings of 
individual heritage significance, and additional 
decision guidelines. 

• Do not detract from nearby contributory or significant 
elements within the precinct; 

As above. 

• Avoid alterations to the contributory or significant 
buildings (including new windows or door openings); 

Not applicable. 

• Adopt innovative and contemporary design that makes a 
positive contribution to the heritage place; and  

Not applicable. 

• Do not closely replicate historic styles and detailing.  Not applicable. 

Ensure that new buildings, alterations and additions do not The views to heritage places within the BAC have 
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Clause 22.13 Comments 

obscure important view lines to contributory or significant 
heritage buildings or their features. 

been considered and reflected in design objectives 
and some controls. 
Some changes are required to both DDO18 and 
DDO19 to better protect views to heritage places. 

New buildings  

Encourage new buildings to be set back the same distance 
(or an average) from the front boundary as existing adjacent 
or nearby contributory or significant buildings.   

The ‘street walls’ proposed in both DDO18 and 
DDO19 will achieve this. 
Some changes to DDO18 and DDO19 are 
required for individual buildings that have 
different siting. 

Encourage new buildings that adopt side setbacks that 
reflect the side setbacks of adjoining or nearby contributory 
or significant buildings, if these setbacks are an important 
feature of the heritage place.   

The side setbacks proposed in both DDO18 and 
DDO19 will achieve this. 
Some changes to DDO18 and DDO19 are 
required for individual buildings that have 
different siting. 

Encourage new buildings that adopt a facade height that is 
consistent with adjoining or nearby contributory or 
significant buildings. 

The proposed ‘street wall’ height in DDO18 will 
achieve this. 
Some changes are required for DDO19 to ensure 
‘street wall’ heights are consistent with the heritage 
streetscape character. 
Some changes to both DDO18 and DDO19 are 
required for individual buildings that have 
differing façade heights. 

Alterations and additions to 
contributory or significant heritage 
places and fabric 

- 

Ensure alterations and additions (including upper storey 
additions) to contributory or significant heritage places adopt 
the following design guidelines: 

- 

• Additions to contributory heritage places should be 
visually recessive and not dominate the heritage place. 

The development controls proposed by DDO18 
should achieve this. 
Some changes are required for DDO19 to ensure 
that new additions will not be visually dominant. 

• Additions to individually significant places should, as far 
as possible, be concealed by existing heritage fabric when 
viewed from the front and visually recessive when viewed 
from any other adjoining street (not a laneway). 

Individually significant places are proposed to be 
subject to specific controls, which will require a 
site-specific design that responds to the context of 
the site and requires consideration of heritage. 
Some changes are required to both DDO18 and 
DDO19 to ensure that all individually significant 
heritage places are subject to this site specific 
control. 

• Existing facades, rooflines, chimneys or other elements 
that form part of the contributory or significant fabric of 
the heritage place should be preserved and not altered 
(such as new windows or door openings).  

The upper level setbacks in both DDO18 and 
DDO19, which may be increased, allow the 
opportunity for conservation of features such as 
rooflines or chimneys. It would be desirable to 
encourage greater upper level setbacks in DDO18 
by allowing an increased building height in 
accordance with the SRUCSFP. A similar 
approach could be adopted in Lygon Street. 

Note: The visibility of the proposed additions will be The SRUCSFP proposes a similar ‘view line’ 
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Clause 22.13 Comments 

assessed from the opposite side of any street (not a 
laneway) or public park abutting the property, taken 
from a height of 1.6 metres above ground level. 

approach for determining appropriate upper level 
setback, which is included in DDO18. A similar 
approach could be used in DDO19. 

Council may approve development that does not meet these 
requirements if it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction 
of the responsible authority that the characteristics of the 
particular site make compliance unrealistic.  

- 

Ensure that, on corner sites, upper storey additions are 
distinct from, and read as secondary elements to the heritage 
place when viewed from the secondary street frontage.  

The proposed upper level setbacks in DDO18 will 
achieve this. 
Some changes are required for DDO19 to ensure 
upper level setbacks are consistent with the 
heritage streetscape character. 
Some changes to both DDO18 and DDO19 are 
required for individual buildings that distinctive 
characteristics. 

Require an application that proposes upper storey additions 
to be accompanied by sightline diagrams including oblique 
view diagrams from each adjoining street (not a laneway) or 
a public park abutting the property.   

It is understood that similar information may be 
required for applications in accordance with 
DDO18 and DDO19. 

 

DDO1 – Heritage protection 
DDO1 Heritage Protection applies to sites that are not heritage significant, but which adjoin 
places that are individually listed in the HO. 

The design objectives of DDO1 are: 

• To protect and enhance the environment of heritage places. 

• To ensure that the character and appearance of heritage places is not adversely affected by the design of new 
buildings on adjoining land. 

• To ensure that building heights, building bulk and setbacks on sites adjoining heritage places are compatible 
with and enhance the character and appearance of heritage places. 

A permit is not required to construct a building or carry out works if certain requirements are 
met to the satisfaction of the responsible authority. These include overall height, siting and 
setback, and ‘character and design’ and ‘roof shape and pitch (both including ‘scale, bulk and 
building materials’) all being ‘consistent with’ the heritage place. Three decision guidelines are 
also specified. 

Within the part of the LSLA that is the focus of this peer review there is one heritage place 
listed in the table to the schedule, which is HO106 Maternal Child Health Centre at 318-324 
Lygon Street, and DDO1 has been applied to the immediately adjoining sites to the north and 
south. In Lygon Street DDO1 has also been applied to: 

• 61 Lygon Street, which adjoins HO17, the bluestone cottage at 130 Barkly Street; and 

• 63 Lygon Street, which adjoins HO18, the bluestone cottage at 151 Barkly Street. 

Within the part of Sydney Road that is the subject of this peer review there are no heritage 
places listed, although two places further north in Sydney Road (the Don Bosco Youth Centre 
at 715-719 Sydney Road and the Tram Depot at 807-813 Sydney Road) are listed in the table. 

Given the proposed introduction of DDO19 (and having regard to the general principle to 
avoid wherever possible the application of a DDO upon another DDO, particularly where 
they appear to have the same purpose) the question is: it is still appropriate to maintain 
DDO1? 
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A full review of DDO1 was outside the scope of this peer review and this analysis instead 
focuses upon how DDO1 has influenced the outcomes of recent development applications. 
Of the Lygon Street sites, developments have been approved and constructed on two of the 
sites: one to the north of the Maternal Child Health Centre, and the other at 63-73 Lygon 
Street. 

The site immediately to the north of the Maternal Child Health Centre in Lygon Street has 
been developed (permit P303/2004 issued in 2004 under VCAT order) with a 10 storey or 33 
metre building (i.e., three storeys above the proposed maximum height of 7 storeys in 
DDO19). It is difficult to see how, in accordance with the DDO1 decision guidelines, the 
‘location, bulk, height and appearance of’ the development as approved would have been 
considered to be ‘in keeping with the character of the area’. 

Similarly, a multi-level development has been approved and constructed at 63-73 Lygon Street, 
adjacent to the cottage at 151 Barkly Street. Again, the bulk, height and appearance of this 
development are significantly different to the existing buildings in the surrounding area (for 
further discussion see Case Study 2 in section 3.5). 

Accordingly, neither of these developments would appear to achieve the third design objective 
of DDO1, as stated above. The wording of the third decision guideline in DDO1 could also 
lead to potential conflicts with DDO19 as there may be dispute over what is considered to be 
‘in keeping with the character of the area’ given that the built form character of Lygon Street 
will continue to change in accordance with the Vision set out in the BSP and BSPA (and 
DDO19, if it is implemented). 

It is proposed as part of DDO19 to apply specific controls to ‘Significant/iconic sites’ such as 
the Maternal Child Health Centre in recognition of their heritage characteristics. While these 
controls will apply only to the site itself and not to the adjoining properties (which will be 
subject to the street wall and overall building height and upper level setbacks set out in 
DDO19) DDO19 will, however, include both a policy and a decision guideline in section 6.0, 
which notes that ‘the maximum building height may not be achievable on every site’ including 
‘those sites within or adjoining the Heritage Overlay’. While there is no similar policy for upper 
level setbacks or street wall heights, this peer review recommends adding policy guidance for 
these matters (see section 3.7). 

3.5 Recent development activity 
The section reviews two case studies (one each in Sydney Road and Lygon Street) and 
considers: 

• Whether the built form outcome achieved was appropriate having regard to heritage; and 

• Whether the proposed DDO18 or DDO19 would have resulted in a better outcome. 

Case study 1 - 329 Sydney Road 
This development occupies a site on the west side of Sydney Road, 100 metres south of Albert 
Street. The site, at its frontage contains two buildings, both of two storeys; the one on the 
south side is a Non-contributory 1970s era office building, while the one to the north is a 
Victorian era building that is Contributory to the HO149 Sydney Road precinct. 

The development, as approved, retains the façade and the part of the Contributory Victorian 
building to a depth of 8 metres, while the adjoining 1970s building and the balance of the 
buildings on the site would be demolished and replaced by a building that rises from three 
storeys at the frontage to 5 storeys in the middle and a maximum of 8 storeys at the rear. Table 
3.3 provides a comparison between the height and setbacks of the new building compared with 
what would be allowed under DDO18. 
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While the maximum building height of the development exceeds what is permitted by DDO18 
it is considered to be acceptable due to the much upper level greater setbacks. As the officer’s 
report11 notes: 

• Sight line digrams show that the sixth level will be largely concealed by the existing parapet when viewed 
from the opposite side of Sydney Road and the eighth level will be concealed; 

• The building demonstrates a good balance of promoting the podium level to Sydney Road and recessing the 
taller elements of the building; and 

• The design response, through setbacks of the upper levels, maintains the heritage fabric of 333-335 Sydney 
Road and does not overwhelm the built form when viewed from Sydney Road. 

• The absence of any sensitive interface to the west (over the supermarket car park), makes this part of the site 
a logical place for the highest element. It is also relevant to note that the site to the west (the supermarket 
site) is envisaged for seven storey development under the Brunswick Structure Plan. 

The increased upper level setbacks also allows for the retention of the Contributory building to 
a depth of 8 metres, as recommended by Council’s Heritage Adviser. Originally, only a 2.9 
metre section of the building was proposed for retention. 

The development is therefore considered to be an appropriate site-specific design response 
that will achieve the objectives of the BSP, SRUCSFP and the DDO19. However, DDO19 as 
re-exhibited, would not permit the parts of the development that exceeded the maximum 
height. It is therefore likely that, in order to achieve the same overall density, the upper level 
setback would have been reduced, possibly to the minimum of 5 metres. This would have 
increased the visibility of the development and also would have reduced the extent of the 
Contributory building that could be retained. 

This development therefore highlights the need for flexibility in the DDO18 upper level 
setback and height controls, as recommended in the SRUCSFP. 

Table 3.3 – 329 Sydney Road built form summary 

Control DDO18 As approved 

Building height 19 metres 26.3 metres 

Upper level setbacks 5 metres 14 metres (to the six storey section) 
45 metres (to the seven and eight storey section) 

Street wall 8-11 metres 11 metres 

 

Case study 2 – 63-73 Lygon Street 
This development occupies the whole of the block extending from Barkly Street to Luscombe 
Street. The site contains two existing HO places: the single storey bluestone cottage at 151 
Barkly Street and the adjoining two storey Victorian shop and residence at 63 Lygon Street. 
These places are jointly listed in the HO schedule as HO18 and are within the boundaries of 
the proposed HO435 Precinct E. 

The development, now completed (see Figure 1), retains the existing heritage buildings and 
includes a new six level building (Ground floor and five levels above) occupying the balance of 
the site. The development application as originally submitted was for an 8 storey building and 
Council granted a permit subject to conditions including a reduction in height to 6 storeys. 

Table 3.4 provides a comparison between the height and setbacks of the new building 
compared with what would be allowed under DDO19. While this building, apart from its slight 

                                                        

 
11 City of Moreland Urban Planning Committee Meeting, 28 May 2014, p.131 
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increase in overall height, broadly complies with the key DDO19 controls the resulting built 
form as shown in the image below is considered to be overly dominant in the context of the 
surrounding heritage buildings and precinct. 

This is an example of a building where the slight increase in overall height should have been 
compensated by a corresponding increase in the upper level setback. While the minimum 
upper level setback to Lygon Street of 4 metres complies with DDO19 as exhibited it is 
considered that a more appropriate minimum set back for a 5 storey building would be 5 
metres (as is proposed in DDO18), which should be increased in proportion to any proposed 
height increase.  

The projecting solid balconies also increase perception of visual dominance at the upper levels, 
as does the ‘overhang’ of the south end of the building above the roof of the heritage building 
at the corner. 

While DDO19 as exhibited would have restricted the overall height to 18 metres it would have 
potentially allowed upper level setbacks to be as little as 3 metres. Although DDO19 includes a 
note that maximum heights may not be achievable on all sites due to heritage or other 
considerations there are no similar provisions for upper level setbacks or street walls. 
Accordingly, DDO19 as exhibited may not have resulted in a better design outcome. 

Table 3.4 – 63-73 Lygon Street built form summary 

Control DDO19 As built 

Building height 5 storeys or 18 metres 6 storeys or 20.3 metres 

Upper level setbacks 3-5 metres 4 metres* minimum (Lygon Street) 
4.2 metres to 11.2 metres (Barkly Street) 
3 metres minimum to 7.8 metres* (Luscombe 
Street) 

Street wall 3 storeys or 11 metres 3 storeys /11 metres 

*Balconies project into this setback 

 
Figure 3 63-73 Lygon Street 
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3.6 Review of submissions 

Amendment C134 Part 1 
The key built form control issues raised in submissions were: 

• Potential impact of proposed building heights and setback controls; and 

• Use of Mandatory or Discretionary Height Controls. 

Of the 192 submissions: 

• Over 100 related to concerns regarding the proposed building height and the impact on the 
character of the activity centre; and 

• More than 20 submissions raised concerns that the proposed height controls were too 
restrictive an unnecessarily limited the development potential of the activity centre.  These 
were usually site specific. 

Amendment C134 Part 2 
Many of the 68 submissions again raised objectives in relation to the proposed application of 
mandatory building heights arguing that such controls are contrary to good planning principles, 
inconsistent with State and metropolitan policy, will restrict development potential and will not 
result in good design outcomes. On the other hand, some submissions were in favour of the 
proposed mandatory controls, as they believed they would lead to greater certainty, which 
would protect the amenity and character of the BAC. 

Conclusions 
It is agreed that the introduction of mandatory height controls, in particular, will reduce the 
opportunity for flexibility (and incentive) to consider alternate built form that may still achieve 
the design objectives, including the need to ‘complement valued built form and heritage 
character’ by setting higher development further back behind the street wall. The need, 
however, for certainty that height controls will not be ignored is also recognised. As discussed 
in section 3.3, it is considered that both flexibility and certainty may be achieved by adopting 
the approach set out in the SRUCSFP. This will require changes to both DDO18 and DDO19, 
as discussed in section 3.7. 

Apart from this, no other submissions raise any heritage-related issues that require specific 
changes to Amendment C134. 

3.7 Summary of findings 
This section considers whether the development controls proposed by Amendment C134 are 
appropriate having regard to the heritage significance of the BAC and its important strategic 
role as an activity centre. 

The findings of the peer review are: 

DDO18 (Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor) 
The design objectives and controls proposed by DDO18 for the HO149 Sydney Road heritage 
precinct (and the individually listed heritage places within it) in relation to street wall height and 
setback, upper level setbacks and building height are generally appropriate having regard to the 
heritage significance of the BAC and its important strategic role as an activity centre. 

The proposed DDO18 built form controls are also generally consistent with the objectives and 
policy set out in Clause 22.13 Heritage Policy of the Moreland Planning Scheme. 

Given the heritage significance of the very consistent ‘street wall’ created by the Victorian, 
Edwardian and interwar buildings along Sydney Road the mandatory (i.e., cannot be exceeded 
with a permit) height limit for new street walls is considered to be appropriate and should be 
retained within HO149. 
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However, the proposed mandatory upper level setback and height control in DDO18 that 
allows only one of the three options identified by the SRUCSFP is not considered to be 
appropriate as it does not allow flexibility to consider alternatives that may assist in reducing 
impacts upon heritage buildings along Sydney Road. 

In addition: 

• There is a lack of guidance in DDO18 for the places identified as either ‘Civic buildings and 
Churches’ (Map 3) or ‘Civic Buildings and Heritage Places’ (Map 5) in relation to street wall 
and building heights and setbacks;  

• The places identified as ‘Civic buildings and Churches’ (Map 3) or ‘Civic Buildings and 
Heritage Places’ (Map 5) are the same places and the title should be changed to ‘Buildings 
of individual heritage significance’ on the maps (and in the text of DDO18, as appropriate) 
as they include a range of civic, church and other buildings (e.g. HO161 former Hooper’s 
Store and HO163 Former Doctor’s Surgery & Residence) that are all of individual heritage 
significance; 

• The controls that apply specifically to the renamed ‘Buildings of individual heritage 
significance’ should be applied consistently to all individually listed heritage places and also 
shown on Maps 1 and 2;  

• There is a lack of recognition in DDO18 that the impact of development on sites adjacent 
to the ‘Buildings of individual significance’ must also be considered. Specifically, this 
includes: 

o The need for a design objective to protect views to ‘Buildings of individual heritage 
significance’ identified as landmarks (e.g., HO152 Presbyterian Church complex, 
HO153 Brunswick Town Hall and Municipal Offices and HO248 St Ambrose’s 
Church) that contribute to the significance of these places and the HO149 precinct 
(note that DDO19 already has such an objective); and 

o The need for additional decision guidelines to ensure that the significant built form 
characteristics of heritage places (both individually significant, and Contributory to 
HO149) and their context are taken into account.  

• There may be a need to review whether DDO1 Heritage Protection is still required for places 
within the SRUC if changes are made to DDO18 as recommended by this peer review. 

DDO19 (Lygon Street Local Area) 
While the design objectives in DDO19 are good in relation to desired outcomes for heritage 
places, the built form controls in relation to street wall height, upper level setbacks and 
maximum building height have been inconsistently applied to existing and proposed HO 
places and precincts in Lygon Street, and are not consistent with the objectives and policy set 
out in Clause 22.13 Heritage Policy of the Moreland Planning Scheme. 

Accordingly, DDO19 should be amended to minimise potential impacts upon existing and 
proposed HO places and precincts and to ensure consistency, where appropriate, with 
DDO18. This should include: 

• Reducing street wall and building heights and increasing upper level setbacks in those 
existing or proposed HO precincts (or parts of HO precincts) that have areas of single 
storey development to minimise the potential visual impact of new development; 

• Separating the controls for street wall height and upper level setbacks to be consistent with 
DDO18 and to reduce potential confusion about how they are to be applied; 

• Renaming ‘Significant/iconic sites’ as ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’, 
consistent with DDO18 as recommended above; 
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• Applying the controls for the renamed ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’ to all 
heritage places of individual significance, or part of a ‘serial listing’, including existing HO 
places and those proposed for inclusion by Amendment C149; and 

• Improving the controls for ‘Buildings of individual significance’ and heritage precincts by 
inserting: 

o Additional guidance for appropriate street wall heights and upper level setbacks on sites 
containing ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’; and 

o Additional decision guidelines to ensure that the significant built form characteristics of 
heritage places and precincts and their context are taken into account.  

In addition: 

• The expression of some objectives and controls could be amended to be consistent with 
DDO18 and to improve clarity (e.g., in Section 3.0 Street wall, first dot point use ‘must not 
exceed’ instead of ‘should comply with’); 

• For consistency with DDO18, and to provide certainty, the building and street wall heights 
and upper level setbacks on Map 1should be expressed in metres as well as (or instead of) 
storeys;  

• Map 1 is somewhat hard to read due to its scale, variety of information, and use of similar 
colours for different heights. Use of separate maps (as in DDO18) may be beneficial;  

• The name of Map 1 in the text (under Section 3.0 Height of buildings) and on the map itself is 
different and a new or consistent name should be considered; and 

• DDO19, as exhibited, appears to allow discretion to vary maximum building heights (and 
street wall heights and upper level setbacks) with a permit. However, it is understood that 
this was an error and it is the intention of Council to make building height mandatory, as 
for Sydney Road. This is not supported for the reasons discussed above in relation to 
DDO18 and it is considered that discretion should be retained to allow height variations 
with increased upper level setbacks if the design objectives can be achieved. 

• The existing DDO1 Heritage protection does not appear to have been an effective tool in 
managing new development on sites adjacent to heritage places within Lygon Street and 
may no longer be required if the changes to DDO19 recommended by this peer review are 
implemented. 
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4 RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.1 Amendment C134 
The following changes to Amendment C134 are recommended in accordance with the findings 
of the peer review: 

DDO18 (Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor) 
1. In Section 1.0 Design objectives replace the second to last objective with the following, 

and add a new dot point: 
To ensure development is designed to respect the form, design and context of buildings of individual heritage 
significance. 

To preserve and enhance views to landmark buildings of individual heritage significance. 

2. Amend Section 3.0 Building Height to include the option of allowing an increased height 
with an increased setback in accordance with the SRUCSFP. In this regard, I support the 
changes proposed by Mark Sheppard, Council’s expert witness in relation to urban design. 

3. Amend Section 3.0 Building Height to include additional guidance for ‘Buildings of 
individual heritage significance’, as follows: 

Bui ld ings  o f  ind iv idua l  her i tage  s i gn i f i cance  
Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance where no maximum building 
height is specified on Map 1 must demonstrate: 
! How the proposed building height responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; and 
! How the design objectives of this schedule have been met. 

4. Amend Section 3.0 Street wall to include additional guidance for Buildings of individual 
heritage significance’, as follows: 

Bui ld ings  o f  ind iv idua l  her i tage  s i gn i f i cance  
Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance where no street wall height is 
specified on Map 2 must demonstrate: 
! Whether a street wall is appropriate having regard to the heritage significance of the site and its 

context; 
! How the proposed street wall height responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; and 
! How the design objectives of this schedule have been met. 

5. Amend Section 3.0 Upper Levels to include additional guidance for ‘Buildings of individual 
heritage significance’, as follows: 

Bui ld ings  o f  ind iv idua l  her i tage  s i gn i f i cance  
Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance where no upper level setback is 
specified on Map 2 must demonstrate: 

! How the proposed upper level setback responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; 
and 

! How the design objectives of this schedule have been met. 

6. Amend Section 5 Decision Guidelines, by splitting the second decision guideline into two, 
amending the new third decision guideline including adding new decision guidelines, as 
follows: 

The Sydney Road/Upfield Corridor Strategic Framework Plan and any other policy or planning provision 
applying to the area. 

The opportunities and constraints of the site. 
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Whether the maximum building height is achievable having regard to lot size and dimensions (width and 
depth) and the heritage significance of the site or an adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 

Whether an increased upper level setback is required having regard to the heritage significance of the site or 
an adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 

Whether the maximum street wall height is achievable having regard to the heritage significance of the site or 
an adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 

The design response. 

The design objectives. 

7. Amend the legend to Maps 3 and 5 to by changing ‘Civic Buildings and Churches’/‘Civic 
Buildings and heritage places’ to ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’, and 
applying it to the following additional properties: 
o HO151, Lyric Theatre, 199-201 Sydney Road 
o HO156, Cumberland Arms Hotel, 337-341 Sydney Road 
o HO158, Former Union Bank of Australia, 387-389 Sydney Road 
o HO160, Duke of Edinburgh Hotel, 430 Sydney Road 
o HO167, Independent Church, 523-527 Sydney Road 
o HO170, Don Bosco Youth Centre, 715-719 Sydney Road. 

8. Add the expanded list of ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’ to Maps 1 and 2. 

DDO19 (Lygon Street Local Area) 
1. In Section 1.0 Design objectives replace the fifth, and second to last objectives with the 

following: 

To protect and enhance views along Lygon Street to buildings of individual heritage significance. 

To ensure development is designed to respect the form, design and context of buildings of individual heritage 
significance. 

2. Amend Section 3: Height of buildings by: 

o Replace the first dot point with the following (to remove the incorrect reference to the 
map name): 

Development must not exceed the maximum building heights as specified on Map 1. 

o Replacing the fourth main dot point (and the related sub-dot points) with the following: 
Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance shown on Map 1 must 
demonstrate: 
! How the proposed building height responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; and 
! How the design objectives have been met. 

o Deleting the final dot point beginning ‘This maximum building height …’, as it is 
already a decision guideline. 

3. Amend Section 3: Street wall as follows: 

o Replace the first dot point with the following: 

Street wall heights must not exceed the height specified on Map 1 and Diagram 1.  

o Delete the second dot point and the two related sub-dot points, and the fourth dot 
point, and move to the new sub-section, Upper setbacks (see below). 

o Insert new dot points: 
Development that seeks to increase the street wall height specified on Map 1 and Diagram 1 must 
demonstrate how the design objectives will be met. 
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Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance shown on Map 1 where no 
street wall height is specified must demonstrate: 
! Whether a street wall is appropriate having regard to the heritage significance of the site and its 

context; 
! How the proposed street wall height responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; and 
! How the design objectives have been met. 

4. In Section 3, after Street wall, insert a new-subsection Upper setbacks, as follows: 

Upper  s e tbacks 

Development above the street wall height or behind an existing parapet must be: 
! Set back at least the minimum distance specified in Map 1 and Diagram 1. Balconies must not 

intrude into this setback. 
! Designed to differentiate it from the building’s street wall component through façade articulation and 

materials. 
Development that seeks to reduce the upper level setback specified on Map 1 and Diagram 1 must 
demonstrate how the design objectives will be met. 
Development on sites containing buildings of individual heritage significance shown on Map 1 where no 
upper level setback is specified must demonstrate: 
! How the proposed upper level setback responds to the heritage significance of the site and its context; 

and 
! How the design objectives have been met. 

5. Amend Section 6: Decision guidelines, by splitting the second decision guideline into two, 
amending the new third decision guideline and adding new decision guidelines, as follows: 

The Brunswick Structure Plan (Local Area Two – Lygon Street) and any other policy or planning 
provision applying to the area. 
The opportunities and constraints of the site. 
Whether the maximum building height is achievable having regard to lot size and dimensions (width and 
depth) and the heritage significance of the site or an adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 
Whether an increased upper level setback is required having regard to the heritage significance of the site or 
an adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 
Whether the maximum street wall height is achievable having regard to the heritage significance of the site or 
an adjoining site within the Heritage Overlay. 
The design response. 
The design objectives. 

6. Rename Map 1 as Map 1: Lygon Street Local Area Built Form Controls. (Note: It may be 
appropriate to provide separate maps for building height, street wall height, upper setbacks 
etc. to improve the clarity of the maps). 

7. Amend Map 1 by: 

o Making the following related changes to reduce street wall and building height and 
increase upper level setbacks in the whole of the proposed HO436 Precinct B (398-406 
Lygon Street), part (129-135 Lygon Street) of proposed HO438 Precinct D, and in 
proposed HO439 Precinct E to the whole of the east side of Lygon Street (nos. 38-114) 
and nos. 103-117 on the west side (excepting any ‘Buildings of individual heritage 
significance’, as defined below): 

• Applying ‘Type 2’ (2 storey street wall, 7 metres minimum upper level setback). 

• Reducing the maximum building height from 5 to 4 storeys. 
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Note: The above controls are suggested to ensure consistency with the controls in DDO19 proposed to 
apply to the east side of proposed HO435 Precinct A. An alternative approach would be to apply upper 
level setbacks and building heights based on a ‘viewline’ formula, as identified in the SRUCSFP. 

o Renaming Type 3 as Type 3A and adding a new ‘Type 3B’, which has a 3 storey (8-11 
metres) street wall height and 5 metre minimum upper setback and apply the new Type 
3B to the whole of the proposed HO437 Precinct C (313-321 Lygon Street), the east 
side of Lygon Street (nos. 128-140) in proposed HO438 Precinct D, and to nos. 51-61, 
67-79, & 93-99 in the proposed HO439 Precinct E (excepting any ‘Buildings of 
individual heritage significance’, as defined below). 

Note: The above ‘Type 3B’ controls are suggested to ensure consistency with the controls in DDO18 for 
buildings of 5 storeys. An alternative approach would be to apply upper level setbacks and building 
heights based on a ‘viewline’ formula, as identified in the SRUCSFP. 

o Adding the following to the identified ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’12 
(noting that street wall heights and upper level setbacks will not apply to these sites): 
! Interwar factories: 103-105 Evans Street and 236, 238, 260 & 297 Lygon Street. 
! Moderne Apartment Blocks Serial Listing: 37, 301 & 434C Lygon Street. 
! Shop, 150 Lygon Street. 
! Factory, 5 Pitt Street 

o Adding a list of addresses for ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’ to assist with 
identification. 

8. Amend the Legend for Map 1 by: 

o Replacing ‘Significant/iconic sites’ with ‘Buildings of individual heritage significance’. 
o Showing the building heights in metres as well as storeys. 
o Renaming ‘Streetscape’ as ‘Street wall height and upper setbacks’ with the following 

descriptions (plus the new Type 3B, as described above): 
Type 2: 
2 storey (5-8 metres) street wall height 
7 metre minimum upper setback 
Type 3A: 
3 storey (8-11 metres) street wall height 
3-5 metre minimum upper setback 
Type 3B: 
3 storey (8-11 metres) street wall height 
5 metre minimum upper setback 
Type 4: 
4 storey (11-14.5 metres) street wall height 
3-5 metre minimum upper setback 

9. Amend Diagram 1 by including a section diagram for the new Type 3B (and renaming the 
existing Type 3 as Type 3A). 

4.2 Other recommendation – DDO1 review 
If Amendment C134 is ultimately approved and DDO18 and DDO19 are implemented then 
Council may wish to review whether it is necessary to retain or delete DDO1 Heritage Protection. 
If DDO1 is to be retained then Council should also consider whether the objective, permit 

                                                        

 
12 These are all places proposed by Amendment C149 for HO listing either as an individual place or 
as part of a ‘serial listing’. 
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requirements and decision guidelines should be reviewed and updated having regard to the 
comments made in this report. 
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APPENDIX A – SYDNEY ROAD HERITAGE PRECINCT & PLACES 
HO149 Sydney Road Heritage Precinct statement of significance 
What is Significant? 
The Sydney Road Brunswick Precinct, comprising buildings at 194 Albion Street, 1 and 1A Stewart Street, 1-7 Ballarat Street, 1 Curtis Place, 1, 2 and 2A Hope Street, 1/2A-C and 2A 
Staley Street, 1 Sparta Place, 292-334 and 275-291 Victoria Street, 1 and 2-12 Wilkinson Street, 1, 3-5, 15-17, 23-27, and 29-31 Frith Street, 272-282 and 251-275A Albert Street, 1-
67 David Street, 10-14 Dawson Street, 1 Glenlyon Road, 1-15 and 2-4 Merri Street, 1 and 1/1A - 4/1A Little Gold Street, 276 Barkly Street, 4-10 Edward Street, 1 Union Street, 1 
Curtis Place, 253A Brunswick Road, 1-697 and 2-702 Sydney Road. 

How is it significant? 
The Sydney Road Brunswick Precinct is of local historical, architectural and social significance to the City of Moreland. 

Why is it significant? 
The Sydney Road Precinct is of local historical significance as a predominantly intact late 19th and early 20th century retail and commercial strip, which includes a large number of the important 
institutional buildings added during this period, including the Town Hall and Municipal Offices, the Brunswick Baths and numerous churches of the major 19th century denominations along both 
sides of the road. The precinct, which encompasses nearly half the length of Sydney Road, Brunswick reflects the considerable expansion and growth of the street, and the suburb as a whole, during the 
19th century Boom period. 

The Sydney Road Precinct is of local architectural significance as a predominantly intact example of a late 19th and early 20th century retail strip that contains some of the key institutional 
buildings of the period. The capacity of the precinct to represent this period of development is enhanced by the largely intact upper floor facades of the shops. 

The Sydney Road Precinct is of local social significance as an important retail, commercial, religious and community focused area during the late 19th century and for the southern European and 
Middle-Eastern migrant communities who settled in Melbourne's northern suburbs following the Second World War. These latter communities created new eating habits and styles through the 
diversity of new restaurants and food outlets which developed along Sydney Road to serve them. 

Non-Contr ibutory  proper t i e s  in c lude :  
Albert Street: 272-276 and 278-282. 
Albion Street: 194. 
Curtis Place: 1.  
David Street: 1, 17-21, 23, 51, 53, 55, 57, 59 and 61-67.  
Dawson Street: 10-14. 
Edward Street: 4, 4A, 6, 6A, 8, 8A and 10. 
Frith Street: 1, 15-17, 23-27 and 29-31. 
Glenlyon Road: 1. 
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Hope Street: 1. 
Little Gold Street: 1/1A - 4/1A. 
Merri Street: 3-15. 
Sparta Place: 1.  
Staley Street: 1/2B, 1/2C and 2A.  
Sydney Road (west): 17, 49-53, 65-79, 81-83, 87, 101, 105 -113, 163, 169, 171, 175, 209, 329, 343-345, 356-360, 371, 411-413, 429-433, 451-457, 485-489, 529-531, 597-603, 
633,635-639, 655, 657, 659-661, 663, 671-673 and 675. 
Sydney Road (east) 2, 4, 6, 20, 30-32, 56, 74-78, 112-118, 120-124, 156-160, 194-198, 200-204, 242-244, 260, 286-298, 300-304, 308-310, 320-338, 356-360, 392-396, 416-
418, 451-457, 520-522, 536-542, 568-572, 574, 584, 586-588, 590, 602, 606, 614, 630, 640-642, 648-656, 672-676, 682-688 and 690. 
Victoria Street: 275, 287-291, 292, 316, 320-322, 326 and 334.  
Wilkinson Street: 1 and 2-12. 

Table A: Individual places in Sydney Road Heritage Precinct 
This tables lists the places that are individually listed in the HO schedule and have a frontage to Sydney Road in the section between Park Street and Albion Street (i.e., 
the same area as is otherwise included in HO149. 

HO HERITAGE PLACE STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE CONTRIBUTION TO HO149 PRECINCT 
HO151 199-201 Sydney Road, Brunswick 

– Former Lyric Theatre 
Map 14HO 

The Lyric Theatre is of historical and architectural significance. It is the one of the 
oldest surviving purpose-built cinemas in Melbourne, predating Northcote (1912) 
Programmatically, its significance is in the incorporation of a ballroom, shops and 
billiard room into the cinema complex. It has played an important role in the 
social history of Brunswick, being associated with significant events and 
organisations, including the Unemployed Workers Movement during the 1930s 
depression. Despite the alterations to the ground floor, the first floor remains a 
reasonably intact example of an Edwardian commercial facade. 

Historical – associated with early twentieth century 
development. 
Architectural and aesthetic – contributes to 
streetscape, particularly at first floor level. 

HO152 212 Sydney Road, Brunswick – 
Former Presbyterian Church 
Buildings 
Map 14HO 

The two former Presbyterian Churches at 212 Sydney Road, Brunswick, are of 
local historical and architectural significance. They form a noteworthy pair, the 
later building designed by Evander McIver, who was also responsible for the first 
stage of the Brunswick Municipal Offices in 1867. The 1865 bluestone church is 
an early example of an ecclesiastical building in bluestone in Brunswick, and its 
spire, of locally-produced cream brick, is of particular architectural note. The 
churches demonstrate the Presbyterian (now Uniting) Church's continuous 
association with this site of more than 130 years, and the complex as a whole is a 

Historical – associated with late nineteenth century 
development and part of civic group. 
Architectural and aesthetic – contributes to 
streetscape as a landmark. 
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HO HERITAGE PLACE STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE CONTRIBUTION TO HO149 PRECINCT 
landmark on Sydney Road. 

HO153 233 Sydney Road, Brunswick – 
Town Hall and Municipal Offices  
Map 14HO 

The Brunswick Municipal Offices and Hall is of local historical and architectural 
significance. Historically, the building is the municipal focus for Brunswick. It is a 
key building in the Sydney Road streetscape, and the use of the classical 
architectural idiom for the 1926 additions reflects the perceived appropriateness of 
this language for a major institutional building. Unlike Coburg's City Hall, 
Brunswick's sits close to the street, thus increasing its local landmark status. 

Historical – associated with late nineteenth and early 
twentieth century development and integral part of 
civic group. 
Architectural and aesthetic – landmark building. 

HO154 270 Sydney Road, Brunswick – 
Mechanics' Institute 
Map 14HO 

Brunswick Mechanics' Institute is of local historical and architectural significance. 
It is one of the earliest surviving, and reasonably intact, Mechanics' Institutes built 
in Victoria in the 19th century. Brunswick Mechanics' Institute is distinguished by 
its compact plan and building form, with its unusual juxtaposition of front room 
with a transverse main hall. It is also unusual for its simple yet classically inspired 
architectural treatment and roof form. The Institute is an integral element of this 
part of Sydney Road, which includes many civic and church buildings. The 
building also derives significance from its role as a community focus for 
Brunswick. 

Historical – associated with early twentieth century 
development and part of civic group. 
Architectural and aesthetic – distinctive form, 
detailing and siting on prominent corner. 

HO248 289 Sydney Road, Brunswick – St 
Ambrose’s Church 
Map 14HO 

St Ambrose's Church is of local historical and architectural significance. It has had 
a long association with the Irish Catholic community of Brunswick, and, with the 
hall in Dawson Street, was the focus of the local anti-conscription movement 
during World War One, which used the hall. The church is a notable landmark on 
Sydney Road. 

Historical – associated with early twentieth century 
development and part of civic group. 
Architectural and aesthetic – landmark building. 

HO156 337 - 341 Sydney Road, Brunswick 
– Cumberland Arms Hotel 
Map 14HO 

The Cumberland Arms Hotel is of local historical and architectural significance. 
The site has been occupied by a hotel-initially the first Cumberland Arms (c. 
1858)-for more than 140 years. Architecturally, the extensive use of face brickwork 
in this building reflects the decline of the popularity of cement render decoration 
after the peak of the 1880s building boom. 

Historical – associated with early twentieth century 
development. 
Architectural and aesthetic – contributes to 
streetscape, particularly at first floor level. 

HO157 340 Sydney Road, Brunswick – 
Former Wesleyan Church and 
Model Sunday School 
Map 14HO 

The former Wesleyan Sunday School and Church complex is of state historical 
and architectural significance. The church is of exceptional quality and integrity, 
and is the first in the important series of polychrome churches designed by Percy 
Oakden and is an early example of decorative polychromatic architecture in 
Melbourne. The use of Glew's cream bricks is locally important, particularly in this 
building where Glew was an active member of the congregation. The Sunday 
School derives additional significance from its innovative planning. 

Historical – associated with early twentieth century 
development. 
Architectural and aesthetic – landmark building, 
distinctive form, detailing and siting. 
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HO HERITAGE PLACE STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE CONTRIBUTION TO HO149 PRECINCT 
HO158 387 - 389 Sydney Road, Brunswick 

– Former Union Bank of Australia 
Map 14HO 

The former Union Bank is of local historical and architectural significance. It is an 
important work by architects Inskip & Robertson, who designed several other 
branches for the Union Bank. Architecturally, it is a good example of boom-style 
classicism, with a highly considered and ornamented facade  

Historical – associated with early twentieth century 
development. 
Architectural and aesthetic – notable contribution to 
streetscape, particularly at first floor level. 

HO160 430 Sydney Road, Brunswick – 
Duke of Edinburgh Hotel 
Map 14HO 

The Duke of Edinburgh Hotel is of local historical and architectural significance. 
The present building occupies the site of the first Duke of Edinburgh Hotel, 
which was built in 1868. On of a number of three storey 'grand' hotels built in the 
1880s and 1890s in Brunswick, it is a good example of a particularly bold use of 
bichrome brickwork. 

Historical – associated with early twentieth century 
development. 
Architectural and aesthetic – landmark on prominent 
corner site. 

HO161 463-475 Sydney Road, Brunswick 
– Former Hooper's Store 
Map 14HO 

- Historical – associated with early twentieth century 
development. 
Architectural and aesthetic – contributes to 
streetscape, particularly at first floor level. 

HO162 491 Sydney Road, Brunswick – 
Baptist Church 
Map 14HO 

The Brunswick Baptist Church is of local historical and architectural significance. 
The site has been occupied continuously by the Baptist Church since 1862. The 
present church is an interesting example of Gothic revival in polychrome masonry, 
and, along with the adjacent former Dental Surgery (No. 503; see datasheet), it 
terminates the axis of Blyth Street. 

Historical – associated with early twentieth century 
development. 
Architectural and aesthetic – notable contribution to 
streetscape of Sydney Road and viewline along Blyth 
Street. Distinctive form, siting and architecture. 

HO163 503 Sydney Road, Brunswick – 
Former Dental Surgery and 
Residence 
Map 14HO 

The former Dental Surgery at 503 Sydney Road, Brunswick, is of local historical 
and architectural significance. The residential form of this building is unusual in 
the commercial context of Sydney Road, and was one of small group of buildings 
near the intersection of Sydney Road and Blyth Street that combined professional 
rooms and a residence (cf 1-3 Blyth Street; see datasheet). Along with the adjacent 
former Baptist Church (No. 491; see datasheet), with which this building is now 
associated, it terminates the axis of Blyth Street. Architecturally, the building is an 
intact example of a large Federation residence designed to suit the context of a 
commercial streetscape. 

Historical – associated with early twentieth century 
development. 
Architectural and aesthetic – notable contribution to 
streetscape of Sydney Road and viewline along Blyth 
Street. Distinctive form, siting and architecture. 

HO167 523-527 Sydney Road, Brunswick 
– Independent Church 
Map 14HO 

The former Independent Church is one of the earliest Brunswick churches to 
remain; the earlier churches are St. Andrew’s (1854) and Christ Church (1857-75). 

Historical – associated with early twentieth century 
development. 
Architectural and aesthetic – distinctive building 
within streetscape. 
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APPENDIX B – LYGON STREET HERITAGE PLACES, PRECINCTS & LISTINGS 
The Amendment C149 places show the minor changes made following the Panel Hearing. Strikethrough shows deleted text and underline is new or amended text. 

Heritage place, precinct or 
listing 

Statement of significance 

Amendment C149  

HO443 Moderne Apartment Blocks 
serial listing 
37, 301 & 434C Lygon Street 

What is significant? 
The four Moderne Apartment Blocks in this series as described are located in Lygon Street, Brunswick. The apartments are on individual 
allotments, and are all freestanding, of two levels and are non-contiguous in location. Stylistically, and based on primary research, all of the 
apartment blocks appear to date from between 1940-1946. The buildings all have a very high degree of integrity externally, as do the small 
front gardens, although 37 Lygon Street has lost its front fence. All are in good to very good condition. The significant elements of each place 
include the external fabric including the building and roof form and materials, original features including doors and windows detailing and 
decoration, the garden setting and layout, low walls set on the title boundary (constructed of brick or rendered brick) and modest side 
setbacks. The clear views to the Apartment buildings from the public realm (giving them a landmark quality) are also considered significant.  
Included in this series is all of the land at the following addresses: 
37 Lygon Street, 299-299a and 301 Lygon Street, and 434c Lygon Street 
How is it Significant? 
The Moderne Apartment Block series is of aesthetic (architectural) and historical significance to the City of Moreland.  
Why is it Significant? 
Architecturally, the series reflects the evolution of housing types in the city of Moreland in the late interwar and early post-war periods, 
changing from the single-storey, freestanding houses that were erected during the 1920s and early 1930s, to two-storey, multi-family flats. 37 
and 299-299A Lygon St both demonstrates the direct translation of common domestic forms and details - such as hipped roofs and six-over-
one sash windows (at No 37) - into this new building type. No 37 is also distinguished by the well-detailed brickwork, with rusticated pillars 
and tapestry brick lintels. The apartment buildings at 301 and 434C Lygon St are distinguished by their translation of a requirement of this 
new building type - a shared staircase - into a dominant architectural feature. Both have a projecting stairwell at the centre of the facade, with 
balconies projecting from it at both levels. Both buildings are also distinguished by their use of Art Deco motifs on this stairwell, and 
fashionable curved balconies. At No 301, the curves are carried through to the corners of the building, creating a sculptural form. The 
buildings at 299-299A, 301 and 434C are enhanced by original front fences executed in similar brickwork. All three buildings are rare in the 
City of Moreland as the earliest autonomous (that is, not linked with shops or other business uses) apartment buildings identified. 
Historically, the series provides evidence of the immediate post-war phase of development along Lygon Street. (Criteria B D, E & F) 
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Heritage place, precinct or 
listing 

Statement of significance 

HO444 Interwar factories serial 
listing 
103-105 Evans Street & 236, 238, 
260 & 297 Lygon Street 

What is significant? 
The buildings which make up the Interwar Factories series as described are located in Lygon Street and Evans Street Brunswick. The factories 
are on a variety of single or multiple allotments of varying size, which are non-contiguous, with the exception of those located at 236, 238, 
240 & 26 Lygon Street. The factories are all constructed of brick, either face brick with rendered dressings or rendered brick. Numbers 236 
and 260 Lygon Street are two storey factories (incorporating office facilities on the upper floor) while the remainder are single storey. 
Rooflines are generally concealed behind parapets, but where visible from the public realm, they illustrate a progression over time. Generally, 
all of the buildings are in good to very good condition and although there have been minor alterations, retain a high degree of integrity 
externally. The buildings date from the 1930s, and can be divided into two distinctive styles; Eclectic and Moderne. The eclectic style 
buildings (103-105 Evans Street, 240 Lygon Street and 297 Lygon Street) exhibit elements of the Free Classical, stripped Greek Revival and 
stripped Egyptian Revival respectively. The Moderne style factories have flat unadorned parapets, with Art Deco fins, curved walls and 
decoration provided by contrasting bands of smooth render and red brick.  Included in this series are the following places: 
• Former Hillcrest Hosiery Mill /Sleeping Beauty Factory - 103 -105 Evans Street, Brunswick 
• Former Hopley's sheet metal factory - 236 Lygon Street, Brunswick 
• Former Hopley's sheet metal factory - 238 Lygon Street, Brunswick 
• Former Austral Wire and Fence Company - 240 Lygon Street, Brunswick 
• Former G. Burgin Factory - 260 Lygon Street, Brunswick 
• Former Perfection Knitting Mills - 297 Lygon Street, Brunswick 
How is it Significant? 
The Interwar Factories series is of historical significance to the City of Moreland. The factories at 103-105 Evans Street, 260 and 297 Lygon 
Street are also of and aesthetic (architectural) significance.  
Why is it Significant? 
Historically, the series of six interwar factories are the best representative examples of the numerous small factories constructed in the Lygon 
Street North area in the 1930s. Three of them represent the textile industry, whose growth was made possible by the trade protection of the 
textile industry in Australia in the early twentieth century. The other three represent the metal products and engineering sector, which also 
saw major growth in Brunswick during the early 20th century. The factories in this series are able to demonstrate a high degree of integrity 
externally and provide evidence of the important manufacturing industry which employed large numbers of local men and women before 
1945, and an increasingly large migrant workforce post 1945. The factories are of further historical significance as they represent the strong 
industrial focus and mixed use of Brunswick, which mixed working class housing with the places of work of its residents. (Criterion A)  
Architecturally, the three factories at 103-105 Evans Street, 260 and 297 Lygon Street are significant as examples of eclectic interwar styles 
applied to industrial buildings and are notable for the detailing to their facades. The two earliest factories demonstrate the eclecticism seen in 
the first half of this period, including Free Classical (103-105 Evans St), and stripped Greek Revival (297 Lygon St). The third demonstrates 
the dominance of the Moderne style in the later interwar years, in the decorative and polychromed factory at 260 Lygon St, with its decorative 
fins. (Criteria D & E) 
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Heritage place, precinct or 
listing 

Statement of significance 

HO435 Precinct A 
495 & 500-522 Lygon Street 

What i s  s i gn i f i cant?  
The Lygon Street Precinct A area is a located at the northern end of Lygon Street, close to its intersection with Albion Street. The precinct 
comprises a row of interwar single and two storey shops on the west side of Lygon Street (500-522 Lygon Street) and a 1931  dance hall 
converted to a cinema in 1955 on the east side (495 Lygon Street). It also includes the laneway which abuts the cinema on the south and west 
sides of the buildings.  
This shopping strip was developed in the 1920s, to service the western end of Glenmorgan Street and other interwar subdivisions 
surrounding this part of Lygon Street which were developed as a result of the economic prosperity and growth in the municipality following 
World War One. As is usual in commercial areas, many of the original shopfronts have been replaced, although the form and scale of the 
shops, parapet design and cantilevered verandahs survive in almost all shops. The former Liberty Cinema has had alterations to the lower 
storey, but its landmark qualities remain intact, as does its upper storey facade. The precinct is in good condition and has a high degree of 
integrity to its 1920s period, although a number of shopronts have been replaced.  
Elements which contribute to the significance of the precinct include (but are not limited to): 
- The former Liberty Theatre at 495 Lygon Street as a landmark building 
- The intact copper shopfronts at 506 and 510 Lygon Street 
- The intact cantilever verandahs on all of the single storey shops (except 518 Lygon Street) 
- The intact parapet form, design and (in some cases) original unpainted face brick and render 
- Retail and commercial buildings with roofs concealed by parapets  
- The consistent one or two storey scale of retail and commercial buildings.  
- The attached form of the one and two storey shops with no front setbacks and similar facade widths creating a repetitive module. 
- The form and fabric of surviving early shopfronts, typically built with large timber or metal framed display windows above stall boards, 
smaller highlight windows (often with leadlight glazing), glazed ceramic tile surfaces, and recessed doorways. 
- The limited number of modern internally illuminated signs. 
- The retention of original unsealed bluestone pitcher laneways 
How is  i t  s i gn i f i cant?  
The Lygon Street Precinct A is of historical and aesthetic significance to the City of Moreland  
Why is  i t  s i gn i f i cant?  
The Lygon Street Precinct A area is historically significant as it is representative of a small shopping strip developed principally in the period 
of rapid economic and residential growth within Moreland between c1920-1935. This precinct in particular was influenced by growth in 
adjacent Coburg, once it was deemed a City in 1922. The residential housing stock which surrounds this precinct (but is beyond the precinct 
itself) is predominately post World War One, and was constructed within the same c.1920-1935 timeframe. It is of particular historical 
significance for its capacity to illustrate one of two major phases of development in the Municipality; the economic and residential 'boom' 
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Heritage place, precinct or 
listing 

Statement of significance 

within Moreland following the First World War. (Criterion A & C) 
It is of further historical significance as one of the most 'complete' precincts, representing not only the commercial needs of the immediate 
community during this period of Moreland's growth, but their needs for leisure and recreation. The Liberty Picture Theatre, construced in the 
1920s as the Broadway Dance Palais, is important historically as they both played an important part in the social and recreational lives of the 
people within the locality. (Criterion G) 
The Lygon Street  Precinct  A is aesthetically significant as a fine representative example of a 1920s shopping strip built to service the 
immediate residential community. The commercial and retail buildings were constructed between c.1920-1935 and exhibit a very good 
representation of the form, scale, design and materials used during this period, including restrained classical detailing. The row of single shops 
and the cinema / dance hall makes an important contribution to valued interwar character of the area. (Criterion D & E) 

HO436 Precinct B  
398-406 Lygon Street 

What is significant? 
The Lygon Street Precinct B area comprises a row of single storey shops terminating in a two storey shop on the east side of Lygon Street 
between Hickford and Queen Streets. It comprises the buildings from 398-406 Lygon Street, and a bluestone pitcher lane at the rear of the 
row. The row of shops was built at the same time (1929-1926), and exhibit similar restrained classical detailing and features throughout all 
buildings. The precinct is in good to fair condition, and despite the loss of details and some alterations, retains a fair degree of integrity.  
Elements which contribute to the significance of the precinct include (but are not limited to): 
- The row itself which is a cohesive unit stretching from Queen to Hickford Streets 
- The bluestone access lane at the rear of the row 
- The intact shopfront at 398 and 406 Lygon Street 
- The intact cantilever verandahs at 400 and 406 Lygon Street (NB: the verandahs at Nos. 402 & 404 have been replaced in kind)  
- The intact parapet form and design of 398 &402-406 
- Roofs concealed by parapets  
- Both corner buildings actively respond to their location 
- The two storey form of the auction room on the corner provides an anchor to the row and embellishes on the details used on the other 
shops. 
-The attached form shops with no front setbacks and identical facade widths creating a repetitive module. 
-The limited number of modern internally illuminated signs 
-Signage generally located on parapet, verandah fascia or beneath verandah 
-Later alterations and additions are not significant, including the two storey rear wing to no. 406 
How is it significant? 
The Lygon Street Precinct B is of aesthetic and historicalsignificance to the City of Moreland  
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Statement of significance 

Why is it significant? 
The Lygon Street Precinct B is aesthetically significant as a rare surviving example of a row of interwar row of shops that stretches from 
street to street. The corner buildings respond to their location, and the two-storey building provides an anchor to the row and embellishes on 
the details used on the other shops. It is of further aesthetic significance as a good representative example of a cohesively designed row of 
interwar shops with classical details. The use of restrained classical details, particularly Greek inspired, is one of the markers of 1920s 
commercial architecture. (Criterion B & E) 
The precinct is also of historical significance for its capacity to illustrate one of two major phases of development in the municipality; the 
economic and residential 'boom' within Moreland following the First World War (Criterion A). 

HO437 Precinct C 
313-321 Lygon Street, Brunswick 
East 

What is significant? 
The Lygon Street Precinct C is a small discrete portion (313-321 Lygon Street, Brunswick) of a Victorian shopping strip constructed in the 
same period as the nearby the residential development of the area east of the precinct (c.1880). The precinct comprises a row of two pairs of 
two storey Victorian shops which flank a single Victorian shop. A bluestone service lane runs behind the row of shops from Anne Street. The 
shops date from prior to 1894, and provided common goods and services to the immediate community. These shops represent some of the 
few surviving Victorian shops from this important local shopping strip, the west side of Lygon Street between Albert and Victoria Streets was 
the most intensively developed part of Lygon Street in 1904. The upper storeys of the shops are all relatively intact. Number 317 has simple 
decorative detailing on the upper storey facade, including a small arched motif at the centre of the parapet and horizontal mouldings above 
the windows. The upper storey facades of 313-315 and 319-321 are decorated on classical lines, but the render ornament is more decorative. 
There are other examples of Victorian shops located both north and south of the precinct, including a row of six single storey shops located 
at 283-295 Lygon Street. However, the group at 313-321 Lygon Street represent the most intact examples of Victorian buildings remaining in 
this area. The buildings within this precinct are in good condition and generally retain a good degree of integrity on their upper storey facades. 
The lower ground floor shopfronts have been substantially altered. 
Elements which contribute to the significance of the precinct include (but are not limited to):. 
-The generally good integrity of upper level facades and original detailing and finishes, typically comprising render and decorative moulding  
-The attached form of retail, commercial and residential buildings with uniform front setbacks and similar facade widths forming repetitive 
modules. 
-The two storey scale of buildings. 
-Parapeted facades with concealed roofs. 
-Original unsealed bluestone access lane at the rear of the shops 
How is it significant? 
The Lygon Street Precinct C is of historical and aesthetic significance to the City of Moreland.  
Why is it significant? 
Lygon Street Precinct C is historically significant as tanglible evidence of the intensive commercial development in Lygon Street in the late 
nineteenth century. As part of the shopping strip associated with the late Victorian subdivision and development of the surrounding streets 
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for residential development it is significant for its capacity to illustrate one of the major phases of development in the Municipality associated 
with the 1880s land boom. The significance of the precinct is enhanced by its rarity value as one of the few remaining groups of relatively 
intact Victorian shops in Lygon Street.  
The Lygon Street Precinct C is aesthetically significant as a good representative examples of two storey Victorian shops which survive with a 
good degree of integrity. The upper stories of the building group exhibit two of the principal decorative styles of the period, classical restraint 
(313-315 and 317 Lygon Street) and 'boom' style exuberance (319-321 Lygon Street). The associated nearby East Brunswick Club Hotel and 
Sedgeman Street terraces are stylistically related to the Victorian shops on Lygon Street, as are some of the residences in Victoria and Albert 
Street. The small group of shops therefore makes an important contribution to the valued nineteenth century character of the area. (Criterion 
E) 

HO438 Precinct D 
128-140 & 129-135 Lygon Street, 
Brunswick East 

What is significant? 
The Lygon Street Precinct D area is a small commercial area comprising a portion of Lygon Street between Piera and O'Connor Streets. It 
exhibits two distinct periods of suburban development within the locality, principally the 1880s land boom, and the subsequent interwar 
suburban consolidation and growth in Brunswick. Suburban development in the area occurred from around 1885, consistent with the 
construction date of the earliest surviving buildings in the precinct, the 'Lygon Buildings' at 132-140 Lygon Street. This terrace of five two 
storey late Victorian shops date from 1891. The east side of the precinct contains these buildings, and on the opposite corner of Piera Street, 
a highly intact two storey 1920s pair of shops survives. On the west side of the precinct is a row of intact 1920s shops with simple face brick 
or rendered parapets terminating in a two storey Edwardian shop with render dressing. Residential housing stock surrounding the precinct 
reflects the two key periods demonstrated in the precinct, late Victorian to the east in O'Connor and Piera Streets, and Edwardian and 
interwar west of Lygon Street in Warburton Street and beyond. Overall, the precinct is in good condition, and retains a high degree of 
integrity, particularly in the upper storey facades. 
Elements which contribute to the significance of the precinct include (but are not limited to): 
- The row of single storey c.1920s shops with simple decorative parapets in face brick or render (129-133a Lygon Street) 
- The 'Lygon Buildings' (c.1891) a row of two storey Victorian Shops, including their upper storey classical detailing, inset panels of tiles and 
the original cast iron verandah at 132. (132-140 Lygon Street). 
- The pair of highly intact c. 1920 shops at 128-130 Lygon Street 
- The generally high integrity of upper level facades on two storey buildings 
- The high degree of integrity of single storey shopfronts, original detailing and finishes typically comprising stallboard tiles, metal framed 
shopfronts and entrance doors as well as decorative parapets finished either in face brick or render 
- The intact shopfronts at 117, 88-90,106, 100a and 115 Lygon Street 
- The intact verandahs at 38-42, 86, 103, 109-109a, 113 Lygon Street 
-Retail buildings with roofs concealed by parapets  
-The consistent one or two storey scale of retail buildings.  
-The attached form of retail buildings with no front setbacks and similar facade widths creating a repetitive module. 
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-The form and fabric of surviving early shopfronts, typically built with large timber or metal framed display windows above stall boards, 
smaller highlight windows (often with leadlight glazing), glazed ceramic tile surfaces, and recessed doorways. 
- the form and fabric of the decorative parapets finished either in face brick or render on the single storey shops 
-External signage generally restricted to verandah fascias or suspended from the underside of verandahs. 
-The limited number of modern internally illuminated signs. 
-Bluestone access laneways at the rear of commercial premises 
The single storey shop at 133b is not considered to be contributory to the precinct.  
How is it significant? 
The Lygon Street Precinct D area is of local historical and aesthetic significance to the City of Moreland. 
Why is it significant? 
The Lygon Street Precinct D area is historically significant for its capacity to demonstrate the two major phases of development in the 
Municipality associated with the 1880s land boom and the period of economic recovery and prosperity following the First World War. The 
'Lygon Buildings' on the east side of were constructed to provide services for the small local community in the Piera and O'Connor Street 
area. The interwar development on the southern corner of Piera and Lygon Street and on the west side of the precinct correlates to the 
subdivision of land in Warburton Street area, immediately west of the precinct. Collectively, they combine to show the development of Lygon 
Street as a continuing arrangement of small shopping strips constructed primarily to service the residential subdivisions which were created in 
periods of economic growth. (Criteria A)  
The precinct isof further historical significant for its capacity to demonstrate the importance of the electric tram network as a catalyst for 
commercial development along Lygon Street and its surrounding residential areas post 1916. 
Aesthetically, the precinct is significant as it contains a collection of highly intact commercial and retail buildings from the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth century, which collectively form a part of a small retail shopping strip. The interwar shops are fine examples of their type, and 
highly intact. The intact shopfronts are rare surviving examples, and considered to be important. While the shops have a variety of parapet 
designs, they are consistently of a similar scale. All of the contributory single storey shops retain all or most of their original shopfronts, 
including stallboard tiles, metal framed windows and recessed doors which make an important contribution to the early character of the area. 
The two storey interwar shops are extremely intact externally, and the upper storey facade of the two storey Victorian shops are also highly 
intact, with limited alterations. (Criterion B & E) 

HO439 Precinct E 
38-114 and 51-117 Lygon Street, 
Brunswick East 

What is significant? 
The Lygon Street Precinct E area is a principally commercial area comprising a portion of the earliest part of Lygon Street, Brunswick 
associated with shopping and retailing. It also contains a small row of late nineteenth century residences. Suburban development in the area 
occurred from around 1885, although the earliest building, the Quarry Hotel, at 101 Lygon Streetdates from 1857. Development was 
primarily a result of expanding suburban growth out of Melbourne in the period of economic prosperity accompanied by a boom in land 
prices and the establishment of the Cable Tram service in Lygon Street. By 1890, both sides of Lygon Street between Brunswick Road and 
Edward Street had been substantially developed for commercial purposes servicing the residential development which was taking place on 
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streets running parallel and intersecting Lygon Street. A range of one and two storey retail and commercial buildings, bluestone service 
laneways and a smaller number of terrace and villa houses survive from this period and form significant elements within the context of the 
precinct. In addition, the Victorian bank at 63 Lygon Street, the Edwardian bank and hall at 91 and 81 Lygon Street are also significant for 
the later Edwardian period of development within the precinct. The expansion of the electric tram line along Lygon Street in 1916 stimulated 
further retail development after World War One, resulting in new interwar commercial development towards Edward Street on sites in the 
northern portion of the precinct left undeveloped through the recession of the 1890s. The Edwardian and Interwar commercial and retail 
developments contribute substantially to the significance and character of the area, demonstrating a progression of development associated 
with Brunswick's periods of economic growth and development. The precinct generally retains a very good degree of integrity and is in good 
tovery good condition. 
Elements which contribute to the significance of the precinct include (but are not limited to): 
- Victorian, Edwardian and interwar commercial buildings and shops (many originally built with living accommodation over the shop or at 
the rear). 
- The row of single storey residences dating to 1884 at No 38-42 Lygon Street  
- The generally high integrity of upper level facades and original detailing and finishes typically comprising face brick or render. 
- The intact shopfronts at 117(part), 88-90,106, 100a and 115 Lygon Street 
- The intact verandahs at 38-42, 86, 103, 109-109a, 113 Lygon Street 
- The traces of early painted signage 'Ironmongers' on the facade at No. 56 Lygon Street 
- The unpainted render finish on buildings at 103-07 and 108-112 Lygon Street 
- Retail buildings with roofs concealed by parapets  
- The consistent one or two storey scale of retail buildings.  
- The attached form of retail buildings with no front setbacks and similar facade widths creating a repetitive module. 
- The form and fabric of surviving early shopfronts, typically built with large timber or metal framed display windows above stall boards, 
smaller highlight windows (often with leadlight glazing), glazed ceramic tile surfaces, and recessed doorways. 
- The limited number of modern internally illuminated signs. 
- Road alignments and allotment patterns resulting from nineteenth and early twentieth century subdivisions. 
- The single storey store room at the rear of 92-92a Lygon Street is not significant 
How is it significant? 
The Lygon Street Precinct E area is of local historical and aesthetic significance to the City of Moreland. 
Why is it significant? 
The Lygon Street Precinct E area is historically significant for its longstanding role as an important commercial centre within the East 
Brunswick locality and for its capacity to illustrate two of themajor phases of development in the Municipality associated with the 1880s and 
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early 1890sland boom and the period of economic recovery and prosperity following the First World War. (Criterion A) 
Aesthetically, the precinct is significant as a generally intact example of a late nineteenth and early twentieth shopping strip. Many retail 
buildings in the precinct survive to a high level of integrity at their first floor facade level while some have early shopfronts which make an 
important contribution to the early character of the area. The precinct is also noteworthy for the diversity of architectural styles which are 
encountered within it, including: late Victorian Italianate boom period shops; Edwardian shops and interwar Moderne style commercial 
premises. Nonetheless, the streetscape maintains an overall sense of visual cohesion and continuity through the consistent use of parapeted 
facades with uniform front setbacks, similar wall materials and similar scale, particularly on the eastern side of the precinct. Some more recent 
developments have compromised this uniformity. (Criterion E) 
The aesthetic significance of the precinct is enhanced by the presence of a row of highly intact late nineteenth century residences, and some 
individually noteworthy (highly intact) buildings including The Quarry Hotel at 101 Lygon Street, the Pharmacy at 92 Lygon Street, the 
former bank buildings at 81 and 63 Lygon Street and the public hall at 91 Lygon Street. The Quarry Hotel and the Pharmacy located on 
opposite corners of Weston Street form an important visual gateway to the rest of Lygon Street. The abutting residential Heritage Overlays in 
Barkly Street (to the west) and Weston Street (to the east) of Victorian and Edwardian dwellings complement historic character of the 
precinct. (Criterion E) 

HO440 Shop 
150 Lygon Street 

What is significant? 
The commercial building at 150 Lygon Street, Brunswick East, to the extent of its 19th-century fabric. This two-storey Victorian building of 
c1893 has brick walls, with render to the facade. Cement render ornamentation to the upper floor includes vermiculated window keystones 
and vermiculated blocks intersecting with the cornices terminating each floor and simple pilasters. The ground floor retains a partially intact 
19th-century timber shopfront with decorative carving including barley twist colonettes and floral reliefs in the spandrels of the arched 
windows. The building is in good condition. 
How is it significant? 
150 Lygon Street, Brunswick East, is of local architectural and historical significance to the City of Moreland. 
Why is it significant? 
Architecturally, for its rare surviving 19th-century shopfront, made all the more valuable by the very unusual and high quality carved detail to 
the timber elements. (Criteria B & F) 
Historically, as a tangible reminder of the commercial shopping strip at the southern end of Lygon Street in the late 19th century, to serve the 
needs of locals. (Criterion A) 

HO441 ANZ Bank (former) 
152-154 Lygon Street 

What is significant? 
The former ANZ bank at 152-154 Lygon Street East Brunswick built c. 1951-1960 is significant.  
How is it significant? 
152-154 Lygon Street is of local historical and architectural significance to the City of Moreland.  
Why is it significant? 
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The former ANZ bank demonstrates the development and consolidation of Lygon Street in the post-war era that brought an expansion of 
manufacturing and industry to the area. The bank demonstrates the suburban expansion of the ANZ banking corporation as a result of 
mergers of the Bank of Australasia, the Union Bank of Australia and the E S & A Bank in 1951. It was one of 109 branches opened 
Australia-wide between 1951-1960, making the ANZ into one of the big four banks in Australia. (Criterion A) 
Architecturally the bank is significant as an example of the innovative design undertaken by the ANZ banking corporation, and its 
predecessor, the E S & A Bank who employed architects Stuart McIntosh and Geoffrey Danne as in-house designers. It is architecturally 
significant as a representative work attributed to Geoffrey Danne whose trademark feature of the checkerboard cladding was successfully 
employed in a house in Kew. It is significant as a bold modernist composition on a prominent corner site and is notable for its entry roof of 
folded concrete clad in metal panel, its rubble stone feature wall and its window-wall to the O'Connell Street elevation. (Criterion E) 

Existing HO places and precincts 

HO1 Albert Street Precinct 
59-85 Albert Street, 1-18 Sedgeman 
Street, 280-294 Lygon Street 

What is significant? 
The Albert Street Precinct, comprising buildings at 59-85 Albert Street, 1-18 Sedgman Street and the East Brunswick Club Hotel at 280-294 
Lygon Street. 
How is it significant? 
The Albert Street Precinct is of local architectural significance to the City of Moreland.  
Why is it significant? 
The Albert Street Precinct is of local architectural significance as a predominantly residential area which comprises a notable mix of 19th 
century housing types, with small, single-storey brick terraces in Sedgman Street contrasting with the dominating late Victorian two-storey 
terraces in Albert Street. The Sedgman Street terraces are all near identical single storey, single fronted decorative brick houses with party 
walls while the Albert Street terraces are in two near identical groupings of ornate rendered brick buildings typical of the late Victorian period. 
The East Brunswick Hotel is the most imposing of the structures captured by the precinct as a three-storey Classical Revival building 
dominating the Albert and Lygon Street intersection. 
Non-Contributory properties include: 
Albert Street: 73 

HO194 (part only) Weston Street 
Precinct 
118, 147, 149, 151 Weston Street 

What is Significant? 
The Weston Street Precinct, comprising houses at 62-118 and 87-115 Weston Street. 
How is it significant? 
The Weston Street Precinct is of local architectural significance to the City of Moreland. 
Why is it significant? 
The Weston Street precinct is of local architectural significance as a reasonably unified streetscape of substantially intact single-storey terrace 
houses and detached cottages in a range of styles dating from the 1860s to the 1920s. Buildings of particular architectural interest include 
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early bluestone cottages from the 1860s located at 66-68 and 78 Weston Street; their intactness is fair. There are several rows of Victorian 
terraces, including two reasonably intact runs between 107 and 125 Weston Street. A pair of semi-detached Edwardian brick cottages is 
located at 82-84 Weston Street. These cottages have unusual column detailing to the front porches and retain original screen doors.  
Non-Contributory properties include: 
Weston Street: 76, 93, 95, 97, 96-98 and 1-4/139-141. 

HO255 Lygon Street Precinct 
38-55 Lygon Street 

What is Significant? 
The Lygon Street Precinct, comprising of 38 - 58 (excluding 52-54) Lygon Street, East Brunswick. 
How is it Significant? 
The Lygon Street Precinct, East Brunswick is of local historical and architectural significance to the City of Moreland.  
Why is it Significant? 
The Lygon Street Precinct is of local historical and architectural significance. Erected in the 1880s, these buildings are contemporary with the 
development of the adjacent Barkly Street East Precinct, and provide evidence of commercial and retail expansion in conjunction with a 
Boom-era residential estate. (AHC Criterion A.4) 
Aesthetically, the buildings are fine and largely intact examples of Boom Style, characterised by ornate rendered parapets. The buildings, while 
different in scale, function and setback, nevertheless form a cohesive streetscape, linked by their common use of materials and decorative 
detailing. (AHC Criterion E.1) 

HO18 Cottage 
151 Barkly Street 

151 Barkly Street, Brunswick, is of local historical and architectural Significance. It is an early and relatively intact example of a simple 
worker's cottage, one of only a few surviving in Brunswick. 

HO208 Tip Top Bakery Site 
170 Edward Street 

The Tip Top factory administration building is of local architectural Significance. The administration building is a large and sophisticated 
example of the Moderne style. The bold architectural composition of the facade is an excellent and substantially intact example of the style, as 
typified by the horizontal fenestration and dominant tower element. The stables at the rear of the site recall the use of horse-drawn wagons to 
deliver the bread prior to the use of motorised trucks.  

HO295 Electrical Transformer 
Station 
170 Edward Street 

What is significant? 
The City of Brunswick Electricity Supply transformer station (former) located at 168 Edward Street, East Brunswick. 

How is it significant? 
The City of Brunswick Electricity Supply transformer station (former) located at 168 Edward Street, East Brunswick.k is of local historic and 
aesthetic significance to the City of Moreland. 

Why is it significant? 
Of historical significance as a representative example of an intact and functioning part of the infrastructure supplying Brunswick with 
electricity since c.1914. It demonstrates the important role of local Councils in the supply and distribution of electricity in the period prior to 
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the formation of the SEC in 1918. (AHC Criteria B.2, E.1 & F.1) 

Of aesthetic significance as a representative and intact example of a public utility building that assists in demonstrating the range of 
architectural styles used in the construction of substations and similar buildings in Brunswick, and regionally, across Melbourne. 

HO296 Bluestone cottages 
197-199 Edward Street 

See below. 

HO296 Moran and Cato Store  
119-119a Lygon Street 

What is significant? 
The bluestone cottages at 197-199 Edward Street and the bluestone shop at 119 Lygon Street, Brunswick. 
How is it significant? 
The bluestone cottages at 197-199 Edward Street, Brunswick are of local architectural and historical significance to the City of Moreland.  
The former Moran & Cato store at 119 Lygon Street is of local historic significance to the City of Moreland.  
Why is it significant? 
The bluestone cottages at 197-199 Edward Street, Brunswick are of architectural and historical significance at the local level. Erected 
sometime between 1867 and 1870, the two houses are associated with an early phase of residential settlement in the Brunswick area. The 
cottages represent a substantially intact example of early bluestone housing of which a small number of examples survive in the City of 
Moreland. (AHC Criterion A.4)  
The cottages represent an architectural type not often found in this form (ie a unified pair of stone cottages with one roof and no apparent 
firewall) which can be contrasted with the adjacent stone cottages which present more clearly as a joined pair of individual units. (AHC 
Criterion E.1) 
The former Moran & Cato store at 119 Lygon Street is of historic significance. Historically, it is associated with an important local firm which 
became the largest and most widespread grocery chain in Australia in the late nineteenth century and early twentieth centuries. Erected in 
1887, the shop is also associated, more broadly, with the intense phase of commercial expansion which occurred following the gradual 
opening of Melbourne's cable tram network from the mid-1880s. (AHC Criterion A.4) The shop, although clad in recent years in a veneer of 
stone, is an example of a modestly-scaled Victorian 'corner store' in a loosely Italianate style, characterised by rendered walls, consoles, 
moulded cornice and the ubiquitous splayed corner entrance. 

HO436 Interwar Factory 
260 Lygon Street 

See Interwar Factories serial listing SoS above 
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HO106 Maternal Child Health 
Centre 
318-324 Lygon Street 

The East Brunswick Baby Health and Community Centre is of local historical and architectural significanceas an early example of a purpose-
built dual community centre combining facilities for baby health and community use, a theme rarely explored in civic design prior to 1950. As 
a typology, the baby health centre is representative of the purpose-built centres which appeared from around 1926, although its Moderne style 
is a departure from previous baby centre designs, and this example was one of Victoria?s first centres designed in the Moderne style.  
Designed on modern lines emphasising cleanness and efficiency, the purpose-built centre was a symbol of a culturally progressive caring 
society, a place associated with new scientific ideas, and professionally defined programs designed to improve the health education of women 
raising families often in very difficult inner urban conditions. The circular plaque over the entrance is symbolic of the unifying forces of the 
council and local community, and the strength of the baby health care movement. 

HO107 Lyndhurst Club Hotel 
517 Lygon Street 

The Lyndhurst Club Hotel is of local historical and architectural significance. It is a relatively intact example of an 'grand hotel', with 
exuberant Italianate detailing typical of boom-style architecture. 

HO387 Irene Lingerie factory 
5 Pitt Street 

What is Significant? 
The former Irene Lingerie factory at 5 Pitt Street, Brunswick is a two-storeyed sawtooth-roofed modernist brick factory expressed as a box-
like element, with alternating windows and solid spandrels, elevated on a recessed plinth. It was erected in 1963-64 for Tena Lingerie Pty Ltd, 
to the design of Polish-born and British-trained architect Anthony Hayden. 
How is it Significant? 
The factory is of architectural and aesthetic significance to the City of Moreland. 
Why is it Significant? 
Architecturally, the former Irene Lingerie factory, with its distinctive box-like expression and lively facade, is significant as a notable example 
of the work of Anthony Hayden, a principal of the prolific post-war commercial architecture firm of Bridge, Hayden & Associates (AHC 
Criterion H.1). 
Aesthetically, the former Irene Lingerie Factory is significant as a fine and notably intact example of the 'Featurist' style of the late 1950s and 
early 1960s, whereby conventional modern buildings, often with a simple block-like expression, were enlivened by fenestration and applied 
ornament to create a lively decorative effect (AHC Criterion F.1). Buildings of this style (including many examples by Bridge, Hayden & 
Associates) tend to become dated very quickly, with the result that many examples have been remodelled or renovated in recent decades 
(AHC Criterion B.2). The former Irene Lingerie factory is particularly notable for its external intactness, including original signage of a type 
that was typical of the architect's commercial work 
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APPENDIX C – REVIEW OF PROPOSED HEIGHT & SETBACK CONTROLS IN LSLA 
Table C.1 – DDO19 Moderne Apartment blocks serial listing review 

Address Significant built form 
elements  

Building Height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Street wall height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Upper level setback 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Are the proposed controls 
appropriate? 

37 Lygon 
Street 
 

5 storey 
maximum 

5 storey 
maximum 

3 storey 3 storey 3-5 metres 
minimum 

3-5 metres 
minimum 

301 Lygon 
Street 

5 storey 
maximum 

5 storey 
maximum 

3 storey  3 storey 3-5 metres 
minimum 

3-5 metres 
minimum 

434C Lygon 
Street 

The apartments are on 
individual allotments, all are 
freestanding, and are non-
contiguous in location. The 
significant elements of each 
place include the external 
fabric, as follows: 
• Building and roof form 

and materials; 
• Original features 

including doors and 
windows detailing and 
decoration; 

• The garden setting and 
layout; 

• Low walls on the title 
boundary constructed of 
brick or rendered brick; 

• Modest side setbacks; 
• Clear views to the 

apartments from the 
public realm (giving them 
a landmark quality). 

4 storey 
maximum 

4 storey 
maximum 

2 storey 2 storey 3-5 metres 
minimum 

7 metre 
setback 

No. These buildings are proposed to be 
individual HO places as part of a serial listing 
and should have the same controls as the 
individual HO places identified as 
‘Significant/iconic’ sites in DDO19 - see 
comments for the former ANZ Bank, 152-
154 Lygon Street. 
In particular, the requirement for a street wall 
on these sites is inappropriate given the 
existing detached siting, setback from the 
frontage. 
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Table C.2 – DDO19 individual HO places review 
*Places with asterisk are included in Amendment C149 

Address Significant elements  Building Height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Street wall height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Upper level setback 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Are the proposed controls 
appropriate? 

HO18 Cottage 
151 Barkly 
Street 

• Intact example of an early 
bluestone cottage 

• Small scale, form, limited 
setback from the street 
and the materials of the 
roof and walls  

5 storey  5 storey 4 storey 4 storey 3-5 metres 3-5 metres Site has been redeveloped – See section 3.5 
Case Study 2 – 63-73 Lygon Street. 

HO208  
Tip Top 
Bakery  
170 Edward 
Street  

• The external fabric of the 
whole of the Moderne 
style Tip Top factory 
administration building. 

• The intact façade, 
including the tower 
element 

• The external fabric of the 
whole of the stables (at 
the rear of the site) 

5 storey 
maximum 

5 storey 
maximum 

4 storey 4 storey 3-5 metres 3-5 metres Site has been redeveloped. 

HO295 
Transformer 
Station 
170 Edward 
Street  

• Single storey scale 
• Interwar architectural 

expression 
• Evidence of a previous 

use/supply 

5 storey 
maximum 

5 storey 
maximum 

4 storey 4 storey 3-5 metres 3-5 metres Site has been redeveloped. 

HO444 
Interwar 
factory* 
103-105 Evans 
Street 

• The single storey scale, 
form, materials and 
location of the factory 
across three small 
residential lots 

• Location in Lygon 
Street’s interwar textile 
industry area 

3 storey 
maximum 

3 storey 
maximum 

None 
specified 

None 
specified 

None 
specified 

None 
specified 

Yes, with changes. This site should have the 
same controls as the ‘Significant/iconic’ sites 
in DDO19, as amended by this peer review - 
see comments for the former Moran & Cato 
Store, 119-119a Lygon Street. 
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Address Significant elements  Building Height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Street wall height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Upper level setback 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Are the proposed controls 
appropriate? 

HO296 Moran 
& Cato Store 
119 & 119A 
Lygon Street 

Single storey late Victorian 
corner store with splayed 
corner entrance and 
bluestone residences at rear 

5 storey 
maximum 

5 storey 
maximum 

None specified – ‘Significant/iconic site’ Yes, subject to changes to DDO19 to provide 
new or amended policy guidance and decision 
guidelines for: 
• Considering whether the preferred building 

heights can be achieved on this site having 
regard to the heritage significance of the 
site;  

• Determining street walls and upper level 
setbacks on this site; and  

• Varying street wall or building heights or 
setbacks on adjoining sites to minimise 
potential impacts on this site. 

HO442 
Victorian 
shop*  
150 Lygon 
Street 

• External 19th century 
fabric; 

• 2 storey scale; 
• Victorian commercial 

form, scale, materials. 

5 storey 
maximum 

5 storey 
maximum 

3 storey 3 storey 3-5 metres 3-5 metres No. This is proposed to be an individual HO 
place and should have the same controls as 
the ‘Significant/iconic’ sites in DDO19, as 
amended by this peer review - see comments 
for the former Moran & Cato Store, 119-119a 
Lygon Street. 

HO440 ANZ 
Bank (former)* 
152-154 Lygon 
Street 

• The form, materials, scale 
and style of the building 
to the extent of its 
external walls and roof 

• Modernist composition 
• Landmark building on 

corner allotment 
• Entry roof of folded 

concrete clad in medal 
panel, rubble stone 
feature wall and window 
wall 

• Single storey scale 

5 storey 
maximum 

5 storey 
maximum 

None specified – ‘Significant/iconic site’ Yes, subject to changes for ‘Significant/iconic’ 
sites as discussed above (see HO296 Moran & 
Cato Store 119 & 119A Lygon Street). 
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BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Street wall height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Upper level setback 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Are the proposed controls 
appropriate? 

HO444 
Interwar 
factory* 
236 Lygon 
Street 

• 2 storey scale 
• The intact form, scale and 

materials which are 
typical of the Moderne 
architectural style 

5 storey 
maximum 

5 storey 
maximum 

3 storey  3 storey 3-5 metres 3-5 metres No. This is proposed to be an individual HO 
place and should have the same controls as 
the ‘Significant/iconic’ sites in DDO19, as 
amended by this peer review - see comments 
for the former Moran & Cato Store, 119-119a 
Lygon Street. 

HO444 
Interwar 
factory* 
238 Lygon 
Street 

• External fabric, scale, 
form and design of the 
single storey brick 
interwar factory 

• Subtle and streamlined 
architectural style, 
including the raised 
curved wall and concrete 
hoods. 

7 storey 
maximum 

7 storey 
maximum 

4 storey 4 storey 3-5 metres 3-5 metres No. This is proposed to be an individual HO 
place and should have the same controls as 
the ‘Significant/iconic’ sites in DDO19, as 
amended by this peer review - see comments 
for the former Moran & Cato Store, 119-119a 
Lygon Street. 

HO436 
Interwar 
factory* 
260 Lygon 
Street 

• External fabric, scale, 
form and design of the 
single storey brick 
interwar factory 

• Moderne architectural 
style expressed in 
industrial design 

7 storey 
maximum 

7 storey 
maximum 

4 storey 4 storey 3-5 metres 3-5 metres No. This is proposed to be an individual HO 
place and should have the same controls as 
the ‘Significant/iconic’ sites in DDO19, as 
amended by this peer review - see comments 
for the former Moran & Cato Store, 119-119a 
Lygon Street. 

HO106 
Maternal Child 
Health Centre 
318-324 Lygon 
Street 

• Freestanding building in 
garden setting with 
generous side and front 
setbacks compared to the 
surrounding streetscape. 

• Moderne architectural 
style with distinctive 
curved projecting section 
and position make is a 
landmark building. 

• The single storey scale, 

None 
specified 

None 
specified 

None specified – ‘Significant/iconic’ site Yes, subject to changes for ‘Significant/iconic’ 
sites as discussed above (see HO296 Moran & 
Cato Store 119 & 119A Lygon Street). 
See also discussion in section 3.4 about the 
existing DDO1 Heritage Protection, which 
applies to the adjoining sites to the north and 
south. 
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Address Significant elements  Building Height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Street wall height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Upper level setback 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Are the proposed controls 
appropriate? 

the form and materials of 
the building. 

HO107 
Lyndhurst 
Club Hotel  
517 Lygon 
Street 

• Intact example of a 'grand 
hotel', with exuberant 
Italianate detailing typical 
of boom-style 
architecture. 

• Landmark feature due to 
its corner location, scale 
and size. 

5 storey 
maximum 

5 storey 
maximum 

None specified – ‘Significant/iconic site’ Yes, subject to changes for ‘Significant/iconic’ 
sites as discussed above (see HO296 Moran & 
Cato Store 119 & 119A Lygon Street). 

HO387 
Factory 
5 Pitt Street 

• Two-storeyed scale 
• External fabric and form 

of the factory – including 
the sawtooth-roofed 
modernist form 

4 storey 
maximum 

4 storey 
maximum 

None 
specified 

None 
specified 

None 
specified 

None 
specified 

Yes, with changes.  
This is an individual HO place and should 
have the same controls as the 
‘Significant/iconic’ sites in DDO19, as 
amended by this peer review - see comments 
for the former Moran & Cato Store, 119-119a 
Lygon Street. 
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Table C.3 – DDO19 HO precinct review 
*Precincts with asterisk are included in Amendment C149. 

Precinct Significant elements  Building Height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Street wall height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Upper level setback 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Are the proposed controls 
appropriate? 

HO435 
Precinct A* 
495 & 502-222 
Lygon Street 

• The consistent one or two 
storey scale of retail and 
commercial buildings; 

• The attached form of the 
one and two storey shops 
with no front setbacks and 
similar façade widths, 
creating a repetitive 
module; 

• Retail and commercial 
buildings with roofs 
concealed by parapets; 

• The former Liberty Theatre 
at 495, as a landmark 
building; 

• Restrained classical 
detailing of the shops and 
former theatre. 

 
4 storey  
 
5 storey  
(495 only) 

 
4 storey 
 
5 storey 
(495 only) 

 
2 storey 
 
3 storey 
(495 only) 

 
2 storey 
 
3 storey 
(495 only) 

 
7m 
 
3-5m 
(495 only) 

 
7m 
 
3-5m 
(495 only) 

Yes, the controls proposed by DDO19 will 
implement the reduced street wall and 
building heights, and increased upper level 
setbacks on the east side of the street as 
recommended by the BSPA in recognition of 
the single storey heritage character of the 
precinct. 

HO436 
Precinct B* 
398-406 Lygon 
Street 

• The row of single storey 
shops, which is a cohesive 
unit stretching from Queen 
to Hickford Streets; 

• Roofs concealed by 
parapets; 

• The active response of both 
corner buildings to their 
location; 

• The two storey form of the 
auction room on the corner 
provides an anchor to the 

5 storey 5 storey 3 storey 3 storey 3-5m 3-5m No. This precinct contains predominantly 
single storey shops. The proposed 3 storey 
street wall height, 5 storey building height and 
minimum upper level setback of 3 metres 
would in result in overly dominant 
development. 
The controls should be amended to be the 
same as applied to the west side of HO435 
Precinct A. 
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Precinct Significant elements  Building Height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Street wall height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Upper level setback 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Are the proposed controls 
appropriate? 

row and embellishes the 
details used on the single 
storey shops in the row; 

• The attached form of shops 
with no front setbacks and 
identical façade widths 
creating a repetitive 
module. 

HO437 
Precinct C* 
313-321 Lygon 
Street 

• The original detailing and 
finishes of the upper 
facades, typically 
comprising render and 
decorative moulding; 

• The attached building form 
with uniform front setbacks 
and similar façade widths 
forming repetitive modules; 
and 

• The two storey scale with 
parapeted facades and 
concealed roofs. 

5 storey 5 storey 3 storey 3 storey 3-5m 3-5m No. The building and street wall height are 
appropriate, however, the upper level setback, 
which may be as little as 3 metres would result 
in the upper levels being overly dominant.  
The upper level setback should be increased 
to at least 5 metres behind an existing parapet 
or new street wall. 

HO438 
Precinct D* 
128-140 & 
129-135 Lygon 
Street 

• The row of single storey 
c.1920s shops with simple 
decorative parapets in face 
brick or render (129-133a 
Lygon Street); 

• The row of two storey 
Victorian shops with upper 
storey classical detailing and 
original cast iron verandah 
(132-140); 

• The pair of highly intact c. 
1920 shops at 128-130 

5 storey 5 storey 3 storey 3 storey 3-5 m 3-5 m No. This precinct contains a section of mostly 
single storey shops (nos. 129-135) for which 
the proposed 3 storey street wall height, 5 
storey building and minimum upper level 
setback of 3 metres would in result in overly 
dominant development. The controls for nos. 
129-135 should be changed to be the same as 
applied to the west side of HO435 Precinct A. 
For the two storey shops (nos. 128-140) the 
building and street wall heights are 
appropriate, however, the upper level setback, 
which may be as little as 3 metres would result 
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Precinct Significant elements  Building Height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Street wall height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Upper level setback 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Are the proposed controls 
appropriate? 

Lygon Street; 
• Retail buildings with roofs 

concealed by parapets; 
• The consistent one or two 

storey scale of retail 
buildings; 

• The attached building form 
with no front setbacks and 
similar facade widths 
creating a repetitive 
module; and 

• The decorative parapets 
finished either in face brick 
or render on the single 
storey shops. 

in the upper levels being overly dominant.  
The upper level setback should be increased 
to at least 5 metres behind an existing parapet 
or new street wall for nos. 123-140. 

HO439 
Precinct E* 
38-114 & 51-
117 Lygon 
Street 

• Victorian, Edwardian and 
interwar commercial 
buildings and shops; 

• The row of single storey 
residences at 38-42 Lygon 
Street; 

• The generally high integrity 
of upper level facades and 
original detailing and 
finishes typically 
comprising face brick or 
render. 

• Retail buildings with roofs 
concealed by parapets; 

• The consistent one or two 
storey scale of retail 
buildings.  

• The attached form of retail 

5 storey 
maximum 

5 storey 
except for  
‘iconic’ 
sites: 81-
91, 94 & 
101  

3 storey 3 storey 3-5 m 3-5 m No.  
The east side of this precinct and part of the 
west side to the south of Edward Street 
contains predominantly single storey shops. 
The proposed 3 storey street wall height, 5 
storey building height and minimum upper 
level setback of 3 metres would in result in 
overly dominant development. 
The controls in the above sections of the 
precinct (except for buildings of individual 
heritage significance) should be amended to 
be the same as applied to the west side of 
HO435 Precinct A. 
In the other parts of the precinct (which 
predominantly two-storey buildings) the 
building and street wall height are appropriate, 
however, the upper level setback, which may 
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Precinct Significant elements  Building Height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Street wall height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Upper level setback 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Are the proposed controls 
appropriate? 

buildings with no front 
setbacks and similar facade 
widths creating a repetitive 
module; 

be as little as 3 metres would result in the 
upper levels being overly dominant.  
The upper level setback in these areas should 
be increased to at least 5 metres behind an 
existing parapet or new street wall.	  

HO1 Albert 
Street Precinct 
East 
Brunswick 
Club Hotel 
280 Lygon 
Street 

The hotel is significant as a 
fine example of a Victorian 
‘boom’ era hotel. Located on 
a prominent corner it is a 
landmark within the local 
area.  

6 storey 5 storey  None specified – ‘Significant/iconic’ site Yes, subject to changes for ‘Significant/iconic’ 
sites as discussed in Table C.2 for HO296 
Moran & Cato Store 119 & 119A Lygon 
Street.	  

HO1 Albert 
Street Precinct 
59-83 Albert 
Street & 1 -18 
Sedgman 
Street 

• Identical two-storey 
residential scale, form, 
setbacks, wall and roof 
form in Albert Street 
terraces. 

• Identical two-storey 
residential scale, form, 
setbacks, detailing and 
decoration, wall and roof 
form in Albert Street 
terraces. 

• Identical single storey 
residential scale, form, 
setbacks, detailing, 
decoration, wall and roof 
form in Sedgman Street 
terraces. 

3 storey 3 storey None 
specified 

None 
specified 

None 
specified 

None 
specified 

Yes.  
The changes made by BSPA and now 
included in DDO19, which removed the 
street wall requirement and upper level 
setbacks is more appropriate having regard to 
the heritage character of the residential areas 
of this precinct. 

HO194 
Weston Street 
Precinct (part 

• Interwar single storey 
factory at 147 Weston 
Street; 

3 storey 3 storey None 
specified 

None 
specified 

None 
specified 

None 
specified 

Yes. No changes required. 
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Precinct Significant elements  Building Height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Street wall height 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Upper level setback 

BSPA	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  DDO19 

Are the proposed controls 
appropriate? 

only) 
118, 147, 149 
& 151 Lygon 
Street 

• Pair of brick Victorian 
terraces (two-storey) 149-
151 Weston Street; 

• Detached masonry cottage 
at 153 Weston Street; 

• Victorian House 118 
Weston Street; 

• Mixed single and two storey 
buildings. 

 


