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1 Introduction 1.1 Review instructions 
I have been requested by Norton Rose Fulbright 
to undertake a review of the proposed Mount 
Alexander Shire Planning Scheme Amendment 
C73 (Am C73) as well as the accompanying 
planning permit proposal and consider the 
appropriateness of both instruments from a town 
planning and urban design context.  

Am C73 to the Mount Alexander Planning Scheme 
(the Planning Scheme) has been prepared 
pursuant to Section 96A of the Planning and 
Environment Act 1987 to facilitate a combined 
planning scheme amendment and planning permit 
process.  

Am C73 and the proposed planning permit and 
supporting plans and reports were on public 
exhibition until 9 January 2017.  

1.2 The Am C73 land 
The Explanatory Report that accompanies the Am 
C73 statutory documentation states that; 

“The amendment affects land in Castlemaine 
which is located at 98 Forest Street (Lot 1 on 
TP019291T), 2 Urquhart Street (CA 8 Sec 48 
Parish of Castlemaine, Vol. 6031 Fol. 105), 2A 
Urquhart Street (CA 8A Sec 48 Township of 
Castlemaine, Vol. 8331 Fol. 623) and 2 Duke 
Street (CA 9 Sec 48 Township of Castlemaine, 
Vol. 1150 Fol. 836) [the site]. 

The site is irregular in shape and has a total site 
area of approximately 5,443 square metres. The 
site abuts Forest Street to the north (an abuttal of 
70.87 metres), Duke Street to the east (an abuttal 
of 55.40 metres) and Urquhart Street to the west 
(an abuttal of 69.59 metres). The site also abuts 
2A Duke Street (an abuttal of 37 metres) and 
vacant land to the south (an abuttal of 70.6 
metres). 

The land at 98 Forest Street was previously 
occupied by a tempered liquefied Petroleum Gas 
Plant (abandoned in 1973). The land has been 
remediated post closure of the plant. 

The properties at 2 and 2A Urquhart Street and 2 
Duke Street are occupied by single storey 
dwellings and associated outbuildings within 
established garden settings. 

Commercial and residential uses surround the 
site, and there is also a Primary School to the 
north.” 

Appendix A contains photographs of the Am C73 
site and the locality. Figure 1 depicts the Am C73 
site.  

1.3 What does Am C73 do? 
The amendment seeks to: 
■ Rezone the site to the Commercial 1 Zone. At 

present, 98 Forest Street is currently zoned 
Public Use 1 (Service and Utility), whilst 2 and 
2A Urquhart Street and 2 Duke Street are 
currently zoned General Residential Zone – 
Schedule 1 (GRZ1); and 

■ Apply the Design and Development Overlay, 
Schedule 14 (Castlemaine Township Gateway) 
to the site. 

1.4 What does the permit do? 
The proposed planning permit (PA072/2013) 
allows the development of buildings and works for 
the purpose of a supermarket, the creation of a 
vehicle access to Duke Street (which is in the 
Road Zone Category 1), and the development of 
on-street car parking and associated works in 
Urquhart Street. A number of conditions are 
included on the draft planning permit which is 
discussed in Section 5.3 of this evidence report. 

A summary of the key elements of the proposal is: 
■ The supermarket will have a leasable floor area 

(LFA) of 1,500 square metres; 
■ There will be 118 on-site car parking spaces, 

with a further 21 car spaces to be developed 
within the Urquhart Street road reserve; 

■ Landscaping within and around the 
development; 

■ Customer vehicle entry/exits to be via the 
Urquhart Street frontage; and 

■ Loading dock on the south side of the 
supermarket building which will be accessed 
via a new accessway from Duke Street. 

Plans of the proposed supermarket have been 
prepared by Clarke Hopkins Clarke and are dated 
11.05.2015. These plans are referenced as; 
■ 1306/TP01i – Site analysis 
■ 1306/TP02k – Design Response 
■ 1306/TP03i – Proposed Ground Floor 
■ 1306/SK04d – Proposed Elevation  

Four concept images of the proposal are 
appended to the Clarke Hopkins Clarke plans but 
they have neither reference numbers nor are they 
dated.  

A landscape plan prepared by John Patrick dated 
September 2014 and other reports including an 
arborist report prepared by Tree Response dated 
27.4.2015 accompany the proposed planning 
permit.  

  

 
 

 
 
 
 

Figure 1 – Am C73 site 
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1.5 Summary of conclusions 
■ Castlemaine is a Victorian town with a 

distinctive and valued 19th century gold rush 
architectural built inheritance. 

■ The Am C73 site occupies a key location at one 
of the principal entries into the town. Any 
redevelopment of this site needs to have 
particular regard to its policy and physical 
context. 

■ The rezoning of the site to Commercial 1 zone 
is supported by existing policy and a substantial 
body of strategic investigations. The application 
of the DDO14 is an appropriate statutory 
technique to manage built form and landscape 
outcomes on this site. They are both 
appropriate Victorian Planning Provision 
controls. 

■ The suite of architectural and landscape plans 
foreshadow a ‘general retail chain design’ for a 
supermarket and fail to demonstrate an 
acceptable response to the existing policy 
framework and the proposed DDO14 
provisions. 

■ The deferral of matters of intrinsic worth and 
planning assessment necessity to a Permit 
Condition 1 requirement is unacceptable.  

■ On this basis I consider the planning permit for 
the proposed use and development should not 
issue.  

1.6 Appendices  
Appendix A: Photographs of the Am C73 site and 
locality; 

Appendix B: Photographs of Cowes Woolworths 
Supermarket 

Appendix C: Summary of Mount Alexander Shire 
Council background investigations; 

Appendix D: Mount Alexander Planning Scheme 
Amendments; 

Appendix E: Summary of current planning 
controls and policy; and, 

Appendix F: Witness Statement 
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2 Setting Towns that have been formed in response to the 
1850’s gold rush have a particular and distinct 
place in the history of settlement in Victoria.  
Places like Castlemaine remain forever indelibly 
printed with the influences of their genesis. 

Roads wind through a landscape determined by 
the pathways created by bullock wagons. They 
are lined intermittently with outposts of small 
miner’s cottages, the fruit of meagre returns from 
expectant claims. Their gardens work over the 
remains of mullock heaps long since relinquished 
as spoil. These cottages contrast with more 
substantial villas surrounded by manicured 
gardens or those of civic enterprises such as town 
halls, hotels, theatres, railway stations, mechanics 
institutes or street tree plantings that line the 
streets of the town that are born from more luck in 
the choice of a miner’s claim. 

The geology of the town is read in the stone used 
to craft walls that define ownership boundaries 
and serve to give longevity to buildings. 

Victorian country towns emerging from service to 
agricultural activities are different from gold rush 
towns because their layout is generally more 
regimented. Service or agricultural towns are often 
sited on flatter ground because they had a choice 
about where to locate and the eras of their 
building has evolved steadily over nearly 200 
years.  

Much of Castlemaine was built in just a few 
decades from the 1850’s. Through time those 
buildings have been retained and reworked to new 
purposes, a consequence of the value placed on 
their historic and architectural merit but also 
because of their solidity.  

The heritage significance of Castlemaine’s 
buildings and infrastructure and the value placed 
on them by the local and wider Victorian 
community is demonstrated, not just by the 
number and extent of statutory heritage overlays, 
but also by the number of these places which are 
included on Victoria’s Heritage Register. For a 
relatively small regional town, Castlemaine’s 

wealth derived from gold is evidenced in its 
buildings such as the Castlemaine Market Building 
(HO646) as well as legends borne out of this 
heritage such as Robert O’Hara Burke who was in 
charge of the Castlemaine Police Station from 
1858 to 1860. The value of Castlemaine’s heritage 
is further reinforced in the planning scheme at 
Clause 21.07-3 noting that, “this distinctive 
heritage is a source of pride for the Shire and its 
communities… supporting the tourist and building 
industries and provides a stimulating context for 
arts, hospitality, professional and knowledge 
based business.”  

Figure 2 is a platograph of the plaque on the 
original Castlemaine Police Station in Hargraves 
Street. Figure 3 depicts the heritage overlays that 
affect the town centre and their relationship to the 
Am C73 site. 

 
 

Figure 2 – Castlemaine Police Station platograph 
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While structures from more recent periods are 
apparent, they are not a ubiquitous element in the 
townscape of Castlemaine. Inserting large new 
structures into this heritage context is a challenge 
to designers. In Castlemaine an example of one of 
these efforts can be seen in the IGA Maxi on the 
corner of Forrest and Hargraves Streets. Whilst 
the siting of this structure had an additional 
challenge of it being grafted onto an existing 
building that addresses Mostyn Street, it presents 
its loading dock onto Forest Street, an entry road 
into the town centre. This siting outcome would 
not be repeated today especially as it is a 
prominent entry site.1   

Entry roads are the front doors of towns. How 
buildings arrange themselves along entry roads 
defines the sensibility of the townscape and the 
way it is seen by those who live there and visit. In 
towns where their history is an important element 
of the local economy especially through tourism, 
townscape is a significant contributor to that 
continuing success. 

Supermarkets are an important part of our 
community. But they are also a large footprint in 
places where grain size is small and as a 
consequence difficult to accommodate in main 
street locations. 

In recent times supermarket design has 
increasingly responded to the criticism of decades 
that they are just boxes or ‘generic chain’ outlets 
surrounded by a sea of at-grade car parking and 
utilitarian service yards unrelieved by canopy 
trees. There are examples of supermarkets where 
the architecture takes its place in the town in a 
manner that is responsive to place and not just as 
reinforcement of a retail brand. The Cowes 
Woolworths supermarket is an early example of 
an emerging supermarket design that makes an 
effort to reflect the place in which it is located (see 

                                                        
1 The siting of the IGA Maxi is in accordance 
with the recommendation for this building 
contained in the ‘Castlemaine Urban Design 
Strategy, May 1998’. 

Appendix B). On a main road entry to the town of 
Castlemaine there is a particular need to ensure 
that a large footprint land use, like a supermarket, 
is a courteous one and celebrates the nature of 
the town in which it is located.  

Castlemaine is a special place and the infill and 
redevelopment of its important sites should be 
designed to recognize the influences of that place. 

In reviewing the proposal before the Panel my 
conclusion is that although this may be a suitable 
location for a use of this kind, the architectural and 
landscape plans and permit conditions seeking to 
control the use and development are 
unsatisfactory.  

Whilst I consider the C1Z and the DDO14 are 
appropriate statutory tools, the planning permit 
should not issue on the basis that the exhibited 
plans as well as the amended plans circulated on 
17 April 2017, fail to acceptably respond to the 
context, existing policy tests and those of the 
proposed DDO14.   

My detailed reasons for this conclusion are set out 
in the rest of this report. 

In considering Am C73 there are four primary 
questions to be answered:  

■ What influence does context play in the 
suitability of the site for this development 

■ Is the response to context satisfactory? 
■ Are the proposed statutory control 

mechanisms effective? 
■ Does the proposed use and development 

successfully answer the statutory control 
mechanisms?  

 

 

 

Figure 3 – HO map extract 
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3 Policy and 
physical 
context 

3.1 The influence of policy and 
physical context 
There are 2 principal influences in relation to 
context; policy and physical influence.  

3.1.1 The policy context 
The policy context includes the work that Council 
has undertaken in preparation for Am C73, the 
influence of recent planning scheme amendments 
and the current strategic policy framework. These 
matters are summarised below and more 
extensively covered in Appendices B and C.  

i. What investigations by the Mount 
Alexander Shire have informed the Am 
C73 preparation? 

The Mount Alexander Shire has commissioned a 
number of investigations over 25 years that 
examine; 
■ Castlemaine’s commercial centre and its 

opportunities for growth,  
■ Urban design improvements that build on 

Castlemaine’s heritage qualities, and  
■ Heritage studies that seek to identify and 

protect Castlemaine’s heritage places.  

The recommendations that flow from some of 
these studies have provided the strategic rationale 
for various amendments to the planning scheme, 
including Am C73.  
A summary of these studies and how they relate 
to Am C73 is set down in Appendix B. 

ii. What recent amendments have been 
proposed by the Shire relevant to Am 
C73? 

The following planning scheme amendments are 
relevant to the consideration of Am C73. These 
planning scheme amendments are explained in 
further detail in Appendix C: 
■ Mount Alexander Planning Scheme 

Amendment C24 MSS Review (Gazetted 22 
March 2007) implemented the ‘three year 
review’ of the Planning Scheme; 

■ Mount Alexander Planning Scheme 
Amendment C60 (Gazetted  13 October 2016) 

introduced the findings of the Forest Street to 
Forest Creek Heritage Assessment Report, 
April 2015; and, 

■ Mount Alexander Planning Scheme 
Amendment C61 (Gazetted 28 April 2016) 
implemented a comprehensive review of 
elements of the Planning Scheme based on a 
range of recent reports and investigations. 
Amendment C61 included the Am C73 site in 
the boundaries of the Castlemaine Town 
Centre as depicted in the map to Clause 21.12-
3 of the map to the Planning Scheme. 

iii. What policy is relevant? 
The policy provisions of the Mount Alexander 
Planning Scheme relevant to the considerations of 
Am C73 are set out at Appendix D. The key 
elements of the Planning Scheme are synthesised 
below. 
Clause 21.03 establishes that the vision and 
physical framework for the management of the 
Shire. The Mount Alexander Strategic Framework 
Plan for the Shire at Figure 1 of Clause 21.02 
identifies Castlemaine as the regional centre for 
social, economic and administrative functions and 
the preferred location for future urban expansion 
including commercial uses. Efforts to revitalise the 
Castlemaine CBD and to enhance its heritage 
character are to be pursued including the 
enhancement of town entrances.    

Clause 21.07 (Built Environment and Heritage) 
recognises amongst other matters, the four 
highway entrances into Castlemaine as “playing 
an important role for commercial and tourism 
development and act as a gateway to the 
township”. One of the 4 township gateways is 
nominated as Pyrenees Highway/ Duke Street 
and Forest Street which includes the Am C73 site. 

Objective 5 of Clause 21.07 is, “to maintain the 
identity of the shire’s townships and create 
positive impressions for visitors.” 

The relevant strategies set down under this 
objective are: 

 

Strategy 5.1 
“Ensure that development protects the important 
character attributes and function of the 
reservations at the main entrances to townships. 

Strategy 5.2 
Encourage design, signage and landscape 
treatments that enhance the sense of arrival in the 
Shire’s townships. 

Strategy 5.4 
Require development along the entrances to all 
towns to be landscaped with species consistent 
with the existing and planned landscape for each 
town” 
Implementation of these strategies is to be 
achieved by applying Council’s local policies, 
namely Clause 22.01 (Heritage) and applying 
DDO’s to the Castlemaine town centre and to 
major commercial sites and precincts such as the 
Am C73 site. 

Clause 21.07-3 of the planning scheme addresses 
heritage matters and recognises the “pre-eminent 
historic theme and significance of the Shire lies in 
the concentrated evidence in the landscape of 
successful phases of gold mining and associated 
patterns of settlement, particularly from the clear 
evaluation from transient gold mining sites to 
permanent townships” 

Moreover, “Today, this distinctive heritage is a 
source of pride for the Shire and its communities. 
It also sustains economic growth as it attracts 
visitors and residents, supporting the tourist and 
building industries, and provides a stimulating 
context for arts, hospitality, professional and 
knowledge based business.”  

Clause 21.09 (Economic Development) seeks to 
consolidate Castlemaine’s commercial centre as 
the main activity centre in the shire. One of the 
key issues identified for the commercial centre is 
“acknowledging that the traditional retail areas in 
Castlemaine and Maldon have limited sites for 
new commercial development, especially large 
sites.” 

Clause 21.12 (Local Areas) identifies policy 
guidelines and objections for the Castlemaine 
Commercial Centre. The map to this clause 
includes the Am C73 site in the Commercial 
Centre boundary and: 

■ encourages the consolidation of new 
commercial development in the Commercial 
Centre.  

■ seeks to strengthen the role of the highway 
entrances to Castlemaine. 

■ discourages generic chain retail design formats. 

If this policy framework is distilled to the matters I 
have been asked to address they say; 

■ Keep the commercial centre united and the 
main focus of retail and community and civic 
activity. 

■ Discourage substantial retail activity from 
establishing out of centre. 

■ Strengthen the roles of highway entrances to 
Castlemaine. 

■ Protect the identity and character of the 
Castlemaine Commercial Centre. 

3.1.2 The physical context  
The nature of the Am C73 site and the physical 
influences upon its redevelopment can be 
summarized as follows: 

■ The land sits on one of the four main entry 
nodes (Pyrenees Highway/ Duke Street/ Forest 
Street) into the Castlemaine town centre. 

■ The entry sequence on approach from the east 
is, at first, a slow descent from Chewton 
passing scattered groups of houses largely 
constructed in the gold rush era; 

■ On approach, Duke Street curves to the right 
about 360m from the site where, views to the 
vacant site becomes apparent on the left hand 
side through and below street trees that line the 
Pyrenees Highway; 
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■ As Duke Street meets Forest Street at about 45 
degrees on the site frontage it turns left and 
traverses the site boundary of over 100m in a 
slow arc to reveal the entrance to the town 
centre located on the right; 

■ The Am C73 site marks the substantive 
beginning of the core of the town, linking to a 
series of adaptively reused residential buildings 
for professional and commercial purposes 
which in turn connect to the town centre;  

■ To the rear of the site (south side) there is a 
well formed walking path known as the Forest 
Creek trail that connects the eastern parts of 
the town also to the centre; and, 

■ Urquhart Street runs along the western 
boundary of the site connecting the Forest 
Creek trail to Forest Street. 

This arrival sequence is illustrated at Figures 5 
and 6. 

Through the combination of gently falling 
topography and the alignment of Duke and Forest 
Streets, the site is a marker of entry to the core. It 
signals arrival at Castlemaine from the east. This 
role and status of the site is recognized in a 
number of the studies described in summary at 
Appendix C.  

An appreciation of the influence of topography on 
this entry experience is depicted in Figure 4 which 
shows how the geography of the wider area works 
to enclose the township in a valley condition that 
envelopes the town.  

This physical context and role of the site presents 
a challenge to a developer of the land to present 
any building and works in a way that 
acknowledges that this is a very visible ‘front door’ 
to the centre of Castlemaine and is also a place 
that on all sides presents to the public realm. 

Before addressing the Am C73 itself and the 
proposed planning permit, the Panel has asked in 
its directions what is meant by the phrase a 
‘generic chain retail design format’ as set out at 
Clause 21.12-2 Strategy 3.1 of the Planning 
Scheme. My response to this question is set down 
in the following section. 

3.1.3 What is a ‘generic chain retail 
design’? 
Retailers who operate as a chain often make their 
sales through a building design that is consistent 
in its architecture irrespective of place. The 
original KFC, Bunnings and McDonald’s stores 
are a case in point. In these circumstances the 
building design is in fact a form of advertising that 
not only brands the building with its mechanise 
offer, it also brands the space in which it is 
located. An intersection becomes defined by the 
McDonalds store as opposed to being the corner 
of 2 known streets. 

Chains can also build structures that are solely a 
response to their internal functioning. They are 
characterized as a ‘box’, with a customer entry at 
one end and goods delivery at the other and at-
grade car parking in abundance for customers 
around the edge of the store. Once inside the box 
there is little or no visual contact with the street 
and no engagement with the surrounds. In both 
these circumstances the retail outlet says nothing 
about the place in which it is located and 
everything about its merchandizing purpose. 

Retailers want each building to look alike because 
it reinforces brand identity. Clearly in a planning 
framework where policy calls for building 
architecture to respond to place and make an 
interpretation of local context, there is a tension 
between the chain retailer’s aspiration and that of 
the planning controls and the expectations of the 
wider community.  

The question then is whether the design response 
in this instance answers the influences of both the 
physical and policy context? 

 

 

 

Figure 4 – Topography and arrival sequence  
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Figure 1 – Aerial photograph 

Figure 5 – Entry sequence A 
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Figure 6 – Entry sequence B 
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4 Response to 
policy and 
physical 
context 

 

 

4.1 Is the response to context 
satisfactory? 
4.1.1 Is the proposed plan a ‘generic 
chain retail’ design? 
There are elements of the proposal as depicted in 
the exhibited architectural plans that have 
endeavoured to address the broader criticisms of 
designs of this kind. However, in the main they are 
less than responsive to context and the policy 
requirements set down at Clause 21.12-2. 

■ The building height is rectilinear and low slung 
with height dimensions of 6m to 7.5m. One 
panel on the south elevation is of indeterminate 
materials and is 8.2m in height. The rectangular 
building form of the parent structure utilises a 
smaller box as the entry canopy feature. The 
3m deep edge to this entry canopy unlocks the 
potential for standardised ‘brand’ signage which 
is multi coloured and illuminated to take up the 
full height and width of this canopy fascia. This 
potential is in marked contrast to the indicative 
lower case single colour “castlemaine” text as 
indicative signage shown on the exhibited 
plans. 

■ The building has a part of its frontage to the 
street that is shown as clear glazing potentially 
providing visual connection to the street but a 
high proportion is a blank wall. 

■ The ‘box’ is clad in a variety of different 
materials, although none of them are particular 
to or interpretive of, Castlemaine. Most of the 
cladding is masonry and precast concrete. 

■ An ‘historic shop front image’ is intended to be 
applied along part of the glazed frontage in 
recognition of historical connections, which may 
also have a degree of transparency to it but 
could simply be a screening device that allows 
shelving to sit against the window and in effect 
become a visual barrier to the street.  

■ A planted offset trellis is employed to mask the 
effects of the bland and inert blank wall at the 
eastern approach to the site from Duke Street. 
But again it is an unimaginative response that 

basically sends the message to those passing 
by that …‘we are trying to hide what is behind 
us’. That treatment is a lazy response and is 
the antithesis of the role the site plays as a 
‘front door’ to Castlemaine 

While there are design elements that seek to 
overcome some of the primary criticisms of 
generic retail buildings such as the use of timber 
battens, they are insufficient in my assessment 
and when coupled with the site layout issues I 
discuss in Section 4.2 following, they fail to 
recognize that policy intends not only to 
discourage generic design but also encourage a 
response to local character. Policy at Strategy 3.2 
of Clause 21.12-2 says; 

“Encourage new development within Castlemaine 
Commercial Centre to reflect the existing 
character of the centre in relation to car parking, 
street furniture, pavements, lighting, tree planting 
and streetscape aesthetics.” 

Streetscape aesthetics have as much to do with 
the treatment of the public domain as the buildings 
and landscapes on private property that interface 
with street edges. In this context the proposal 
says nothing about Castlemaine or the site’s role 
to a front door to the town centre. 

Strategy 3.1 needs to be read in conjunction with 
Strategy 3.2, which is intended to encourage 
design that recognizes the nature of place. There 
are recently built structures in Castlemaine that in 
varying ways do just that. The police station on 
the southwest corner of Templeton Street and 
Hargraves Street uses local stone in low walls to 
mark its boundary and employs an architectural 
language and materials derived from historical 
references (see Figure 7). The Wintringham 
cottages at the southeast corner of Hargraves 
Street and Lyttleton Street, similarly employ a 
vernacular architectural language and materiality 
that references miners cottages (see Figure 8).  

In the design response plans that are now before 
the Panel, more needs to be done to respond to 
the context in both physical and policy terms, for 
the building to be more than a generic retail format 

and demonstrably responsive to local physical 
context.  

The current plans need to be reprogrammed. In 
this respect I have set out my key criticisms of the 
plans for the Panel in the next section of my 
report. 

 

Figure 8 – Wintringham Cottages 

Figure 7 – Castlemaine Police Station 
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4.1.2 Critique of the permit 
application plans 
The application plans are in many respects 
indicative only and in my assessment depict 
insufficient detail for them to be assessed against 
the relevant site constraints and opportunities and 
policy invitations. Indeed the architectural title 
block convention utilised on the proposed plans 
gives this away by adopting SK as a prefix 
meaning ”schematic” rather than the usual Design 
Development standard 1:100 scale drawings. The 
suite of planning permit application plans are 
deficient because:  

■ There is no survey material showing the 
underlying levels condition from which the 
extent of excavation or fill can be determined. 

■ There is no information on the existing or 
finished levels of the pedestrian paths within 
Urquhart, Forest and Duke Streets road 
reserves. There is also no detail on how these 
footpaths are to be treated and is therefore an 
inadequate design response to proposed 
DDO14. 

■ There is no ability to interpret the FFL 
relationship of the proposal to the car park 
grade, the pedestrian respite areas in the car 
park, to the adjoining properties or to the street.  

■ There are no dimensions shown on the site 
plan relative to title particulars. 

■ There is no recognition of the location of 
existing vegetation on or abutting the site on 
the application plans other than in crude 
imagery depicted on the ‘Site Analysis’ 
1306/TP01 and ‘Design Response’ 
1306/TP02k. Reference needs to be made to 
the arborist’s report, which from my 
interpretation, will cause the destruction of 
some vegetation that could make a helpful 
contribution to the site development. It appears 
that most of the vegetation on site will be 
removed irrespective of its health and structure. 

 

 

In relation to the site plan and layout as depicted 
in 1306/ TP03i; 

■ The town entry experience travelling from east 
to west is to look into a space, screened by 
offset trellis frames and behind them, car 
parking for staff and beyond that a blank wall 
with an alignment that follows the majority of 
the street frontage. 

■ Behind the site frontage and facing the Forest 
Creek walking trail to the south there is an open 
at grade car park with very limited space shown 
for landscaping that might help integrate this 
open hard stand area with the generously 
wooded nature of its abuttals and which would 
also provide shade to vehicles in summer. 

■ The species shown in the John Patrick 
landscape plan for planting in the car park 
(Acacia Implexa) are of limited value in 
providing shade to parked cars based on the 
spacing between plantings.  

■ The landscape plan is again ‘generic’ in its 
response using Pear trees which in many 
respects have become the skirge of planting 
around new development. These species say 
nothing about the town and its setting. 

■ There is no roof plan depicting the location of 
plant and what materials will be utilised for the 
roof itself. Presumably, the roof will need to 
incorporate some gradient to allow for runoff. 
Accordingly, it is not clear whether the wall 
heights are sufficient to accommodate a box 
gutter and whether wall heights need to be 
increased to incorporate a parapet detail. 

In relation to the architectural elevations as 
depicted in 1306/SK04d; 
■ The elevations are poorly dimensioned relative 

to levels (which are nominated only in one 
location on the north elevation and this only 
relates to the internal FFL). Mechanical plant is 
depicted in less than a convincing manner on 
the north elevation. There are no dimensions in 
terms of the overall building height including 
mechanical plant or any detail as to whether 
this plant is to be screened and if so in what 

material. 
■ The loading bay is unenclosed and sits behind 

what appears to be low bollards – this detailing 
is insufficient and is an inadequate design 
response. 

■ Walls are primarily ‘panelised precast concrete 
with texture’. The inference in the elevations is 
that this treatment might be partly in the pattern 
of brickwork. Walls are also partly screened by 
a trellis ‘Gro Wall’. These are generic design 
responses and lazy design treatments. These 
creeper screens are ephemeral and cosmetic 
and are not enduring or emblematic of 
Castlemaine. 

■ The ‘box’ containing the entry to the building is 
glazed and its upper portions are clad in a 
framed horizontal timber battens. These 
responses are again relatively generic that 
make no recognisable reference to the local 
Castlemaine character. 

■ There is no detailed schedule or illustration of 
materials and how they might be treated in 
terms of colour or patterning. 

While I recognize that there is scope in a 
Condition 1 provision to require details of the 
proposal to be submitted to the satisfaction of the 
Responsible Authority, the exhibited plans are 
insufficient in detail and in creative effort for a 
Condition 1 provision to give confidence that a 
successful scheme could be achieved under the 
present stewardship. 



 

 

© Message Consultants Australia Pty Ltd 2017 | Ref No: 16062A | Mount Alexander Proposed Planning Scheme Amendment C73 10 

4.1.3 What needs to be achieved in 
the plans? 
A competently prepared planning permit 
application having regard to the existing planning 
scheme provisions including the policy 
frameworks as well as the proposed DDO14 
should make available for assessment: 

■ A feature survey plan showing detailed levels 
on and off site.  

■ The survey material should be interpreted into 
the architectural and landscape plans so that 
relative level changes can be assessed, the 
location of trees on and off the site are known 
and the relative location of dwellings is also 
known as well as the elevated land on which 
the dwellings are sited. The extent of any 
excavation required should be identified in so 
far as level changes is concerned. 

■ The plans for site layout should give clearer 
recognition of the role of the building at the front 
entry to the core of the town. This is not a place 
for a blank masonry wall screened by trellis. 
That technique is a generic response. If there is 
to be a wall it should be crafted in a more 
creative way rather than indeterminate 
‘concrete with texture’ and utilise materials that 
are of enduring quality and not reliant on soft 
landscape to screen them. 

■ The car park should have ample space for 
landscaping along site boundaries. At present 
this appears to be less than 1m wide and is 
insufficient in my assessment. 

■ The staff car park could be placed elsewhere 
and this front entry area used for planting. 

■ The Landscape Plan requires much greater 
detail. Hard and soft landscape treatments 
need to be described and in addition, DDO14 
requires, “the treatment of footpaths in Urquhart 
and Forest/Duke Streets” to be depicted. I 
consider this aspect to be a critical element of 
the success of the proposal. Indeed the 
applicant should be required to construct 
footpaths along the site frontages to both 
Urquhart Street and Forest/ Duke Streets. 

■ The materials cladding the building and used 
in the landscape treatment are open to wide 
interpretation in the plans and could easily be 
drawn from a more local palette as the police 
station and Wintringham examples illustrate. 
Castlemaine stone is almost as well known as 
the historic roots of the town. 

■ A roof plan should be prepared that details the 
location of mechanical plant, gradient of roof 
slope and materials to be utilised. 

■ A schedule of materials and colours needs to 
be prepared. 

■ The building height parapet treatments and 
elevational details need greater attention. The 
wall heights appear to be derived from 
minimum floor to ceiling dimensions for 
supermarket storage shelves, product palette 
stacking and refrigerator chillers. Rather, 
increased external wall heights will allow 
rooftop plant to sit below parapets and thereby 
be screened and integrated into the whole.  

In summary then, for the proposal as a permit 
application to answer the requirements of policy to 
eschew ‘generic retail’ and be reflective of the 
local character, a lot more needs to be done to 
successfully meet those requirements. In many 
senses Castlemaine is rich is source material for a 
competent designer to draw on in meeting these 
provisions of policy. It is not a difficult task in my 
assessment. One need look no further than the 
stone channel that retains the Forest Creek and 
the vernacular architecture of Tute’s cottage to the 
south of the Am C73 site as depicted in Figure 9.  

Turning then to the control mechanisms proposed 
in the Amendment, namely the permit conditions, 
the zone and the DDO14, my conclusions are that 
the permit conditions require additions to make 
them effective in managing the proposed 
development.  

The zone is satisfactory for the use but the 
DDO14 aspirations are not met by the permit 
application plans nor are they reinforced by the 
permit conditions. My discussion of these matters 
follows in the next section of this report.  

 

Figure 9 – Tute’s cottage 
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5 Statutory 
tools 

5.1 Are the proposed controls 
appropriate? 
I consider that the proposed statutory controls 
being the C1Z and with a DDO schedule 
specifically tailored to the Am C73 site to be the 
appropriate ones selected from the Victorian 
Planning Provisions toolbox.  

My assessment is that given the extensive series 
of background studies that have preceded this 
amendment that the proposed use as a 
supermarket is acceptable and that as a 
consequence rezoning to Commercial 1 is a 
suitable zone in which to accommodate a use of 
this kind. In coming to this conclusion I note I am 
not an economist and rely upon the 
recommendations of the various reports leading to 
this amendment. 

5.2 Has the DDO14 been 
satisfactorily constructed? 
The DDO14 provisions need to assume that the 
site may not just be used as a supermarket but for 
other uses within the C1Z. I consider that the 
DDO14 drafting is acceptable although there is 
always the benefit of refinement that can flow from 
a Panel review process. 

Perhaps more critically, what the DDO14 does do 
is to illustrate the inadequacy of the permit 
application plans in their conception and in the 
results they foreshadow. 

Particular matters I have observed are; 

■ Clause 2 calls for a comprehensive site 
analysis. Whilst a site analysis plan has 
formed part of the application plans 
(1306/TP01i) it is totally deficient in detail to 
address matters I have discussed in earlier 
sections of this evidence. Clause 2 also calls 
for a design response which should derive 
from and respond to the site context and 
analysis. As the site analysis information is 
totally inadequate, Plan 1306/TP01i is a poor 
place from which to develop an acceptable 
design response.  

■ The Landscape Plan must, “reinforce the treed 
gateway character of Castlemaine” which 
arguably it does not. 

■ The Landscape Plan must also show, “the 
provision of tree and understorey plantings to 
provide shade and visually enhance the car 
park areas.” The plans have no under storey 
planting and will not provide shade to the car 
park in a meaningful way. 

■ The built form should, “achieve architectural 
quality that respects and complements 
surrounding heritage elements and built form 
and avoid, large expanses of precast concrete 
in building facades.” The proposed built form is 
a low slung box enclosed by precast concrete 
walls. I note proposed permit Condition 1(e) 
requires an alternate treatment along the 
southern wall to reduce the dominance of 
concrete panels. I consider that to require what 
should be an intrinsic element of the 
architectural design in order to address this 
DDO14 requirement, by way of permit 
condition, to be unacceptable.  

■ “Visual interest should be created through 
façade articulation and the use of a mix of 
materials… parapets, fenestration and colours 
in muted tones and non-reflective finishes” 
which is partly adopted but remains essentially 
generic in conception. Moreover there is no 
materials schedule and plans are poorly 
dimensioned and detailed making an informed 
assessment difficult in this regard. 

■ In the car park area, landscaping should 
provide shade and be used to minimize visual 
impact and to screen car park areas. The 
proposed width of boundary planting areas and 
the density and nature of species selection will 
not satisfy these objectives. 

■ Loading bays and unloading areas, “are to 
be screened to minimise their visibility from 
surrounding streets and adjoining land where 
possible”. The proposed loading bay is 
unenclosed and will be visible from the public 
realm. 

■ Active frontages are sought along Forest and 
Duke Streets and although this objective is 
partly achieved the fact is the majority of this 
frontage is a blank precast wall with trellis 
screens. 

■ There are also requirements in relation to 
signage including that it not be located in 
windows. This outcome is not required by the 
proposed planning permit conditions. Rather, 
the proposal as depicted works against 
achieving this DDO14 outcome. 

This list serves to demonstrate that the objectives 
sought in the proposed DDO14 are not met by the 
exhibited plans nor are they reinforced in the 
foreshadowed permit conditions.  

In these circumstances I conclude that the 
aspirations of the DDO14 will not be met by the 
exhibited plans and will not be met by the 
proposed permit conditions. 

In this context, I consider that the proposal is of a 
poor design standard on a key entry into 
Castlemaine. If constructed in the manner 
suggested by the exhibited plans and the permit 
conditions as currently drafted, it will be forever 
seen as a poor welcome gesture to Castlemaine, 
a gold rush town that is a significant part of 
Victoria’s history.  

5.3 Are the permit conditions 
satisfactory? 
Permit conditions are critical in managing the 
development itself as well as the use. I consider 
that the architectural and landscape plans 
themselves need far greater detail and indeed the 
planning scheme and DDO14 provisions demand 
such a response in the first instance, rather than 
deferring such matters to permit conditions.  

In this context, I have made the following 
observations on the basis that amended plans are 
prepared that satisfactorily address the matters I 
have raised as a pre-condition to a permit issuing.  

Should these amended plans be prepared, I 
consider the proposed permit is still deficient in a 

number of areas which can be summarized as 
follows; 
■ The Condition 1 requirements do not call out 

key details which should be described in the 
plans including; location of roof services and 
the need for them to be integrated into the 
building architecture and screened, the nature 
of signage and its location, and location and 
nature of external lighting (Conditions 8 and 11 
call for baffles and protection of neighbours 
amenity but not the location of lighting). 

■ Other conditions relating to amenity that could 
be addressed include; hours for delivery of 
goods and waste collection, management of 
trolleys, application of sales and promotional 
posters and the like to windows that reduces or 
eliminates visibility to and from within the 
building. 

These are all provisions that should make clear 
how the building and its siting are to be 
accommodated and to also give the Responsible 
Authority the means to ensure that the use 
operates in an acceptable manner. 



 

 

© Message Consultants Australia Pty Ltd 2017 | Ref No: 16062A | Mount Alexander Proposed Planning Scheme Amendment C73 12 

5.4 Amended Plans 17.4.2017 
Amended architectural and landscape plans have 
been prepared and circulated on 17.4.2017 in 
accordance with the Panel direction. These 
architectural plans make only minor alterations to 
the proposal and in no way address or overcome 
any of the concerns I have set down in previous 
sections of my report. 

A new Landscape Plan has been prepared by 
Openwork Pty Ltd which relocates the trellis 
screens against the masonry clad walls and 
introduces 3 unspecified “artworks” in the frontage 
setback along Duke Street. An improved species 
selection has been adopted that replaces pear 
trees with plane trees – a welcome change. As 
well, it appears that some understorey planting is 
now envisaged but this aspect lacks clarity on the 
Openwork plans.  

My concerns regarding all other issues including 
relative levels, footpath treatments and the use of 
creepers on climbing frames as a substitute for 
enduring materials that speak of Castlemaine, 
remain. 

6 Conclusion 
Council have clearly carried out a quite extensive 
body of strategic background work over a number 
of years before preparing Am C73. What that work 
reveals in terms of the urban design interest is 
that the site of this proposal is important as one of 
its significant entry points to the heart of this well 
regarded nineteenth century gold rush town. 

The control provisions proposed in the 
amendment appear sound. The problem is that 
the proposed development plans and the permit 
conditions to manage the development do not 
satisfactorily answer existing strategic policy and 
more particularly the DDO requirements of the 
Amendment. 

Moreover, the deferral of many of these matters to 
permit conditions regarding materials, footpath 
treatments, visual connection, and landscape, 
loading bay screens and plant and equipment are 
the very issues that the DDO14 turn on and are 
fundamental to demonstrate a high quality urban 
design outcome.  

In short, supermarket buildings are no longer 
merely low slung generic retail boxes but 
structures that clearly say something about the 
valued influences of the place in which they are 
located. That is what is missing in this proposal 
and what makes it an unsatisfactory response to 
existing policy and the proposed DDO14. 

 

 

C A Heggen 
BTRP FPIA 
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Appendix A: The site and locality (key map)
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Appendix A: The site and locality 
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Appendix A: The site and locality
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Appendix B: Cowes Woolworths Supermarket  

Figure B1 – Woolworths Cowes front entrance 

Figure B3 – Abutting shop frontages 
Figure B4 – Woolworths Cowes car park 

Figure B2 – Abutting shop frontages 
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Appendix B: Cowes Woolworths Supermarket (continued)

Figure B6 - Rear loading and unloading bay façade treatment 

Figure B5 – Rear façade treatment 
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Figure C2 – Forest Street and Hargraves Street intersection, looking west along Forest Street 

Maxi IGA

Figure C1 – Plan extract 

Appendix C: Summary of Mount Alexander Shire background investigations 

C1 Castlemaine Town Centre 
Townscape Improvement 
Plan 
Trevor Westmore, April 1989 
This document made recommendations for 
townscape improvements. The only reference 
to the Am C73 site is the recommendation that 
more street trees are to be installed along 
Forest Street including across the land 
fronting Forest Street. A plan extract from this 
study is included as Figure C1. The red 
highlight indicates the recommended tree 
planting.  

C2 Castlemaine Urban 
Design Strategy 
Geoff Sanderson and 
Associates, May 1998 
The purpose of this report was to develop a 
long term vision for the Castlemaine Town 
Centre to support the revitalisation of the 
commercial area. As part of this program the 
urban design strategy made 
recommendations for streetscape 
improvements in order to maintain strong links 
with Castlemaine’s historical past, while 
ensuring long term development opportunities 
focused around tourism and recreational 
facilities. The urban design strategy did not 
directly reference the Am C73 site.   

Page 2 notes; “Castlemaine cannot be 
thought of as museum town, it must be a lively 
place for its residents and those from the 
region who shop in it and use its facilities.” 

Page 14 notes “The proposed roundabout at 
the intersection of Forest Street/Hargreaves 
Street/Wheeler Street, which is about to be 
constructed, will provide both the necessary 
visual and active gateway treatment on the 
east approach [to the town centre].”   

Figure C2 depicts the now constructed 
roundabout. The Maxi IGA is located on the 
right side of the photograph.  

C3 Castlemaine Town 
Entrances Land Use Strategy 
Planit, October 2002 
This strategy focused on four main entrances 
into the Castlemaine Central area and 
developed land use concept plans for each of 
these entrances, namely; 
■ Western Entrance – Pyrenees 

Highway/Elizabeth Street 
■ Eastern Entrance – Pyrenees 

Highway/Elizabeth Street 
■ Northern Entrance -– Midland 

Highway/Barker Street 
■ Southern Entrance – Midland 

Highway/Johnstone Street 

One of the aims of this strategy was to 
investigate the appropriateness of existing 
land use and zoning of land at key entry 
points and to identify any planning scheme 
amendments that are considered necessary to 
“deliver future land use, zoning and entrance 
character along the town entrances”. This 
strategy acknowledged that residential land 
use is the predominant land use along 
Castlemaine’s town entrances, many of which 
may have heritage significance. At the same 
time highway business sites are sought after 
due to their exposure to passing traffic. The 
Eastern Entrance investigation area included 
the proposed Am C73 site.  

Page 3 notes; “New Highway Business sites 
at town centre entry locations, bounded by 
Urquhart Street, Forest Street and Forest 
Creek. Rezoning and Design and 
Development Overlay recommended to 
achieve desired architectural and design 

outcomes. An Environmental Audit Overlay is 
required for contaminated land.” 

Page 20, Plan Number 6 identifies the Am 
C73 site as a key entrance site with the 
potential for a mix of future uses.  

Page 21, Plan Number 7 clearly identifies the 
Am C73 site and the Maxi IGA site as 
“Proposed New Highway Development Site 
rezone to Business 1 zone and apply Design 
and Development Plan Overlay to the site to 
determine preferred uses and siting and 
design requirements” (see Figure C3 
overleaf)
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Figure C4 – Forest Creek/ Street Precinct

Figure C5 – Concept layout for B2 anchor area 

Appendix C: Summary of Mount Alexander Shire background investigations (continued)  

 

 

 

C4 Castlemaine Central Area 
Urban Design Framework, 
2002 
The Urban Design Framework for the 
Castlemaine Central Area identified new 
development sites (amongst other things) in 
response to an emerging demand for 
increased retail and business floor space 
provisions. 

The Framework identified retail anchors 
secured the layout of the central area. The 
IGA Maxi and the Tourist Information Centre 
in Mostyn Street anchored the Central Area; a 
northern anchor along Templeton Street 
extending toward the railway station was 
identified and an east-west anchor namely the 
FDorest Creek/ Street Precinct, balanced the 
south edge of the town centre.  

The Am C73 site was identified as the B2 
anchor (Forest Creek/ Street Precinct east 
end) (see Figure C4). 

The Framework document included a 
concept layout for the B2 anchor area at 
page 42 (Plan 18) (see Figure C5). It 
was paramount that any new or 
replacement buildings constructed to 
give effect to the Framework 
recommendations did not undermine or 
degrade the fundamental significance of 
the heritage character of the Central 
Area.  

 

 

Figure C3 – Plan No. 7, extract Planit 2002 
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Figure C6 – Page 10, Forest Street to Forest Creek Heritage Assessment 

Appendix C: Summary of Mount Alexander Shire background investigations (continued)

C5 Castlemaine Land Use 
Strategy 
Planit, October 2004 
This report is a summary of other studies 
undertaken for the Castlemaine urban area.  

“This report brings together the main findings 
and recommendations of the following studies: 

■ Mount Alexander Urban Living Strategy 
(2003) 

■ Castlemaine Residential Strategy (2004) 
■ Castlemaine Town Centre Urban Design 

Framework (2002) 
■ Castlemaine Industrial Land Strategy 

(2001) 
■ Castlemaine Town Entrances Strategy 

(2002) 

The Town Centre, Town Entrances and 
Industrial Land Studies have been reviewed 
during the Mount Alexander Urban Living 
strategic project.” 

Page 44 notes; “A rezoning of land, bounded 
by Urquhart Street, Forest and Forest Creek 
to Business 1 Zone is recommended. This site 
is suitable for retail and residential mix. A 
Design and Development Overlay is 
recommended to achieve desired architectural 
and design outcomes and address siting of 
buildings, access, car parking and provision of 
public open space area adjacent to Forest 
Creek”.  

C6 Castlemaine Town 
Entrances Land Use Strategy 
 Conceptz, January 2009 
The purpose of this report was to review and 
update the findings of the Castlemaine Town 
Entrances Land Use Strategy 2002. In relation 
to the Am C73 site similar conclusions were 

made to that of the 2002 report with page 24 
noting the following for the Gasworks Precinct 
“a development opportunity site comprising 
the former gasworks, school reserve, two 
dwellings and a cleared lot. The land is 
currently in three zones, being Public Use 
Zone 1 and 2 and the Residential 1 Zone. 
Clean up of site contamination is occurring on 
the Gasworks site”. 

See Figure B6. 

C7 SGS Economics and 
Planning, 31 October 2012 
This report sought to guide the continuing 
evolution of the Castlemaine Commercial 
Centre having regard to the opportunities for 
growth and change.  

The Castlemaine Commercial Centre 
Boundary Map at Page 64 of the study 
identified part of the Am C73 site as a 
potential area for the expansion of the 
commercial centre. This map does not extend 
the “investigation area” to include the 
dwellings to the south at 2 and 2A Urquhart 
Street and 2 Duke Street or the vacant Blake 
site. However, previous strategic documents 
have noted these sites as being suitable for 
future commercial development.  

At page 46 the report concluded that there are 
opportunities for growth and improvements for 
businesses and exploring new development 
opportunities. It also noted that; “A major 
planning and development challenge is to 
respect the built and cultural heritage of the 
town whilst facilitating new development and 
investment in a context of low land supply” 
(emphasis added). 

 

 

C8 Forest Street to Forest 
Creek Heritage Assessment 
Report 
Mandy Jean and David 
Moloney, April 2015 
This heritage assessment for land south of 
Forest Street and west of Urquhart Street did 
not include the Am C73 site in the study 
area, but acknowledged it as being the 
former Gasworks site and former Chinese 
market gardens and cottages, see Figure 
C6.  

Page 137 of this report noted that 2 Urquhart 
Street was leased/purchased by Ah Suey, a 
local Chinese storekeeper. This dwelling was 
constructed by Ah Suey and occupied by his 
wife until her death in 1901. The dwelling at 
2A Duke Street is noted as being a “19th 
century cottage built and owned by [a] local 
blacksmith and coach builder”.  
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Appendix D: Mount Alexander Shire Planning Scheme Amendments  

D1 Mount Alexander 
Planning Scheme 
Amendment C24 MSS 
Review 
Amendment C24 implemented the ‘three year 
review’ of the Planning Scheme. The 
Amendment included a redrafted MSS, 
deleted township structure plans from Clause 
22, deleted a policy dot point from Clause 
22.01 and included a number of strategic 
studies as Reference Documents including 
the Castlemaine Town Entrances Land Use 
Strategy, 2002 and the Castlemaine Central 
Area Urban Design Framework, 2002.  

D2 Mount Alexander 
Planning Scheme 
Amendment C60 
Am C60 sought to introduce the findings of 
Forest Street to Forest Creek Heritage 
Assessment Report, April 2015 into the 
Planning Scheme through the implementation 
of HO1214, HO1204 and HO1183. These new 
Heritage Overlays abut land to the south of 
the Am C73 site and did not include the 3 
dwellings at 2 and 2A Urquhart Street and 2 
Duke Street.  

D3 Mount Alexander 
Planning Scheme 
Amendment C61  
Am C61 sought to implement a 
comprehensive review of elements of the 
Planning Scheme based on a range of recent 
reports and investigations, including the: 
■ Review of the Mount Alexander Planning 

Scheme Stage 1 (2010)   
■ Castlemaine Commercial Centre Study 

(2012) 

■ Review of the Mount Alexander Planning 
Scheme (2014) 

■ Mount Alexander Rural Land Use Study 
(2014). 

The Amendment also sought to implement 
various findings and recommendations of 
earlier strategic work, including the: 
■ Castlemaine Central Urban Design 

Framework (2002) 
■ Mount Alexander Walking and Cycling 

Strategy (2002) 
■ Rural Living Strategy (2006) 

Section 4.2.3 of the Panel report on AmC61 
discusses at Pages 16 and 17 the following: 

“(i) Including the gasworks site in the 
Castlemaine Commercial Centre 

The gasworks site has been considered in a 
number of planning documents and 
investigations over the past 15 years.  These 
documents have typically taken the view that 
the gasworks site is (or will become) part of 
the ‘town centre’. They have also anticipated 
that the site will have some retail or 
commercial use in the future. 

…………. 

In addition, the current planning scheme 
includes the gasworks site within the 
‘Castlemaine Town Centre’ on the 
Castlemaine Land Use Framework (Plan 3) in 
Clause 21.03 [now Clause 21.12-3]. 

Although Council officers were not certain, it 
seems that the Castlemaine Commercial 
Centre Study excluded the gasworks site from 
the Castlemaine Commercial Centre on the 
basis that it was not zoned Commercial 1 
Zone and consequently was outside the study 
area. 

The body of work that either includes the 

gasworks site in the Castlemaine ‘town centre’ 
or foreshadows that it has a retail/commercial 
future provides a strong basis on which to 
include the site within the Castlemaine 
Commercial Centre (Figure 7) as part of 
Amendment C61.  This would be consistent 
with the current planning scheme and the 
various reference and background documents 
that underpin it.  

In addition, Mr Dimasi and Mr Stephens gave 
evidence that there is an under‐provision of 
supermarket floorspace in Castlemaine and 
that there is adequate demand to support an 
additional supermarket, potentially on the 
gasworks site.    Although the Panel has not 
formed a view about the full extent of this 
‘under‐provision’, it is satisfied that the need 
for an additional supermarket has been clearly 
established.  The Panel also accepts the 
evidence of Mr Dimasi and Mr McGurn that 
there are significant and probably 
insurmountable difficulties in consolidating a 
supermarket site within the exhibited 
boundaries of the Castlemaine Commercial 
Centre. 

In relation to the gasworks site, the Panel 
agrees with Mr McGurn that careful design 
and development will enable it to be linked 
with the commercial area to the north and 
west, and potentially reinvigorate that 
area.  The Panel does not agree with Mr 
Witherby that Forest Street will necessarily be 
a significant barrier to linking the site with the 
area to the north and west, although it agrees 
that enhancing accessibility within and to this 
area will be important. 

For these reasons the Panel is satisfied that 
the gasworks site should be included in the 
Castlemaine Commercial Centre.  Following 
its review of submissions and evidence, 
Council agreed with this position and 

proposed that the Castlemaine Commercial 
Centre plan (exhibited Figure 7) be modified 
accordingly.” 
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Figure E1 – Zone Map extract

Review site

Appendix E: Summary of current planning controls and policy 

The site is affected by the provisions of the 
Mount Alexander Shire Planning Scheme (the 
Planning Scheme). An overview of the 
relevant statutory and strategic provisions that 
apply to the proposed amendment and 
planning permit are set down below. 

E1 Zoning 
■ The land at 98 Forest Street is zoned 

Public Use Zone – Service and Utility 
(PU1Z) pursuant to Clause 36.01 

■ The land at 2 Urquhart Street, 2A Urquhart 
Street and 2 Duke Street is zoned General 
Residential Zone – Schedule 1 (GRZ1) 
pursuant to Clause 32.08 

■ Forest Street / Pyrenees Highway is zoned 
Road Zone Category 1 (RDZ1) 

A zone map extract has been provided at 
Figure E1. 

E2 Overlays 
The review site is not affected by any 
overlays. However, the Forest Creek linear 
Heritage precinct (HO1214) is located to the 
south of the site. The Castlemaine Town 
Centre as well as a number of individual sites 
are included in heritage overlays. A plan that 
summarises heritage overlays in included as 
Figure 2 in the main body of this evidence 
statement. 

The site is within an area of Aboriginal 
Cultural Heritage Sensitivity. 

E3 State Planning Policy 
Framework (SPPF) 
Clause 9 Plan Melbourne 2017 - 2050 
facilitates provisions for adequate 
employment, housing and transport through 
strategic vision employed by the Victorian 
Government. 

Clause 10 Operation of the State Planning 
Policy Framework 

In particular, Clause 10.04 notes that: 
“Planning and the responsible authority should 
endeavour to integrate the range of policies 
relevant to the issues to be determined and 
balance conflicting objectives in favour of net 
community benefit and sustainable 
development for the benefit of present and 
future generations”. 

Clause 11 Settlement requires that planning 
contributes to ‘diversity of choice’, a ‘high 
standard of urban design and amenity’ and 
‘accessibility’. It encourages opportunities for 
consolidation, redevelopment and 
intensification. 

■ 11.01 Victoria 
■ 11.01-1 Settlement Networks 
■ 11.02 Urban Growth 
■ 11.03 Activity Centres 
■ 11.05-7 Regional Victoria 
■ 11.14 Loddon Mallee South 
■ 11.14-1 Planning for growth 
■ 11.14-2 Strengthened communities 
■ 11.14-3 A diversified economy 
■ 11.14-5 Natural and built environment 
Clause 15 Built Environment and Heritage 
seeks to create safe, functional, good quality 
urban environments. It provides urban design 
principles for developments which includes 
context, the public realm, safety, landmarks, 
views and vistas, pedestrian spaces, heritage, 
architectural design and landscape 
architecture. 

■ 15.01 Urban Environment 
■ 15.01-1 Urban Design 
■ 15.01-2 Urban Design Principles 
■ 15.01-4 Design for Safety 

■ 15.01-5 Cultural Identity and 
Neighbourhood Character 

■ 15.02 Sustainable Development 
■ 15.02-1 Energy and Resource efficiency 
■ 15.03-2 Aboriginal cultural heritage  
Clause 17 Economic Development seeks 
planning to support economic growth and 
development of communities and the State as 
a whole. 

■ 17.01 Commercial 
■ 17.01-1 Business 
■ 17.03-1 Tourism 
Clause 18 Transport seeks to ensure an 
integrated and sustainable transport system 
which coordinates safe and reliable 
movements of people and goods.  

■ 18.01 Integrated Transport 

E4 Local Planning Policy 
Framework (LPPF) 
Clause 21.03 establishes that the vision and 
physical framework for the management of the 
Shire. The Mount Alexander Strategic 
Framework Plan for the Shire at Figure 1 of 
Clause 21.02 identifies Castlemaine as the 
regional centre for social, economic and 
administrative functions and the preferred 
location for future urban expansion including 
commercial uses. Efforts to revitalise the 
Castlemaine CBD and to enhance its heritage 
character are to be pursued including the 
enhancement of town entrances.    

Clause 21.07 of the planning scheme 
addresses Built Environment and Heritage 
and recognises amongst other matters, the 
four highway entrances into Castlemaine as 
“playing an important role for commercial and 
tourism development and act as a gateway to 
the township”. One of the 4 township 

gateways is nominated as Pyrenees Highway/ 
Duke Street and Forest Street. 

Objective 5 of Clause 21.07 is, “to maintain 
the identity of the shire’s townships and create 
positive impressions for visitors.” 

The relevant strategies set down under this 
objectives are: 

Strategy 5.1  “Ensure that development 
protect the important character 
attributes and function of the 
reservations at the main 
entrances to townships. 

Strategy 5.2 Encourage design, signage 
and landscape treatments that 
enhance the sense of arrival in 
the Shire’s townships. 

Strategy 5.4 Require development along 
the entrances to all towns to be 
landscaped with species 
consistent with the existing and 
planned landscape for each 
town” 

 

Implementation of these strategies is to be 
achieved by applying Council’s local policies, 
namely Clause 22.01 (Heritage) and applying 
DDO’s to the Castlemaine town centre and to 
major commercial sites and precincts such as 
the Am C73 site. 

Clause 21.07-3 of the planning scheme 
addresses Heritage matters and recognises 
the “pre-eminent historic theme and 
significance of the Shire lies in the 
concentrated evidence in the landscape of 
successful phases of gold mining and 
associated patterns of settlement, particularly 
from the clear evaluation from transient gold 
mining sites to permanent townships” 

Moreover, “Today, this distinctive heritage is a 
source of pride for the Shire and its 
communities. It also sustains economic 
growth as it attracts visitors and residents, 
supporting the tourist and building industries, 
and provides a stimulating context for arts, 
hospitality, professional and knowledge based 
business.”  
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Appendix E: Summary of current planning control & policy (continued) 

Clause 21.09 – Economic Development 
seeks to consolidate Castlemaine’s 
commercial centre as the main activity centre 
in the shire. One of the key issues identified 
for the commercial centre is “acknowledging 
that the traditional retail areas in Castlemaine 
and Maldon have limited sites for new 
commercial development, especially large 
sites 

Clause 21.12-2 Castlemaine Commercial 
Centre locates the site within the main 
commercial activity centre (see Figure E2).  

The policy seeks to, “reinforce the centre’s 
role as the Shire’s primary local service 
centre, whilst building on its historic features 
and improving activity mix, functionality and 
amenity. Council’s vision is that the 
Castlemaine Commercial Centre will offer 
more retail and commercial services, with a 
focus on food for home, personal services, 
clothing and household goods, local business 
services, dining, entertainment, art and 
cultural activities. Additional retail and 
commercial investment will be supported and 
encouraged in the Commercial Centre 
boundary, with a focus on major new 
investment on Forest Street.”    

Relevant policy guidelines include: 

“Objective 1 To reinforce the role of the 
Castlemaine Commercial Centre as the 
primary centre in the Shire Strategies. 

Strategy 1.1 Encourage and consolidate new 
commercial development in the Castlemaine 
Commercial Centre (as defined in Figure C2). 

Strategy 1.2 Strongly discourage major retail 
developments of more than 1,500 square 
metres in floor area that are outside the 
Castlemaine Commercial Centre area.  

Strategy 1.3 Allow small-scale local 

convenience centres of between 200 and 
1,500 square metres in floor area outside the 
Castlemaine Commercial Centre area if:  

■ the area has a catchment of 1,500 
dwellings in which no other centre is 
located; and, 

■ the centre is located more than one 
kilometre from the Castlemaine 
Commercial Centre boundary.  

Strategy 1.4 Discourage major office 
developments outside the Castlemaine 
Commercial Centre.  

Strategy 1.5 Support the re-development of 
the former bus depot site on the corner of 
Barker and Forest Streets for major new 
commercial development. 

Objective 2 To recognise and strengthen the 
roles of the highway entrances to 
Castlemaine.  

Strategy 2.1 Recognise the Pyrenees 
Highway (Duke Street) as the major highway 
entrance used by tourists from Melbourne by 
encouraging tourist and commercial 
enterprises on land abutting the Highway.  

Strategy 2.2 Protect the residential and 
heritage character of Midland Highway 
(Barker Street) by confining new commercial 
development to existing business and 
industrial zones abutting the Highway.  

Strategy 2.3 Promote Pyrenees Highway 
(Elizabeth Street) from the Bridge to 
Johnstone Street as a highway business 
precinct.  

Strategy 2.4 Promote highway business in 
defined precincts along Midland Highway 
(Johnstone Street).  

Strategy 2.5 Implement the ‘Land Use 
Concepts’ in the Castlemaine Town Entrances 

Land Use Strategy (2002), as modified by the 
recommendations of the Addendum Report 
(2007). 

Objective 3 To protect the identity and 
existing character of the Castlemaine 
Commercial Centre.  

Strategy 3.1 Discourage development and 
subdivision within the Castlemaine 
Commercial Centre for generic chain retail 
design formats.  

Strategy 3.2 Encourage new development 
within the Castlemaine Commercial Centre to 
reflect the existing character of the centre in 
relation to car parking, street furniture, 
pavements, lighting, tree planting and 
streetscape aesthetics.”  

 

 

 

Figure E2 – Castlemaine Commercial Centre

Review site
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Appendix F: Witness statement 

Name and Address 
Catherine Anne Heggen  
Message Consultants Australia Pty Ltd  
2/398 Smith Street, Collingwood 3066 
 

Qualifications   
■ Bachelor of Town and Regional Planning, 

Melbourne University 1982 
■ Fellow, Planning Institute of Australia 
■ Fellow, Victorian Planning and 

Environmental Law Association 

Professional experience   
■ Current Position: Director, Message 

Consultants Australia Pty Ltd  
■ 1985 – Current: Town Planning Consultant  
■ 1982 – 1985: Town Planner in local 

government and regional authorities 
(Australia & overseas) 

Professional appointments 
■ 1996 – 2002: Member, Victoria’s Heritage 

Council 
■ 1998 – 2002: Chair, Victoria’s Heritage 

Council 
■ 1998 – 2002: Trustee, Melbourne Heritage 

Restoration Fund 
■ 2001 & 2002: Jury Member, Stonnington 

Urban Design Awards 
■ 2001: Jury Member, Australian Institute of 

Landscape Architects (Vic Chapter) Awards 
■ 2003: Jury Member, Planning Institute of 

Australia (Vic Division) Awards 
■ 2004 – 2011: Member, Expert Advisory 

Committee to the Building and Estates 
Committee – University of Melbourne 

■ 2005 – 2011: Member, Building Committee 
– Queen Victoria  Women’s Centre  
2011 Member, Ministerial Advisory 
Committee on Planning System Reform 

Areas of expertise   
■ Extensive urban design advice to architects 

and project managers involved in medium 
and high density housing and other built 
form projects.  

■ Strategic and statutory planning advice to 
commercial and institutional clients as well 
as government and alpine management 
authorities on a range of residential, 
environmental, tourism, cultural heritage 
and urban character issues. 

■ Consulting advice to a wide range of 
private sector and government clients 
addressing the management of urban 
development and rural land use. 

■ Project planning and coordination of 
Institutional Master Plans. 

■ Experience in the preparation of 
environmental management plans and 
Environment Effects Statements for 
extractive industry. 

■ Preparation and presentation of evidence 
before VCAT, and various government 
appointed independent panels and advisory 
committees. 

Expertise to prepare this report 
Professional qualifications and expertise in 
urban design and town planning, including: 

■ Urban design and building form impact 
assessment. 

■ Ongoing involvement in a range of 
residential, mixed use, institutional, 
commercial and extractive industry 
development proposals. 

■ Ongoing involvement in cultural heritage, 
urban character and visual and landscape 
impact issues. 

■ Experience in new community 
development, greenfield subdivision 
projects and institutional Master Plans. 

■ Specialist experience in medium and high 
density housing issues. 

Investigations and research 
In preparing this evidence I have: 

■ Inspected the site and locality; 
■ Reviewed the proposed Amendment  

documentation and supporting documents;  
■ Reviewed the Submissions to the 

amendment ;  
■ Reviewed the planning policy framework 

and the relevant planning controls for the 
site; and  

In accordance with the Planning Panel’s 
Guide to Expert Evidence, I confirm that my 
instructions are to:  

■ Review the draft planning controls and 
supporting information relevant to my area 
of expertise. 

■ Review the public submissions 
■ Address whether the amendment and the 

proposed planning permit, permit 
conditions and permit documentation will 
lead to an acceptable built form and urban 
design outcome having regard to its 
physical context and the relevant policy 
initiates. 

 

 

 

Summary of opinions 
My conclusions are summarised in the 
preamble and conclusion of this report. 

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

I prepared this report with assistance from 
Emily Harrod, Planner at Message 
Consultants Australia Pty Ltd.   

 

 

 

C A Heggen 
BTRP FPIA 
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