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Submission to Future Melbourne Committee 
 
Pullman Melbourne on the Park, East Melbourne 
16 August 2022, 6pm – Meeting No.41 
Agenda Item FMC 6.2: Planning Permit Application: TP-2021-345 Tea House, 28 Clarendon Street, 
Southbank 

 
The Southbank Residents Association agrees with the recommendations from 
management. 
 
The positive features of the application are: 
• The setbacks from the main roads of the new buildings give due visual prominence 

to the Tea House and endorse the value of setbacks to the streetscape. 
• The design of the new facades complements the architecture of the Tea House, 

while at the same time having a contemporary look, but not a distracting one. 
• The height of the new buildings is comparable to nearby buildings, so they don’t 

dominate the view from the street. 
• The site is conveniently situated to minimise the effect of shadowing. 
• This area has been prone to flooding in recent years.  The CoM has sought the 

views of Melbourne Water on this matter to which the applicant has responded and 
altered the plans.  The CoM has specified a number of conditions on this aspect in 
the Flood Risk Management Plan. 

• The sustainability of the lived in space of the apartments and hotel rooms has been 
properly considered, with high NatHERS and NABERS ratings being set. 
 

However, there are aspects of the design that could be improved: 
• The greening of the external surfaces could be more substantial.  While there are 

roof terrace gardens, more could be done on the vertical surfaces, particular at the 
upper levels away from the Tea House and on facades away from the Tea House. 

• Specific mention should made of energy saving measures which are more cost 
effective if they are incorporated before construction begins, for example a 
cogeneration system and battery storage. 

• The installation of infrastructure for the charging of electric vehicles is a 
complicated and costly exercise for existing buildings.  To avoid such retrofitting 
charging stations should be provided in the car park and ideally at every parking 
spot. 

 
  



 

Printed and circulated with the assistance of a Melbourne City Council community grant 

 

The conditions included in CoM management’s recommendations are very detailed and 
comprehensive. 
 

Tony Penna 
President 
Southbank Residents Association 





6.3 Carlton Heritage Review and Punt Road Oval - Planning Scheme 
Amendment C405 
Regarding: 

• 47-49 Canning Street 
• 207-221 Drummond Street 
• 96 Grattan Street, Carlton 

Submission by Katie Roberts (Carlton Resident) 
13/08/2022 

Connection to Carlton/Background 

I’m a Carlton resident with a young family – our toddlers attend a local daycare and will attend the 
local primary school in a few years. We are in a unique position in that we own a Carlton property 
and we are also renters three doors down from the property we own because it is too small for us 
to live in.  
 
Because of my job and young kids – I have very limited time! I, unfortunately, missed the feedback 
period for this Carlton Heritage Review. But I wanted to make a submission now just in case it is 
useful.  

 

Primary concern 

I am very concerned about housing affordability and pushing young families out of Carlton.  There 
is a lack of 3+ bedrooms homes in the area, and this has resulted in children being pushed out – I 
feel this anecdotally as all of our friends leave after having a second child – but it is also apparent 
in the new census data which shows a significant drop in children in Carlton since 2011. 
 
Almost all of Carlton is heritage protected. This means the only way to serve a growing population 
is to allow large-scale development on the few streets where it is allowed. I fully support creating 
more large developments as they clearly lead to more affordable homes, and new homes do not 
have the problems of old terraces. 
 
However, I also would like more medium-scale development, which serves families better. We 
would be very happy to live in an apartment without a yard, but apartments are often limited to 
high-traffic roads or back laneways with no footpaths, and that is the main concern for us. We 
would like more development in neighbourhood, residential streets.  
 

 

Census data 

Children are disappearing from Carlton. According to census data, from 2011 to 2021: 
• The number of children under 15 in Carlton has declined over the last decade even though 

greater population has increased (886 in 2021 and 1008 in 2011) 
• This represents a 14% drop in the number of children under 15 in Carlton from 2011 
• The proportion of the population that was children under 15 has declined from 7.1% in 

2011 to 5.4% in 2021.  
 



According to the recent 2021 census: 
• Only 19% of homes in Carlton have 3 or more bedrooms (compared to 74% in the rest of 

VIC) 
• 72% of Carlton residents are renters (compared to 29% in the rest of VIC) 
• 81% of Carlton residents live in apartments (compared to 12% in the rest of VIC) 

 
 

Why I object to the following sites being added to heritage protections 

47-49 Canning Street 

This 1950s property is council-owned and about to be sold privately, apparently vacant for about 
10 years. It is the size of at least 6 terrace houses. After contacting Tanya Wolkenberg, Manager 
Heritage Strategy at CoM, I learned that it was not heritage protected until very recently. It was 
identified as contributory through amendment C258. That category was confirmed through the 
Carlton heritage review. However, both of these processes have no documentation at all about 
the decision to heritage protect this house. A checkbox of ‘contributory’ just appeared on a list of 
thousands of Carlton properties.  
 
Since there’s zero written information about the heritage value of the property it is difficult to 
judge, but another similar property at 89-91 Kay Street is not heritage protected, and there are 
probably more examples. 
 
Protecting 47-49 Canning severely limits what can be done with the site. Ideally the council would 
build affordable housing here, but if it is unwilling – at least allow someone else to develop the 
site.  
 

 
 



207-221 Drummond Street 

This again is another huge site that could be developed into homes in the future, but heritage 
protections will severely limit what is possible. This is a modern office building. It is not something 
the community values at all. The heritage merit seems to be entirely based on what architects 
like, not actual Carlton residents. This feels like allowing private consultants to come in and 
designate their pet projects as pieces in a modern museum – but we shouldn’t allow our streets to 
become exhibits for outsiders.      
 

 

 
 



 

96 Grattan Street, Carlton 

It is a struggle to understand how we can heritage-protect a modern car park. First, this goes 
against making our inner city less car-dependent. And second, it is a giant site where pretty much 
any other use would be better than using it for car parking. Heritage status makes it incredibly 
difficult to develop into another purpose.  

Similar to 207-221 Drummond Street, the community doesn’t want this car park to be heritage 
protected. Only specific architects find value in this building, and we shouldn’t be prioritising their 
opinions over the future needs of the suburb.   
 

 
 
 

 





Carlton Residents Association Inc - PO Box 1140 Carlton VIC 3053  

Memorandum to the Lord Mayor and Councillors, City of Melbourne 

Subject: Carlton Heritage Review: CRA Response to FMC Report Item 6.3 – 16 August 2022 

Given the limited time the Association has been given to respond to this report, the Association is only able 

to outline our key concerns at this time. 

Management maintains [at p.9] that there will be no reduction in heritage protection in the study area as a 

result of the Carlton Heritage Review. The Association cannot accept this conclusion. We have throughout 

the seven years of the Carlton Heritage Review expressed concern over the following matters: 

• The decision of the Council to adopt the NEW Grade of Contributory as the default conversion 

outcome for the former “C” and “D” letter graded heritage places [contrary, we believe, to a 

correct understanding of the distinct uses of this Term as articulated by the Council’s own legal 

advocate] 

• The limitations of the initial partial review undertaken by the Consultant [In this respect, we share 

the concerns articulated by the C258 Panel at p.39 of the Panel Report] 

• The dramatic consequences of treating the new grading/category of Contributory as an 

“enhancement” of the Term “Local Significance” as that term is used in Practice Note 1 – Applying 

the Heritage Overlay. This “enhancement” has resulted in a grading category, which has very little 

status under the new heritage control regime. From the Council’s perspective, Contributory 

Heritage Places have NO individual significance. 

• The paucity of individual Statements of Significance, a MOST important tool when assessing Planning 

applications within heritage overlays. 

• The reluctance of the Council to segment the LARGE Carlton Heritage Overlay and create smaller 

precincts in recognition of the established significance of particular parts of Carlton [including the 

South Drummond Street area, recognised as early as 1976 as a heritage area requiring special 

attention.] We share the Panel C258 conclusions in relation to the need for further segmentation 

at pages 80 and following of the Panel Report 

• The demonstrably different ways in which different consultants [retained by the city] have 

approached the Grading Conversion task. The remarkably different outcomes have never been 

acknowledged by the City. 

The Association acknowledges that Am C258 was gazetted on 10 July 2020. However, we believe that this 

event marked the beginning of a more comprehensive assessment of those heritage places located in 

Carlton [as outlined in the Government’s Practice Note 1 – Applying the Heritage Overlay]  

Other matters 

Statements of Significance, where prepared, should be included in Incorporated Documents. We do not 

accept that it is at all satisfactory that these Statements should be buried in Reference Documents. If a 

Heritage Place warrants a Statement of Significance it should be given appropriate status. We can think of no 

good reason why, for example, Carlton’s Significant Squares were NOT provided with INDIVIDUAL Heritage 

Overlays, and given the prominence they deserve in the Planning Scheme as Incorporated Documents. 

We accept that the consultant was not required to review properties that are on the Victorian Heritage 

Register, but, we believe that Management must acknowledge that NOT ALL Places within a VHR Overlay are 

Significant. When the VHR information clearly documents which properties within an Overlay are not 

significant, we believe that it is MISLEADING for the Heritage Place Inventory to ignore this information. 
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Dear City of Melbourne Meeting Group Team 

This is a written response in regards to the Future Melbourne Committee meeting of Tuesday 16 August, 
2022, and in particular Agenda Item 6.7 - Opportunities for International Travel. 

Thank you to Evan Counsel , and City of Melbourne management team for the work, time and effort that 
has been put into preparing the material to this matter. 

It's important to recognise and be inspired by the hard work and foundations in networking that has been 
undertaken by previous representatives of Melbourne, such as Nick Reece, Robert Doyle, Arron Wood, and 
Cathy Oke at overseas conferences regarding climate change. These individuals have received tremendous 
support from City of Melbourne management team. Mr Counsel would be cognisant of this. 

Spreading wings and travelling overseas to represent Melbourne at important meetings and conferences is 
essential to ensuring Melbourne has a better and brighter future. Overseas delegates at this meeting will 
have experienced interactions with the Councillors listed above, at previous iterations of climate change 
meetings. The strong policy was to grasp the opportunities overseas with both hands, and to share with the 
world the Melbourne story. 

The trip to Buenos Aires is a continuation of the tradition of City of Melbourne's approach to positive and 
constructive engagement with other government organisations and international entities. 

The Green Line project is exciting and innovative, and it will make Melbourne a more appealing 
destination. The tradition of the Elders of the Wurundjeri country and Boonwurrung country, asking for 
people to respect and look after the land and water should be mentioned in Buenos Aires. 

There may be occasions where people will mention to the Melbourne delegation the life, music and careers 
of Archie Roach, Judith Durham of The Seekers and Olivia Newton John (ONJ). This is appropriate, as 
Melbourne is the music capital of Australia.  

I support the management teams recommendations in regards to this trip to Buenos Aires. 

Best regards, 
Chris Thrum 
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DRUG INJECTING ROOM LOCATIONS  AUGUST 17th, 2022 

 

 

In June 2021, 14 months ago, Small Business Australia (SBA) was consulted by Mr Ken Lay and 

representatives from the community health services sector. 

 

It was a detailed discussion and was conducted over video conferencing due to restrictions in place. 

SBA provided a detailed overview of how the financial impact and loss of value of a trading business 

and loss of value of properties can be calculated. These would involve using the following sources of 

data: financial accounts, cloud accounting software, digital bank records and the combination of city 

foot traffic from google and the City of Melbourne’s wifi/Bluetooth sensors in various locations. 

 

In addition, we pointed out that the report available at that time about the Richmond injection room 

failed to conduct research with residents, property owners, commuters through the area and business 

tenants. The report identified numbers of injections and estimated lives saved at that point in time. We 

asked what longitudinal research has been conducted about the long term recovery and rehabilitation 

rates of the clients of that Injecting room. None was available. 

 

We would ask every councillor to walk around each of the blocks bound by Swanston st, Queen 

street, Flinders Street and Bourke st. In one section of this area on Friday we several additional sites 

up for lease that are within 500m of the former Yooralla building. 

 

We note the many initiatives the city has been taking to attract workers and visitors back to the city of 

Melbourne. These are welcomed. 

 

We believe would like to see a strategic and believable brand positioning of the City, its Council and 

each one of it’s councillors that all practical measures are being taken to reinvigorate Melbourne. The 

strategy, the tactics and all decisions need to be integrated and consistent to ensure they reinforce in 

the minds of workers, visitors, commuters and critically the rate payers and business owners that the 

City of Melbourne and all of its councillors have a unified commitment to them.  

 

Please do not “kick this issue down the street,.let alone Degraves st”.We ask each of you to go and 

look any small business operator in the eyes and ask them how they feel about  no report being 

tabled, let alone the location options being considered. Ask them, what compensation they will need if 

it impacts their financial livelihood and families balance sheet. 

 

Then, ask your conscience what is the right thing to do with this motion and vote to support it in its 

current form.  

 

Bill Lang, 

Executive Director 

Small Business Australia 










