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About this report

On 21 August 2016, the Minister for Planning referred the following sites to the Government
Land Standing Advisory Committee as part of Tranche 4 Report:

145 Studley Road, Heidelberg (Austin Hospital)
Part 48 Rona Street, Reservoir

1 Hopetoun Avenue, Brunswick West

Part 95 Williamsons Road, South Morang.

On 27 September 2016, the Minister for Planning referred the following additional site to
the Committee:

181-183 Jetty Road, 14 Cook Avenue, 318 Bayview Road and Herman Street
Reserve, Rosebud.

This is a report under Section 151 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 of the
Government Land Standing Advisory Committee for 145 Studley Road, Heidelberg (Austin

Hospital).

(O”K Tefw nMA\

Lester Townsend, Chair
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Cathie McRobert, Deputy Chair John Ostroff

17 March 2017
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The Government Land Standing Advisory Committee

The Fast Track Government Land Service (FTGL Service) is a 2015 initiative to deliver changes
to planning provisions or correct planning scheme anomalies for land owned by the Victorian
Government. The Minister for Planning approved Terms of Reference to establish the
Government Land Standing Advisory Committee (the Committee) under Part 7, section 151
of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 in July 2015.

The purpose of the Committee is:

... to advise the Minister for Planning on the suitability of changes to planning
provisions for land owned by the Victorian Government.

The Committee consists of:
e  (Chair: Lester Townsend
e  Deputy Chairs: Brett Davis and Cathie McRobert
e Members: Gordon Anderson, Alan Chuck, John Collins, Mandy Elliott, Jenny
Fraser, John Ostroff, Cazz Redding and Lynn Sweeney.

The Committee was assisted by Ms Emily To, Project Officer with Planning Panels Victoria.
The Committee’s Terms of Reference state:

The Committee must produce a written report for the Minister for Planning

providing:

e An assessment of the appropriateness of any changes to planning
provisions, in light of the relevant planning scheme and State and Local
Planning Policy Frameworks.

e An assessment of whether planning scheme amendments could be
prepared and adopted in relation to each of the proposals.

e An assessment of submissions to the Standing Advisory Committee.

e Any other relevant matters raised in the course of the Standing Advisory
Committee Hearing.

e A list of persons who made submissions considered by the Standing
Advisory Committee.

e A list of persons consulted or heard.
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Details of the site and process

Figure 1: Amendment summary

Amendment summary

Tranche and site reference Tranche 4: Site reference FT78

Previous and current use Austin Hospital

Site owner Department of Health and Human Services

Council Banyule City Council

Exhibition 31 October to 9 December 2016

Submissions Four submissions were received in relation to this site:

- Friends of Banyule

- Banyule City Council

- Heidelberg Historical Society
- Coral Tudball.

It is was noted before the Hearing that an EPA submission had
incorrectly been attributed to this matter.

Figure 2:  Proposed planning scheme changes

Public Use Zone — Schedule 3 Retain
Heritage Overlay — Schedule 62 Reduce extent
Heritage Overlay — Schedule 63 Reduce extent

Figure3:  Committee process

Committee process

Members Cathie McRobert and John Ostroff
Information session 14 November 2016 at the John Lindell Theatre, Austin Hospital
Hearing 16 February 2017 at Planning Panels Victoria
Site inspections 20 February 2017 (unaccompanied)
Appearances Department of Health and Human Services and Austin Health
represented by Maria Marshall of Maddocks Lawyers
Coral Tudball

Friends of Banyule represented by Dennis O’Connell
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1  Summary and recommendations

1.1 The site

The site is located in Heidelberg, about 10 kilometres north of the Melbourne CBD.
The site has street frontages to Studley Road, Burgundy Street and the Banksia—Bell Link.

The information sheet published by the Fast Track Government Land Service (FTGL Service)
describes the site as follows:

The site is approximately 9.94 hectares and is generally flat. It contains a
large number of buildings, varying in height and age. There is continual
development within the site as buildings are replaced and upgraded to meet
the health needs of the community. There are scattered mature trees
throughout the site.

The Austin Hospital is located in a mixed-use area. Residential properties
surround the hospital with the Heidelberg Central Shopping Centre to the east.
Heidelberg Railway Station is located across Studley Road to the southeast.

Figure 4:  Site location

1.2 Summary

The Site owner proposes to reduce the coverage of the existing Heritage Overlays (HO62 and
HO63). The proposed HO62 and HO63 would continue to apply to four buildings, their
immediate surrounds and the avenue of oaks, which heritage assessments have consistently
identified as significant.

The Committee considered all written submissions, as well as submissions presented to it
during the Hearing. In addressing the issues raised in those submissions, the Committee has
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been assisted by the information provided to it as well as its observations from inspections
of site.

Figure 5:  Existing and proposed controls

Current planning scheme Proposed planning Recommendation

controls scheme controls

145 Studley Road, Heidelberg (Austin Hospital)

Public Use Zone — Education Retain Retain
Heritage Overlay — Schedule 62  Reduce extent | Reduce extent
Heritage Overlay — Schedule 63  Reduce extent | Reduce extent
Environmental Significance Retain | Retain

Overlay - Schedule 4

1.3 Recommendations

The Committee recommends for 145 Studley Road, Heidelberg (Austin Hospital):

1. A planning scheme amendment be prepared to:

a) Reduce the extent of the Schedules 62 and 63 to the Heritage Overlays as
exhibited

b) Amend the relevant entries in Schedules 62 and 63 to the Heritage Overlays
to:
e update the description to identify the places of significance more

accurately

e delete the external paint control.

2. The Amendment only be approved after a full archival record of the Davies and
Bowen Buildings is prepared by an appropriately qualified person. The record
should consist of, but not be limited to:

e a full photographic survey of the complete interior and exterior, and of
significant features and views and vistas
e measured drawings, plans and elevations
e identification of elements of the building fabric and artefacts capable of
being salvaged for display or reuse in the redevelopment of the site.
The archival record should be publicly available at the State Library of Victoria or
another approved location.
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2 Process issues for this site

(i) Notice

At the Hearing submitters queried the extent of notice of the proposed change to the
Heritage Overlay (HO) and why surrounding residents were not notified.

The Committee was advised that, in view of the ‘island’ nature of the Site and the absence of
residential properties in close proximity to it, the FTGL Service and Council agreed that
letters to individual owners and occupiers were not warranted. Notice was given to
prescribed Ministers, Council (together with a specific briefing), relevant servicing agencies,
and interest groups identified by Council as being likely to have an interest in the proposed
changes.

The Committee considers the approach adopted was reasonable in view of the particular
characteristics of the site.

(ii) The Master Plan for the site

The most recent heritage assessment of the site by Lovell Chen (March 2015) referred to the
preferred option in a Draft 2012 Master Plan for the Site as a matter that informed
recommendations relating to the extent of the HO. Submissions expressed concern that the
Draft Master Plan identification of areas for redevelopment is relevant to the proposed
removal of the HO from parts of the site but the plan is not publicly available.

The Site owner provided a copy of the blocking plan in the current government endorsed
Master Plan to the Committee on a confidential basis and requested that it not be provided
to anyone other than the Committee members or reproduced in the Committee’s report.
The blocking plan is not reproduced in this report but is provided separately to the Minister
for Planning as an accompanying document.

The Committee notes that the blocking plan is consistent with:

e the Lovell Chen 2015 assessment references to the 2012 Draft Master Plan

e the preferred option to provide for the development of teaching, training and
research buildings involves the demolition of the Kronheimer, Davies and
Bowen Buildings in the longer term.

e submissions from the Site owner relating to long term plans for significant
redevelopment of the southern portion of the site and retention of heritage
buildings to which the proposed HO would apply.

(iii) Explanatory Report error

Before the Hearing, an error was identified in the exhibited Explanatory Report relating to
the description of the proposed reduction in the extent of the HO that applies to the Austin
Hospital. The Explanatory Report text incorrectly indicated that it was proposed that the HO
would continue to apply to the Bowen Building.
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The Committee noted that:

e the error was not made in the exhibited information sheet text and in all
exhibited documents the map of the proposed HO did not include the Bowen
Building

e submissions received on the proposed changes have been on the basis that the
revised HO would not apply to the Bowen Building

e submissions seeking retention of the HO mean that the merits of retaining the
overlay for that part of the site will be addressed.

To ensure that submissions to the Hearing were made on the correct basis, all parties were
advised before the Hearing that the proposed changes to the HO would not apply the
overlay to the Bowen Building.
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3

3.1
(i)

Site constraints and opportunities

Planning context

Planning provisions

The following existing Planning Scheme provisions that apply to the site are not proposed to

change:

(i)

e Public Use Zone 3 (Health and Community)

e Environmental Significance Overlay Schedule 4 (Significant trees and Areas of
Vegetation) (ESO4) which identifies the following species as significant trees:
Deodara Cedar (Cedrus deodara), English Oak (Quercus robur), Washington Pine
(Washingtonia robusta). ESO4 does not require a permit to construct a building
or carry out works outside the critical root zone, that is beyond five metres
from the drip line of any significant tree.

The Heritage Overlay

HO62 and HO63 currently apply to the entire subject site. The purposes of the HO are to:

e conserve and enhance heritage places of natural or cultural significance

e conserve and enhance those elements which contribute to the significance
of heritage places

e ensure that development does not adversely affect the significance of
heritage places

e conserve specifically identified heritage places by allowing a use that would
otherwise be prohibited if this will demonstrably assist with the
conservation of the significance of the heritage place.

Current overlay Figure 7:  Proposed overlay changes for the
site
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HO62 and HO63 include the following site specific controls:
e HOG62 — external paint controls and tree controls (in addition to ESO4)
e HO63 — external paint controls.

The most recent expert assessment by Lovell Chen of the heritage values of the site (March
2015) included the following statement of significance in its draft Incorporated Document:

Statement of Significance

Historically, as the first hospital established in what is now the City of Banyule.
It is rare within the metropolitan area to have retained much of its 19th
century building stock. The Davies Centre and the Gate Lodge all retain
recognisably 19th century building forms and building fabric. While the Davies
Centre was altered by the addition of wide balconies in 1912, this change is
part of the building’s significant early history within the hospital complex.

The buildings are significant for their association with early hospital
benefactors. All of the contributory buildings were constructed with donations
from private benefactors, and often named after them or their loved ones.
The former Gate Lodge is the only surviving building in the hospital complex to
have been funded by Elizabeth Austin, the founding benefactor of the hospital.

Zeltner Hall is of social significance for its role as the social, recreational and
religious centre for the hospital.

Architecturally, the Marian Drummond Nurses’ Home is an interesting and
intact example of a late Federation transitional bungalow style applied to an
institutional building. The combination of geometric pattern iron balustrading
panels at the lower level and shingles to the upper level of the verandah is also
unusual. The Edward Wilson Nurses’ Home is a highly intact example of a
Georgian Revival building designed by Melbourne architects Blackett and
Forster.

The Marian Drummond and Edward Wilson Nurses’ Homes are of historic
significance as a unique group of the earliest surviving purpose-built nurses’
homes in the City of Banyule and possibly in Metropolitan Melbourne.

Aesthetically and historically, the contributing buildings and mature trees
create an attractive complex which is tangible evidence of the human scale of
19th and early 20th century hospital complexes.

3.2 Physical constraints

The site comprises a large number of buildings of varying height and age as a result of
progressive replacement and upgrading of buildings to meet the health needs of the
community. The Austin Hospital is major regional health facility and there is benefit to the
community from ongoing development within the site to improve the facilities and services
provided.
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Figure 8:  Existing site plan
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4  Issues with the proposed changes

4.1 What are the issues?

The Committee’s evaluation issues raised by submissions, are limited to the effect of the
proposed reduction in the extent of the HO.

Aspects of the proposed changes to the HO that were not contentious are noted but are not
discussed further in this report.

There was consensus in submissions that the current extent of HO62 and HO63 is
inappropriate because much of the Site has no heritage significance.

As Council noted, Government practice note guidance when the HO was applied was to
apply the overlay across entire sites. Government guidance now supports tailored HO maps
for larger sites.

The maintenance of the HO to recognise the following buildings, which heritage assessments
since 1997 have consistently identified significant, was endorsed: the Gate Lodge, Zeltner
Hall (with a reduced footprint), the Edward Wilson Building, the Marion Drummond Building.

Submissions advocated the highest protection of the landscaping setting of heritage
buildings and the extension of HO62 to incorporate the full extent of the oak avenue (to the
east of the Bowen Building) which acts as a spine through the upper half of the Site. It was
clarified at the Hearing that, while the 2015 Lovell Chen Report did not recommend inclusion
of the less intact southern part of the avenue of oaks, the proposed HO62 adopts the
delineation of the HO recommended in the 2009 Lovell Chen assessment (see Figure 9). The
proposed HO62 maintains tree controls and extends to:
e the landscaped setting at the front of the Edward Wilson and Marion
Drummond Buildings
e the whole of the avenue of oaks which extends to the southern leg of the
avenue (to the east of the Bowen Building).
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Figure 9:  Revised proposed HO Areas (Lovell Chen 2009)
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4.2 Submissions

The Site owner referred to the heritage experts’ assessments dating back to 1997, which are
summarised in Figure 10. It submitted that, while health services are its core business and
must be its priority, Austin Health’s actions demonstrate that it recognises its role in
preserving history. The Site owner acknowledged that it would be possible to restore and
re-purpose “heritage” buildings on the site. However, it submitted that a balance has been
struck that takes account of:

e objectives to protect significant heritage values by retaining and reusing
buildings identified as being of heritage significance to show how hospitals used
to be.

e community health priorities, operational needs of the hospital to maximise
workability and functionality of health facilities on the Site to meet current day
requirements.

o the effect of significant costs of restoration to the health budget and the
capacity to improve health facilities and services.

Council submitted that the changes have strategic merit, appropriately balance the site’s
heritage values with the future needs of the hospital and would achieve greater clarity and
efficiencies for both Austin Health and Council by focusing on parts of the site with known
heritage significance.
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Council advised that while it gives in-principle support to the proposal to reduce the
Heritage Overlay, it urged consideration of opportunities to retain the facade of the Davies
Building and any historical features in any future redevelopment of the Site.

The Davies Building

The exclusion of the Davies Building from the HO was the most contentious aspect of the
proposed changes.

The Site owner submitted, based on a feasibility assessment by the Design Inc ,that the
Davies Building is beyond restoration and, in any event, the practicality and functionality of
reusing the building is limited by its location on the site in a ‘precinct’ with important
‘service’ functions. Further, the retention of the Davies Building would severely compromise
the potential for a substantial consolidated redevelopment area in the south of the Site
which would provide associated design, function and cost efficiencies.

While Council expressed broad support for the proposed changes, the day before the
Hearing, it requested consideration of opportunities to retain the Davies Building facade and
any historic features.!

The Friends of Banyule, Heidelberg Historical Society Inc and Coral Tudball advocated
continued protection and restoration of the Davies Building heritage values. They
highlighted that independent specialist heritage advice sought by Austin Health determined
that the Davies Building is of historical significance as part of “one of the most intact late
19th/early 20th Century hospital complexes surviving in Melbourne”. While it was
acknowledged that the integrity of the building is compromised and repair and adaptation
works would be costly, submissions expressed “dismay at the damage inflicted on the Davies
Building over time” and considered “the beauty of the underlying structure has been
discounted too cheaply”. At the Hearing, Coral Tudball and the Friends of Banyule supported
the retention of the building — minus later unsympathetic or dilapidated additions - and its
restoration along the lines of the Zeltner Building.

If retention of the building is not a viable option and, as envisaged in the Master Plan, the
building is demolished to allow for new clinical buildings, submitters advocated:
e afull archival recording of the site
e retention and public display of decorative features, in some way, for example,
incorporating:

- memorial stones and stained glass windows which mark the importance of
nineteenth century individual philanthropy in the development of the
hospital

- the Bowen block chimney as a sculpture in the garden.

Coral Tudball suggested that retention of the HO over the Davies Building would ensure that
the demolition would be with care, endeavouring to uncover, salvage and preserve existing
structures and artefacts.

By email to Planning Panels Victoria dated 15 February 2017.
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Implications for other heritage values

Submissions from the Friends of Banyule, Heidelberg Historical Society Inc and Coral Tudball:

e urged the inclusion of the Bowen Building (and the adjacent section of the

avenue of oaks) in the HO62 to maintain “the unique group of the earliest

surviving purpose-built nurses’ homes in metropolitan Melbourne” — it was

noted that assessment of the significance of the Bowen Building has varied over

time and it is proposed to remove the building from the HO without a detailed
architectural consideration of the potential to conserve this building

e argued there appear to be good reasons to retain and renovate the Kronheimer
Building (Coral Tudball)

e expressed concern that it is proposed to replace the slate roof of the Gate
House Lodge, which is of varying colours and interesting shapes, due to
maintenance difficulties. Coral Tudball suggested an architect experienced in
heritage renovation may be able to advise on the best ways to restore the roof.

More generally, the Heidelberg Historical Society Inc and Coral Tudball submitted that the
existing HOs have not constrained the hodgepodge development and have not avoided
neglect and cheap additions to parts of the Site that are of heritage significance, especially
the Kronheimer and Davies Buildings, to a point where the decline of the buildings is
presented as justification for demolition. They argued that a HO ‘with teeth’ is need to
ensure the restoration and continued maintenance of the places within the contracted
overlay.

4.3 Expert reports

The report prepared for the Site owner by Lovell Chen, Architects and Heritage Consultants
(March 2015) referred to the findings of three earlier assessments of the significance of the
heritage places on the site (provided in Appendix B). The table below summarises the
findings of these assessments for the Davies, Bowen and Kronheimer Buildings, which are
excluded from the proposed HO.

As identified in the National Trust citation on the Victorian Heritage Database.
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Figure 10: Summary of heritage assessments since 1997 (Source: derived from Lovell Chen 2015
report)

1997 Allom 2008 2009 Lovell 2015 Lovell Chen

Building Lovell® Context Chen

Individually significant but potential demolition addressed (2015):

Davies Local historical Individually Individually Individually significant (despite
significance significant. significant. external alterations).

Retain in HO  Retain in HO. Preferred 2012 Master Plan

(with Zeltner  Relationship to option proposes demolition of

Hall) Zeltner Hall the building.
incidental. Retain in HO with Incorporated
Surrounding Plan providing for demolition in
landscape not accordance with a Government
significant. endorsed Master Plan and

permit exemptions under
Clause 43.01. Demolition
should not occur ahead of the
need to redevelop the Site.

Heritage value limited to interest or minimal:

Bowen Minor More intact Inspection Some historical interest but
significance/ than confirms little little architectural interest.
retention not  previously remaining Remove from HO.
necessary assessed. heritage fabric.

Retain in Only historical
reduced HO. interest.

Remove from
HO.

Kronheimer Limited Not significant - Remove from HO
interest

Davies Building

The four assessments of the heritage significance since 1997 have identified the Davies
Building as locally significant, despite the external alterations to the building and poor
building condition. However, the 2009 Lovell Chen assessment noted that, while retention
may be seen as desirable from a heritage perspective, this would be difficult to achieve
within the broader expectations for the site to deliver improved health services.

The Lovell Chen 2015 report referred to the statement in the Austin Health Master Plan
Report (June 2012) that:

> The preliminary heritage appraisal in 1997 identified areas for further investigation, commenting on eight

buildings and the landscape of the site.
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The building is rated architecturally poor and ‘given the difficulty and cost of
rebuilding this building into a new architectural function, it is recommended
that in the longer term this building is demolished in order to create a
development zone for a further clinical building function.

The Lovell Chen 2015 report refers to the recommended draft Incorporated Plan prepared as
part of the 2009 Heritage Assessment, which would exempt demolition of the building from
permit requirements under the HO. It continued:

For the demolition of the Davies Building, where it can be demonstrated that
such demolition is required under a government endorsed Hospital Master
Plan and only when such works are contracted to commence to enable the
construction of a new building or works, (excluding provision of on-grade car
parking), on the subject site. Such demolition is not to commence until the
building has been recorded to the satisfaction of the responsible authority.

The Lovell Chen 2015 report recommended that demolition should not occur ahead of
redevelopment of this part of the site and, in the meantime, the building should be retained
in a secure and weatherproof state.

At the Hearing, the Site owner tabled a further report by P. Barrett, Architectural
Conservation Consultant, which stated that the Davies Building’s original domestic character
is now lost and in its current condition it has little heritage value. The assessment
anticipated that a significant amount of original fabric would need to be removed to upgrade
the building, and depending on the extent of the original fabric to be removed, this will have
impacts on the integrity and heritage value of the building. The report concluded that the
building (together with the Kronheimer and Bowen Buildings) is not of immense importance
in the interpretation of the Austin Hospital site.

Design Inc., Architects and Urban Designers (Design Inc.) were commissioned to assess the
feasibility of either reusing the Davies Building or demolishing it. The Design Inc report (July
2016) noted that poor maintenance has led to considerable dilapidation of the building
fabric, with an overall result that the original architectural quality of the building has been
largely lost. It set out three costing scenarios, in addition to the securing of the building,
which has been completed, (Scenario A):

e Scenario B: $6.92m for the removal of hazardous materials and base building

works

e Scenario C: $7.9m to $15.2m for alternative fit outs related to various internal
uses

e Scenario D: $1.22m for the removal of hazardous materials and full building
demolition.

This study found that the investment required to restore and adapt the building for reuse
would be substantial given the current poor condition, the functional space and service
outcomes would be compromised, and the significant outlay of funds to restore the building
to current standards would detract from the hospital’s capacity to undertake more strategic
works in line with the Master Plan. The report concluded that “the demolition should occur
when funding becomes available and when the historical report has been prepared”.
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4.4 Discussion

The Committee notes that submissions advocated a well-considered heritage and
environmental plan. Submitters endorsed the recent Olivia Newton John Centre of
integrating open space, greenery and the Zeltner Hall as a successful approach that should
be extended across the site to achieve the combined benefits of a setting that respects
heritage values and also aids patient recovery. Although the Site owner noted the positive
outcome, it highlighted that this had been achieved at a significant cost and with some
compromises in the utilisation of the site for health purposes.

The Davies, Bowen and Kronheimer Buildings — Should the Heritage Overlay be
maintained?

The Committee accepts the two most recent expert heritage assessments that the Bowen
Building does not meet the threshold of significance necessary to justify its inclusion in the
HO. None of the expert heritage assessments found that the Kronheimer Building satisfies
that threshold. The Committee endorses the exclusion of these buildings from HO62.

As the Davies Building has been identified as individually significant, the usual view adopted
would be that the HO should apply to ensure heritage values are taken into account in future
planning decisions. Unless there is a very strong case for demolition and the community
wide costs of including the place in a HO are unreasonable, consideration of the implications
of the condition of a building and demolition are normally addressed at the permit stage
when more detailed information is available. In Dustday Investments Pty Ltd v Minister for
Planning [2015] VSC 101 (20 March 2015), Justice Garde said:

... the position of the panel (Melbourne C207) that there should be serious
justification and persuasive evidence before a building with heritage
significance is permitted to be demolished at the amendment stage is an
opinion that is entirely open to the panel to adopt, ...

As set out in the Lovell Chen Report 2015 the longer term development of teaching, training
and research buildings, involve the demolition of the Kronheimer, Davies and Bowen
Buildings. The removal of the HO and the eventual demolition of these buildings is proposed
without details regarding the layout or design of the replacement buildings, or the timing of
any future development. Rather, the confidential Hospital Master Plan underpins the
justification for the removal of the Davies (and other) heritage buildings from HO62. The
block plan extract provided to the Committee after the Hearing, illustrates long term
planning for redevelopment of a consolidated area to the south of the site.

Planning invariably involves balancing multiple objectives to reconcile competing policy
objectives to achieve a net community benefit. Clause 10.04 states:

Planning authorities and responsible authorities 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.
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In this case, competing planning policy includes:

e Planning for efficient, equitable, accessible and timely provision of health (and
other) infrastructure to meet community needs®. Policy> recognises that the
projected population profile in Banyule is likely to increase demand for medical
services and that the Austin Hospital forms part of an unusually large and
diverse health sector within the municipality.

e To ensure the conservation of and enhancement of places of heritage by,
amongst other things, retaining those elements that contribute to the
importance of the heritage place, ensuring an appropriate setting for heritage
places is maintained or enhanced, and supporting adaptive reuse of heritage
buildings where the use has become redundant®.

The Site owner referred to the VCAT decision University of Melbourne v Minister for
Planning’ in which, the Tribunal:

e recognised that cities “must be capable of growth and adaptation to meet new
needs” Over time the buildings of one era will invariably require replacement or
adaptation to meet those needs.”

e formed the view that, considering competing planning objectives, the grant of a
permit to demolish a C graded heritage building and develop a replacement
building (to be occupied by the Peter Doherty Institute for Infection and
Immunity) would result in a significant net community benefit to present and
future generations.

The Committee is conscious that the present proposal can be distinguished from the VCAT
consideration of development applications with detailed development proposals. In this
case, it is proposed to sanction the demolition of the Davies Building when the Hospital
Master Plan has remained confidential and plans illustrating the timing, siting and design of
replacement buildings are not available.

Nevertheless, consultant heritage and development feasibility reports indicate that the
condition of the disused Davies Building is very poor, which was confirmed by the
Committee’s inspection. Reports undertaken show that re-use for hospital purposes would
cost a significant sum of money and may result in a compromised functional outcome.
According to the report by Design Inc., the cheapest solution would be the removal of
hazardous materials and full building demolition.

It is clear that improved health facilities provide a substantial community benefit by
responding to an established and growing need. The Committee recognises that demolition
of the Davies, Bowen and Kronheimer Buildings to provide a large consolidated area for
redevelopment, as envisaged by the Master Plan, would optimise how the existing asset is
utilised by providing efficient redevelopment options with functional zoning’ and linkages of
related health services within the site.

For example see Clauses 19 and 21.07.

For example see Local Planning Policy Framework Clause 21.01.

In particular Clauses 15.03-1, 21.02 and 22.06.

University of Melbourne v Minister for Planning, (2011), VCAT 469.

N o uo»
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The Committee considers a reasonable balance has been struck between supporting the
retention of the heritage places and the need to provide future health and hospital facilities
for a growing population. The Committee accepts that improved health facilities provide a
clear community benefit, while the retention of the most significant heritage places — the
Zeltner, Marion Drummond and Edward Wilson Buildings in garden settings — supports
objectives to protect places of heritage significance.

The combination of the very poor condition of the Davies Building and the benefit derived
from a consolidated area for redevelopment in this location, justify a departure from the
normal practice of deferring a decision relating to demolition to the redevelopment permit
process.

Provided appropriate recording of heritage values and salvaging of elements with potential
for incorporation in future redevelopment occurs (to the satisfaction of the Responsible
Authority), the Committee questions the benefit derived from maintaining the building until
redevelopment is imminent. Rather than including an Incorporated Plan into the Planning
Scheme as recommended by Lovell Chen, the Committee considers it would be simpler to
remove the Davies and Bowen Buildings from HO62 after recording and salvage processes
through a Section 20(4) Amendment.

Other issues

The Committee notes submitter concerns that the HO has not ensured that heritage values
on the site are protected, let alone enhanced. However, the overlay has limitations; with a
focus on controlling certain actions and there is limited capacity to require heritage places to
be maintained or for heritage values to be enhanced.

The Committee inspection confirmed that the roof of the Gatehouse Building is of interest.
As the HO will continue to apply to the Gatehouse Building, a permit would be required to:

Carry out works, repairs and routine maintenance which change the
appearance of a heritage place or which are not undertaken to the same
details, specifications and materials.

The appropriateness of works to the Gatehouse roof would be assessed through the
planning permit process.

During the Hearing the Committee queried why paint controls apply to the Site as the
treatment of painted surfaces does not appear to have specific heritage values. Council
advised that it was the practice to apply the control at the time the overlay was applied.

The HO establishes the following generic permit requirements without specific designation
of paint controls to:
e externally alter a building by structural work, rendering, sandblasting or in any
other way
e externally paint an unpainted surface.

The Committee considers the generic HO permit requirements are appropriate for the site.
The nomination of paint controls in the schedule to the HO, which controls painting of
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surfaces that are already painted, are not justified in this case as there is no particular
heritage significance relating to the paint finishes or colour scheme.

The Committee notes that the entries in HO62 and HO63 only refer to two of the significant
places on the site, the Marion Drummond Building and Gate Lodge. It should be updated to
also refer to, Zeltner Hall and the Edward Wilson Building.

4.5 Conclusion

The Committee concludes that:

The Committee accepts advice from the Site owner that the Master Plan for the
site is endorsed by the State Government and notes that the proposed
reduction of the HOs is consistent with the extracts of that Master Plan that
were provided (on a confidential basis).

The proposed reduction in the extent of the HO maintains protection of the
most significant heritage places on the site, including the setting for the Edward
Wilson and Marion Drummond Buildings and the avenue of oaks in this part of
the Site.

Proposed changes to the HO balance objectives to protect significant heritage
places and the need to provide future health and hospital facilities for a
growing population to achieve a net benefit to the community.

Although detailed plans for redevelopment are not in place, after appropriate
recording and salvage of artefacts, it is acceptable to remove the Davies,
Bowen and Kronheimer Buildings from HO62.
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Appendix A: Document list

Documents
Presented to

Description

Presented By

Hearing (No.)

1 Department of Health and Human Services and Maria Marshall, Maddocks
Austin Hospital submission

2 Detailed Site plan of Austin Hospital. “

3 Banyule Heritage Places Study of the Former u
Lodge and Marian Drummond Nurses Home

4 Banyule Heritage Places Study. Summary of “
Listings. Former Lodge and Marian Drummond
Building.

5 Report by Peter Barrett, Architectural “
Conservation Consultant

6 Submission including information regarding Coral Tudball
Austin Hospital from the National Trust, the
benefactors and photographs.

7 Submission by the Friends of Banyule Dennis O’Connell
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Appendix B:

Review of the Austin Hospital Heritage
Assessment, Prepared for the Department of
Health by Lovell Chen, March 2015

Elrmaem

TR Albrers Lorerdl B Assem dafies

008 Comdral

2009 Luwell e

2008 15 Loserll Clorm rrewicws

Forrvesr Gasba Luselis | EIFOT] {vooss
ot ]

Cure ey Encann in e e
Plirenang St 01 @ ea B0 ]

Pomlesinailty i jrafu; et

& T Tk o 8 VT |
e i beseiher and s of Tha fes
Pl OF tha Saty Raa(it s Baetyiveg
fram e rineetemsi Ly

Retrtom raseriial

Tk sagratamd o Rt e
Fosprial commpde s aEmaph nok s ol
Wrskin] 13 oftey Perilage baaibigs

Irlakiisnly pipatom.  This badileg m
DRy eeba Peur e offer khenifie]
o Pl Ao on e b el i ot
ey ket iiatis a parl of e canoses

Iruireibially wgnifcant s e iinos of s
s of the kvt Bepdal omekes. The
Inibctirn) iy e of the few i siog e el
ey kg e the e el manka e
erapnal un Enkraree T0 the hosplal Wi e
Sy bl

20U (e swmrraciaTinn That [T saleel ol HOT b
Vamiacd 10 bchoike The Sialkling sith @ lesned
iR b Do el

i et Pl i o ol Tl iy s et 1310
Fiisal ([ Hlivabost Dl

T il [RGET]

Curwendly kocshied b the Daryals
Parwsg S lumme O e B0

Dbl i giafuc

Biptrarically sigrafcant for iy mole a5 the
sl el ellgions Centey of e loseital,
Pkl Bl st terh ol g s

Etmdn riaeili

Tttty sigrafennd st @ pat e
Fgetal rormpies.  Pangissd Ba e
el by reeuned |00 area wilh |l
Diwries Busiing

nvilinly sapafcud Wids nueil
whamncl in retafuwsahip I P Clastes
Py ol mithy Gpes viws oo Hie
wal, wmlh sl wesl, WS confasl bs wson
[ N L
conattiay of The OBvie Rewlon: ol
Conin The palataniligs b M Clavies
il 15 v kierilal § witer B shediphed
el B ik Tl i Dol chsigr] with
IMMDCU EDAT MW DR
Conames o in mend . [T) el Rage Vi
s iy nsldng specfic

Irutwblially sirificant depile e Lo oo e
dewphpaned el ety sasd of fe kling
Afuonsgh alwssd, e rigingd donm aed Ssalipes. of
e buseling), b bl e el michowen, e
8 o erndtle el e Bkl bl st s s
e e A e
itin For i Rowgilad

TOUFY temowreitun (el The exbed of HON be
it to ks The Sambiveg with @ brfted
e |ietet Figute 3) i Fecotreirded te bs
wimsial 1 Pkt Tt i tikgem Bttt
rmdruction of the seew O Canire, Gleen the
e s of. Tltinr il mith B OB Comvifie 1
s rmrsTE] Bk B solerd of the sl te
it b e gl |naley Sootpriel el o
st custtlnge ol 100 metres arisarl That
POl . B sty Covadbi i of e ur g
gty o ey el W Conet preisinly (D B

oo o Ptitnied s Wit el ol e s 1 T2
Fiwsl [ dlaatost iy

Vi, P il by

Caawwivly bscstual in the Badyyidbe
Plarwsing Sriwers MO oo PROS]

Rocsly sigrifi sd

Tlamagh gReved 8 b of hisboscs
gl o P i et il
uEyivieg = e sie

Bereimmn dea atie

Tuaidbaly wyrafosd @l & part the
tesgrtal compies. Propied B b
itk i et 100 e WS Jelne
Fad

Emdekinly spoad  The Qg
L S Y P s T )
[ [ B P A T
note | i ettt s Celtves el
imekberial patfer an plannsd. The bey
ety smmlier ation i T s n M
maid. Pl st tuirnliog laridscaom i of
Lithe (2 res rigrafu ares

bk buaily spnifcant despde e e
afteration. The tudding rertane us esiborns of
s palesd Aewrbspmmet ol B hoapftal otw.

D00 wenoemarrapnd wtion thet Has aahesd of BI04 be
ten el 1o v kale He ladklog sih o e

s i oorfrmed

Tk bnsiicireg . idsestiioed] oy Semmlityon i the
el opbien i e 200 Pl Dral
Masdepden, Salh devaition shosd ol oo
i of e sl 10 redevelep e sl the

Jrgfrire shunml b L piaeat o b i el

Uit deie

Page 22



Government Land Standing Advisory Committee

Tranche 4 Report

145 Studley Road, Heidelberg (Austin Hospital) | 17 March 2017

1FRF Al Lol B Al

200 Lol heem

TBEA- 1% Lirwwll Cheen rowiows

weealta e oaf ghats

Flss il HOGD & 106 Bacorporsled Man
eepatemarwied Tl the devneitun of This by
s e W e T w b
Hoapriel Masher P, il e perrel deriel
wepdis e Closss 0.0 of e Basvyuls Panneg
St Thas s vl

Ayt Warpnan ch [ritibude (hon i
s Wiy

Ciarentty bt aled i the Rarvuls
anrinig e Sermia 4100 s PO,

o i) il
Watwmabpuly almad sl of lveted historicd
bt

Bstentum od reEaary okl be
ittt § iepaed

it ol ignifiance Jis b sl ol

o e gnifcass.  Detuliah o v -
el

of m ahgpaficascs.

PO reonrersndatinn Hist e tuilling shoud hs
el from B mxtend of B Vs lage Oy
e,

Thén Rrdkiirg is ubesbifid ha Sermaidion = Ber
ey pption i the 330 Fissl Draft
¥l b

Haryvets Pliivprag

Coprmetly kicaled i T Baryule
Plarranyg Subiimes 160 araa FIORLE

[ T
Wb sy all e DTy ey il
Aty

Bahmriio il miriienry, Coukl s
At B pepaied

O @ b vl oo WbactTeees Bhan
s kly @], Do) 10 be
ko] S e wth e Wisan
aicbirey at s bon Do ey

Wil e mnabin aw b puart wver i ey
e et [l By b ariibely, 11
Vet i bl of batsbarisf babevesl
Tl pofals . prpwic dily ewileem wn WTle svni
o gl o A

O v bl intgseal, e lemateb
el b of pabwes.

T repaTE T A Tho fhe Sailmng e b
puvarwed foran She wotirsd of te etage Overiay
anfed

Tl Bl b acberdtlindl for avrusilioh iy Hie
e oo i the 2013 Pl Deafl
Flnghejian

Wt Wikeon Mg

sty incabed ot Rasyuls
Pamring S 160w FOR]

o wly gagiwhgnd

Irefivihusity sagrafic ok aewl s part the
sl comples. Poposed f e
wwhake] w thD wrea mdh e Powen
P Bang wr et Dt e

mluresl y pant ol e comples w4
el o arvhecape wettiog

Tl wgrefcand. The Budlling s of
Bl sigrificande as o ety M Foms
within ife oapitel sty med ottt s B
albwmtums tn the vm of the balding, e o ctenal
S ] g il it o Mo nallibg, g
Wi el P aned vl sieealion, & e ety
et

I I o of (i iwvisw D Lenduiass witing
Bor s bupleling Ba lrpeny Pe-samveasl. The
ik H O, wldie Thel paved Bleiient iefinT
B sty lapwd of the groundh, the vegetatus,
wilthy e @cephion of The ek @i, s gty of
recrd origim. be et e senidlis®y of e

A w conssgne o Tha ievessy The SO0
"

LLELTORL LY

LO0T Rl Lol &

FOLE- 15 Dol Chisty dewiew

ik Ly i ol HCRLY Lo oo s achonds e
Pty et Lirschiciigs aattimg Lo B sial of

Thii biilirg medl 11 parttiae e Bo b delpinaial iy
ot il rind injelios it Whee 30D Firnal Dol
Flantarpdan

Moy [ v Bail Sy

Crrenitly koxated i e Rarvale
Pwaung % hapma 1) 4w del ]

Trfvibasfly ugraficand The Sharies

Wi nprrarwn] il e bodog of
et o et of e coogles and s
e 1 4 e ape wetng

Erabeihialy sigratoard. The Harian Deusmons
Pasfching ts of Risnoril skgralicnres e oo 1, ¥
vl the srbel srvieng - L e
P i mabrogoit Melbosans B s o of
wdlwlind nfeed o i esamgls of & lale
Fstieration branitiona] horgalon ifyls appled bz
0 mbulbonal buikbng  The freegrand
larsiscups crntribute bo e conbetwetting of the

A @ corvesguance of B prviess The 1000
Isrnmmerstion m vassl 1 is e ol
sl Hes aadent of 100 b redkoesd T inchuds The
Il wesc e larahicags sefSng i Be sl of
i fuaibing. Airy e bl s otion whsadd
it Bl Ele bt s mes b of
sigeilwen s wk & CoRl el T Covklevatio
el it e e g OF B Gk i, 16 il
[EE L LR U L ST

Thin buiiling and the settng e 10 b refained i
It prelwriml aption in B 202 Pl Dot
Flandrpdan

Thes g cherei ] Pl iag) B T @art ]
wnih-wit of B blaan Drumamodd

T btwj, et bdevel Pl | in Twing ol
EAETR

The st rhirsl. il (g 1 T sl sl
wonitls sl o [elliesi Hil, Bl Dlawias
isiliching awull 1t Fiaitois Clale Lintips vt
bl i Pt o poneiial

i n

Bt bachaded tres penticton i H aeds.

Thes vt Rews, which e By
bl are if sl

Ther drewioe of maure ey sah-rnt of e
Pl by o imarvene] el vt Wi Dailibings
[Fujuiw ] oot i Erola sk3 | Quatriim iodur)
oo bt whle of thar poth eetendng seutr-set
Frisess thwene Dlidings. L path om e ssben
i of thes teswrs oopl. Payuesd iy poist the
vt D dos i wllvbbua e alich
wdterd i tle g alhgremerd 1 e it of e
Pcssen Buslieg) (Tigew 19 & Fipaw 11 The
e et o] eirees ARt i vleibi b ety
il e oF M sibe, whibs e bwer plantag
i b s

The LD GCTHON Fewrass . 0F DTS
el I CIRTRARTR D0 Sl LT o D

wyhiz twts

Page 23



Government Land Standing Advisory Committee

Tranche 4 Report

145 Studley Road, Heidelberg (Austin Hospital) | 17 March 2017

Do Al Uit ]l B Ansie fales

08 Uil est

i POTA- 15 Liverll e pewirw

Thes Aoy st plaraliog b b rrifical frem a
s R g peripactien, st comgntieg @ st
of it T

Foficwiveg Han prvies # 8 pecoermensded Thal (he
D003 prcpaveed watant of (RCER] b wiaced to
wachocke T g mnd larahscaps @xhemding ates
e gubdTs oo Ml ] i OF UPm Doy (00,

T ettt mcsieng) Bt 1wl of Bhes Chwiond Pusliiirng
ad Faliss il T B el By
Aerhapriatd within the wte. Thars i o0
swormrraedlation b rude sy latcdsaping n
Wi Roarntionn b Ther sBant of Thet Fiei Rgs Chosd lary

Tl agafont e Thsh Avwrsm phasding b propesed B
T relmitenl i T prwtureedd aplos in e J022
Firsal Ol Mool Tive v (5T ]
ltekbud T ave Engactad by 8 e Bilbng

L

LOVELL CHEN

Page 24



