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Permit Appeal Number P21844
Former Land Titles Office, H1529, Permit P20721
247-283 Queen Street Melbourne
Heritage Council Permits Committee
Hearing – Wednesday, 22 October 2014
Decision of the Heritage Council 

Vary the conditions of the permit - After considering the appeal and conducting a hearing, pursuant to Section 76(4)(c) of the Heritage Act 1995 the Heritage Council determines to vary the conditions of the permit P20721 for the Former Land Titles Office. 
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	Don Kerr (Chair)
	
	Tony Darvall
	
	Keir Reeves


Decision Date: 10 December 2014
APPEARANCES
Executive Director, Heritage Victoria

Ms Renae Jarman – Heritage Operations Manager, Heritage Victoria, represented the Executive Director. Ms Janet Sullivan – Manager, Permits and Policy and Mr Michael Galimany – Heritage Officer, were available to take questions.
Appellant

The appeal was lodged by the owner, Victoria University. Victoria University was represented by Ms Susan Brennan SC and Ms Jennifer Trewalla of Counsel. Cameron Murrell, Victoria University Senior Lawyer, was available to take questions.  Ms Brennan called on the following persons as expert witnesses, all of whom also made written submissions: 

· Mr Bryce Raworth, Heritage Consultant;  

· Mr Adrian Stanic, Project Architect and Director of Lyons Architecture;

· Associate Professor Nicolette Lee, Acting Pro-Vice Chancellor (Learning and Teaching), Victoria University; and
· Professor Peter Dawkins, Vice Chancellor and President of Victoria University.    
City of Melbourne

The City of Melbourne was represented by John Briggs, Heritage Advisor, and by Kate Yuncken, Senior Planner.
Introduction/background
The Place

1. The former Land Titles Office, formerly known as the Registrar General’s Office, comprises an L-shaped rendered brick two storey office building with a three-storey central pavilion, and a fireproof stone building known as the Strong Room, and is located at 247-283 Queen Street, Melbourne (“The Place”). The main facade comprises paired round arch windows on the ground floor, paired columns on the first storey and is constructed in the Doric style, sitting on a bluestone plinth. The Strong Room has an interior incorporating arched fire-proof constructions, known as the Dennett system. The Place is included in the Register for its architectural, technical and historical significance to the State of Victoria. A copy of the Statement of Significance for the Place is included at Attachment 1. 
Permit Application
2. On 12 March 2014 Victoria University (“the Appellant”) applied to the Executive Director, Heritage Victoria for a permit to conduct the following proposed works: 

· Demolition of additions to rear elevations of the Place, including a brick electrical substation;
· Alterations including demolition of internal fabric and reconfiguration of spaces;
· Construction of a new internal space (“circulation core”) and construction of a new part-glazed west elevation with a courtyard space and landscaping;
· Restoration of the exterior of the buildings comprising the Place;

· Construction of a new Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (“DDA”) and Building Code of Australia (“BCA”) compliant pedestrian entrance from Little Lonsdale Street and creation of a new corridor to the proposed courtyard space; and

· Modification of the two Queen Street entrances (the north and south entrances) to provide DDA and BCA compliant entry points.
3. The permit application was advertised between 14 and 28 May 2014. No public submissions were received during or subsequent to this period. 
Determination of the Executive Director and appeal against the permit conditions
4. On 17 June 2014 the Executive Director issued a permit approving demolition of part of the fabric of the Place and the commencement of some new works, with 14 conditions attached to the permit.  
5. An appeal against the permit conditions, initially against conditions 1-8 of the permit, was lodged by the Appellant with the Heritage Council on 6 August 2014. In a written submission circulated to all parties prior to the hearing, the Appellant indicated that it did not intend to pursue its appeal against conditions 1, 2 and 3. A summary of conditions 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 of the permit is included below:
· Condition 4: That the modification of the north entry from Queen Street is not approved, except modifications to existing timber doors and removal of handrails to enable the doors to be rehung to open outwards (but not permanently fixed in open position). The addition of new glazed automatic doors is approved, within the entry lobby, subject to written approval of drawings to be lodged with the Executive Director prior to commencement of works.
· Condition 5: That the modification to the south entry from Queen Street is not approved in the present form. That existing timber doors are to open outwards and are not to be fixed in the open position. The addition of glazed automatic doors is approved, subject to written approval by the Executive Director of the revised detail drawings.

· Condition 6: That the proposed new Little Lonsdale Street entrance is not approved in its present form, especially with reference to the width of proposed sidelights, the framing of the entrance and the design of the canopy above, and that a revised treatment is submitted to the Executive Director for written approval prior to commencement of works.

· Condition 7: That listed proposed internal wall penetrations and removals on levels 1 and 2 are not approved and that revised plans are to be submitted to the Executive Director for approval prior to the commencement of works.
· Condition 8: That listed proposed internal wall penetrations are not approved at this time and are to be subject to further discussion to determine a more appropriate solution.        
Site Inspection
6. The members of the Heritage Council Permit Appeals Committee (“the Committee”) conducted a site inspection of the Place on 20 October 2014. The Committee was shown through the place by Mr Gary Carter, Facilities Director for the Appellant, and was accompanied by the Heritage Council Hearings Manager. No submissions were sought or made at the time of the inspection.

Preliminary matters

7. The Appellant tabled new material at the hearing in the form of revised plans and drawings relating to the proposed works. No objections were raised by any of the parties to the tabling of the new material and the Chair determined that the new material could be circulated and considered by all parties.
8. The Committee notes that the representatives of the City of Melbourne were not able to be present after the lunch break to respond to other parties’ submissions, but that the City of Melbourne’s submissions were considered in full by the Committee in any case.
ISSUES

Summary of Issues
9. This section is not intended to be a complete record of submissions that were made to the Committee. It is a summary of what the Committee considers to be the key issues, followed by an explanation of the position the Committee takes on each issue.
10. The Appellant’s submissions related to Conditions 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 of the approved permit (“the conditions”). During the course of the hearing the Appellant made submissions relating to these conditions, each of which the Appellant seeks to appeal. 
11. In verbal submissions, Ms Brennan for the Appellant, argued that there are two broad issues for deliberation by the Heritage Council: the extent of the impact of the proposed works; and the use of the Place by the Appellant.

12. The Appellant and its expert witnesses argued that the proposed works do not adversely affect the cultural heritage significance of the Place and that the conditions imposed by the Executive Director unreasonably restrict  the reasonable and economic use of the Place as a contemporary tertiary institution. 
13. The Executive Director considered that the conditions imposed as part of the approved permit were appropriate to protect the cultural heritage significance of the Place given the scope of the works being approved, and that the Permit allowed the Appellant to make sufficient changes to the Place to adapt it for a new institutional use.

14. The City of Melbourne, represented by Heritage Advisor John Briggs, argued that the proposed construction of the new entries compromises the integrity of the building form and character, that the reinstatement of the original Lonsdale Street entry would be an appropriate heritage outcome and that the proposed Little Lonsdale Street entry is not appropriate in the current proposed form.
15. The Committee, in hearing submissions from all parties and making its determination under s73(1)(a) & (b) of the Heritage Act 1995 (“the Act”), has considered the extent to which the proposed works would affect the cultural heritage significance of the Place, and has balanced the impact of the proposed works against the extent to which the permit and its conditions would affect the reasonable use of the Place.
Conditions
Condition 4 – Queen Street north entry
16. The Executive Director and the Appellant disagreed over the requirements given in Condition 4. 
17. Condition 4 states that “The modification to the north entry from Queen Street, as shown on the submitted drawing ‘Design Response Report – Appendix A – TP-A-401 Revision 6’ is not approved, with the exception of works to the existing timber entry doors and the removal of the existing handrails to enable the doors to be rehung to open outwards. The doors are not to be permanently fixed in the open position. The addition of new glazed self opening doors is approved, provided these are set back from the exiting timber doors, within the entry lobby. A detail drawing showing the proposed revised treatment of this entrance is to be prepared and submitted for review and written approval by the Executive Director, prior to the commencement of works approved by this permit.”  
Submissions and evidence
18. The Executive Director explained in a written submission that Condition 4 incorporates a consideration of proposals put forward by the Appellant in preliminary permit discussions. It is the Executive Director’s view that works which alter the Queen Street façade should defer to the architectural character of the Place. In verbal submissions Ms Jarman for the Executive Director indicated that the Executive Director may consider further proposals put forward by the Appellant in verbal submissions made during the hearing.
19. The Appellant argued that Condition 4 was inappropriate considering the Place’s purpose as a contemporary tertiary institution. In verbal and written submissions the Appellant outlined the importance of the proposed Queen Street entrances in creating a sense of transparency and access for all people. The Appellant further argued that the sliding glass doors could only be located against the Queen Street frontage to provide for internal landing space, and that the proposed alterations do not affect the symmetry, regularity and solid classicism of the Queen Street facade. 
20. Mr Raworth in verbal and written submissions argued that the proposed north Queen Street entry was appropriate for the purpose of adapting the Place for modern requirements as a university and in order to enable the functionality that is necessary for the Appellant’s proposed adaptive re-use.
21. Professor Dawkins objected to Condition 4 in written and verbal submissions on the basis that external entry arrangements to the Place must be improved and expanded in order to present the Queen Street frontage of the campus as open and accessible to all.   
22. Mr Stanic argued that the Executive Director’s proposal to have the north Queen Street entry’s wooden doors open outward would be incongruous with the heritage values of the Place, would be impractical due to the need for a landing, handrails and 24-hour access by students. In verbal submissions Mr Stanic proposed that the doors be “pinned” permanently to the open inward position on the internal landing and inside the proposed glazed automatic doors, in order to present the doors permanently to the public. 
Discussion and conclusion 
22. The Committee, in accordance with s73(1) of the Act, has weighed the extent to which proposed work on the north Queen Street entry affects the cultural heritage significance of the Place against the extent to which Condition 4 affects the reasonable use of the Place. The Committee considers that the nature of the intervention proposed does not significantly compromise the cultural heritage integrity of the Place and is of the view that the proposed works leave the heritage values of the Queen Street frontage substantially intact, and are consistent with the reasonable use of the Place as a tertiary institution.
23. The Committee determines that Permit Condition 4 be varied to require that detail drawings showing the mechanism for pinning the door, as outlined in verbal submissions made by Mr Stanic, be submitted to the Executive Director for approval prior to the commencement of works (see Appendix 3).
24. The Committee has amended Condition 4 to read as follows – 

“The addition of new glazed self opening doors, as shown on the submitted drawing ‘Design Response Report – Appendix A – TP-A-401 Revision 6’ is approved. Further detail is required to be provided to show how the existing interwar finishes and fabric of the entry vestibule will be impacted by the proposed compliance works and to show the repositioning of the existing timber doors, which are to be removed, rehung and ‘pinned’ open inside the internal landing, permanently fixed in the ‘open inwards’ position inside the glazed self opening doors. Detail drawings showing the extent of modification of the existing vestibule necessitated by the works and the revised treatment of this entrance are to be prepared and submitted for review and written approval by the Executive Director, prior to the commencement of the works approved by this permit.”
Condition 5 – Queen Street south entry
25. The Executive Director and the Appellant disagreed over the requirements given in Condition 5.
26. Condition 5 states that “The modification to the south entry from Queen Street, as shown on the submitted drawing ‘Design Response Report – Appendix A – TP-A-401 Revision 6’ is not approved, in its present form. Further detail is required to show how the existing interwar finishes and fabric of the entry vestibule will be impacted by the proposed compliance works; to show the retention of the existing timber doors, which are to be modified to open outwards, to conform with the corresponding doors to the north entry, rehung at grade, with a glazed infill panel set above the doors and below the existing fanlight. The existing timber doors are not to be permanently fixed in the open position. The addition of new glazed self opening doors is approved, provided these are set back from the exiting timber doors, within the entry lobby. Detail drawings showing the extent of modification of the existing vestibule treatments necessitated by the works and the revised treatment of this entrance are to be prepared and submitted for review and written approval by the Executive Director, prior to the commencement of the works approved by this permit.” 

Submissions and evidence
27. The Executive Director submitted that the Condition 5 is appropriate to protect the heritage fabric of the Queen Street frontage and that the existing timber doors should be removed, lowered to grade and modified to swing outwards. The Executive Director further argued that a glazed infill panel should be shown above the timber doors on further drawings to be provided for approval prior to the commencement of works. 
28. The City of Melbourne submitted that the nature of the proposed intervention compromises the integrity of the Place’s form and character, that the proposed south Queen Street entry is not necessary and that in fact the reinstatement of the previously existing entry on Lonsdale Street would be preferable. The City of Melbourne further submitted, however, that if the necessity of providing the large south east corner room could be demonstrated, then the original form of the south Queen Street entry could be reconstructed with the removal of the 1929 stairs at the south Queen Street entry. 
29. The Appellant argued that Condition 5 was inappropriate considering the Place’s purpose as a contemporary tertiary institution that provides access for all people to the Place. The Appellant further argued that the sliding glass doors it proposes can only be located against the Queen Street frontage wall at street level in order to provide for landing space and to provide DDA and BCA compliant entry. The Appellant further submitted that the Lonsdale Street entry as proposed by the City of Melbourne was unworkable and inappropriate for the Place’s purposes, would require the further demolition of heritage fabric and would not allow the Appellant use of the large corner room as proposed.
30. Mr Raworth in verbal and written submissions argued that the proposed south Queen Street entry was appropriate for the purpose of adapting the Place for modern requirements as a tertiary institution and in order to enable the functionality that is necessary for the Appellant’s proposed adaptive re-use. 

31. Professor Dawkins objected to Condition 5 in written and verbal submissions on the basis that external entry arrangements to the Place must be improved and expanded in order to present the Queen Street frontage of the campus as open and accessible to all, including to students with particular access needs.
32. In verbal and written submissions Mr Stanic argued that the Executive Director’s proposal to have the south Queen Street entry’s timber doors open outward is incongruous with the heritage values of the Place, would be impractical due to the need for a landing, handrails and 24-hour access, and is not appropriate considering the need to provide DDA and BCA compliant access. In verbal submissions Mr Stanic proposed that the doors be “pinned” permanently to the open inward position on the internal landing, at the lowered street level grade inside the glazed automatic doors, in order to present the doors permanently to the public.
Discussion and conclusion
33. The Committee, in accordance with s73(1) of the Act, has considered the extent to which proposed works on the south Queen Street entry affect the cultural heritage significance of the Place and also balanced this with the extent to which Condition 5 affects the reasonable use of the Place as a tertiary institution. The Committee considers that the nature of the intervention proposed does not significantly compromise the cultural heritage integrity of the Queen Street frontage of the Place and is of the view that the proposed lowering of the threshold and landing to street level is reasonable and appropriate.
34. The Committee determines that the creation of a second DDA compliant entry and access point is appropriate considering the proposed adaptive reuse of the Place as a tertiary institution. The Committee determines that Permit Condition 5 be varied to require that detail drawings showing the mechanism for ‘pinning’ the door inside the landing, as outlined in verbal submissions made by Mr Stanic, be submitted to the Executive Director for approval prior to the commencement of works (see Appendix 3).
35. The Committee has amended Condition 5 to read as follows –


“The removal of the stairs and the addition of new glazed self opening doors at a basement level, providing entry through the plinth, as shown on the submitted drawing ‘Design Response Report – Appendix A – TP-A-401 Revision 6,’ is approved. Further detail is required to show how the existing interwar finishes and fabric of the entry vestibule will be impacted by the proposed works and to show the mechanism for the repositioning of the existing timber doors, which are to be removed, rehung and ‘pinned’ open inside the lowered internal landing and permanently fixed in the ‘open inwards’ position inside the glazed self opening doors. Detail drawings showing the extent of modifications necessitated by the proposed works and the revised treatment of this entrance are to be prepared and submitted for review and written approval by the Executive Director, prior to the commencement of the works approved by this permit.”

Condition 6

36. The Executive Director and the Appellant disagreed over the requirements of Condition 6.
37. Condition 6 states that “the form of the proposed new entrance from Little Lonsdale Street, as show on the submitted drawing ‘Design Response Report – Appendix A – TP-A-403 Revision 6’ is not approved in its present form. The entry is to be squared off to the width of the reveals of the windows above, and framed with black painted steel, and the sidelights which extend beyond the width of the reveals are to be omitted. A revised detail drawing showing the form of the entrance, with a revised canopy set above the windows adopting a straight edge profile is to be prepared and submitted for review and written approval by the Executive Director, prior to the commencement of the works approved by this permit.” 
Submissions and evidence

38. The Executive Director submitted that Condition 6 was appropriate to provide for the symmetry and balance of the Little Lonsdale Street frontage. 
39. The Appellant argued that the proposed Little Lonsdale Street entrance be permitted as proposed, in order to create a sense of transparency and access from inside the Place looking out and from the outside looking in. The Appellant further submitted that the proposed breadth of the entry is appropriate as the Little Lonsdale Street entrance must be understood to be a major entry to the Place and provide an appropriate connection to the circulation core. 
40. In relation to the Little Lonsdale Street entrance, the City of Melbourne submitted that the development was inappropriate and a fundamental change to the Place. The City of Melbourne argued that the construction of an entrance on Lonsdale Street would be sufficient for the Appellant’s purposes.
41. Mr Raworth submitted that the proposed insertion of the side lights is a minimal change that provides access to surfaces above the plinth. Mr Raworth also argued that the Little Lonsdale Street entry as proposed is a low key and minimal change that limits the removal of fabric and connects the Place to the Appellant’s premises on the opposite side of Little Lonsdale Street.     
42. Mr Dawkins submitted that the importance of the movement of large numbers of students was paramount to the Appellant and that the proposed Little Lonsdale Street entry provided access and connectivity between buildings, contributing to the building of the learning community in the Place. Mr Dawkins argued that this was especially important to VU’s diverse student community and to VU’s desired status as the most accessible university in Melbourne. 
43. Mr Stanic submitted that the impact of the proposed sidelights was minimal and that the intention was to remove as little as possible from the fabric of the Place. In relation to the proposed ‘folded’ canopy design, Mr Stanic submitted that the height and width of the canopy is good architectural practice that connects the street to the entryway.

Discussion and conclusion  
44. The Committee, in accordance with s73(1) of the Act, has considered the extent to which proposed works on the Little Lonsdale Street entry affect the cultural heritage significance of the Place and balanced this against the extent to which Condition 6 affects the reasonable use of the Place as a tertiary institution. The Committee is of the view that Condition 6 relating to the Little Lonsdale Street entry would affect the reasonable use of the Place, and that the works as proposed by the Appellant are appropriate for the particular use of the Little Lonsdale Street frontage as a major entry to the Place. The Committee considers that the proposed removal of fabric and insertion of sidelights at the level of the plinth is an appropriate intervention that provides breadth in promoting the entry as a major entrance and appropriately connects that entrance to the teaching and learning spaces inside. 
45. The Committee has amended Condition 6 to read as follows – 

“the form of the proposed new entrance from Little Lonsdale Street, as show on the submitted drawing ‘Design Response Report – Appendix A – TP-A-403 Revision 6’ is approved. A detail drawing showing the form of the entrance is to be prepared and submitted for review and written approval by the Executive Director, prior to the commencement of the works approved by this permit.”  (see Appendix 3).
Conditions 7 and 8
46. The Executive Director and the Appellant disagreed over the requirements given in Conditions 7 and 8.
47. Condition 7 states that “The following proposed wall penetrations and removal of walling to both levels 1 and 2 are not approved. These are listed below, by level and room number, keyed to the submitted drawings ‘Design Response Report – Appendix A – TP-A-322-324 Revision 14’ inclusive. Prior to the commencement of works approved by this permit, revised drawings amended to show the changes listed below are to be submitted for review and written approval by the Executive Director: [listed].”
48. Condition 8 states that “The following proposed wall penetrations are not approved at this time and are subject to further discussion to determine a more acceptable form that they may take: [listed]”
Submissions and evidence

49. The Executive Director submitted that Conditions 7 and 8 are appropriate for the purposes of the adaptive reuse of the Place. The Executive Director submitted that the Appellant omit from the proposal openings “deemed not to be critical to the reuse or activation of the space, or which result in an unacceptable loss or modification” of the Place’s fabric. The Executive Director further submitted that the proposed penetrations to walls of the east-west corridor are not in keeping with the nature of the Place and, since they are not required to provide actual physical access are not considered important enough to be justified. 
50. The City of Melbourne submitted that the proposed internal modifications are not of concern to it, but further submitted that the City of Melbourne feels that the proposed level of change to internal walls has not been sufficiently justified by the Appellant.  
51. The Appellant argued that Conditions 7 and 8 impacted negatively on the reasonable use of the Place as a contemporary tertiary institution, as the works as proposed serve the function of increasing access and openness to all and are an important part of the pedagogical process. The Appellant submitted further that the enlarged door openings as proposed are intended to ensure equal access to all spaces for all people, including those in wheelchairs. 
52. Mr Raworth submitted that the fabric that would be subject to the proposed internal wall modifications and penetrations is of either secondary, little or no significance and further submitted that, in any case, the proposed changes would not be visible from the Queen Street façade, which is of principal cultural heritage significance to the Place. 

53. Ms Lee submitted that the Appellant’s proposed design is aimed at the creation of hallways and teaching spaces in the Place as places of social learning and interconnectedness, providing light transfer and visual access into passageways and learning spaces. Ms Lee submitted that in the field of educational psychology, it is accepted that visual access to learning environments emphasises the social element of the learning process. Ms Lee further argued that the interior architecture of educational buildings was essential in creating the perception in the learner of open and accessible learning spaces and in allowing students to safely utilise social learning spaces without supervision.
54. Mr Dawkins submitted that the proposed internal works would provide teaching spaces with visual access and connectedness to the outside from within the teaching rooms and that Conditions 7 and 9 prevent the creation of suitable, welcoming and open teaching spaces and therefore prevent the reasonable use of the Place, particularly in the context of a diverse student community. Mr Dawkins further submitted that a failure to approve the proposed works would affect the reasonable and economic use of the Place and that the Appellant could not justify the investment in the Place without such approval. Mr Dawkins argued that a competitive university sector means that the proposed teaching and learning spaces are central to the Appellant’s proposed adaptive reuse.
55. Mr Stanic submitted that the proposed internal works were essential in connecting classroom spaces to each other and to the exterior of the building through the entrances as proposed. Mr Stanic further submitted that the proposed penetrations to internal walls would not be to the height of the ceiling, and that in fact visible wall fabric would be increased by the removal of false ceilings present below the level of the true internal ceilings.

Discussion and conclusion

56. The Committee, in accordance with s73(1) of the Act, has considered the extent to which proposed internal works relating to partial wall removals and insertions affect the cultural heritage significance of the Place and balanced this against the extent to which Conditions 7 and 8 affect the reasonable use of the Place as a contemporary tertiary institution. The Committee is of the view that Conditions 7 and 8 would affect the reasonable use of the Place, and that the works as proposed by the Appellant are appropriate for the proposed adaptive reuse of the Place as a tertiary institution. The Committee considers that the proposed removal of fabric is an appropriate intervention that responds to the need for the Place to have modern teaching and learning spaces that also connect to points of entry.

57. The Committee is of the view that Conditions 7 and 8 as they stand do not allow the Appellant sufficient flexibility to convert the internal spaces of the Place into accessible and open contemporary teaching and learning spaces. The Committee accepts the submissions made by the Appellant and Mr Raworth in particular that the fabric affected by the proposed alterations is not of great cultural heritage significance.

58. The Committee further notes that the proposed works do not involve changes to the most significant heritage fabric of the Place and are generally not visible from Queen Street.

59. The Committee is satisfied that Conditions 7 and 8 as currently drafted compromise the reasonable use of the Place. The Committee determines that Conditions 7 and 8 be varied so as to provide for the reasonable use of the Place by the Appellant as a tertiary institution and in order to provide for connectivity, visual access, ease of DDA compliant access and light transfer between teaching and learning spaces (see Appendix 3).
60. The Committee deletes Conditions 7 and 8.
61. The Committee has introduced a new Condition 7, to replace both Conditions 7 and 8, that is to read as follows – 

“The proposed wall penetrations and removal of walling to both levels 1 and 2 are approved as proposed in the submitted drawings ‘Design Response Report – Appendix A – TP-A-321-322-324 Revision 14’ inclusive. Prior to the commencement of works approved by this permit, a revised set of plans containing: 

- a detailed rationale for the number of insertions and openings to internal fabric;

- a detailed plan showing the extent to which internal fabric is proposed to be left intact in the level 1 and level 2 corridors;


- a plan detailing how internal fabric proposed to be removed as part of the approved works, if that fabric is intact and reusable, is to be stored at the Place in an appropriate and secure storage facility; and 


- a plan showing that, if previously hidden original or inaccessible heritage fabric is uncovered as part of proposed works, works that affect such fabric shall immediately cease and the Executive Director shall be notified of the details immediately to enable Heritage Victoria representatives to inspect and record the fabric, and for discussion to take place on the possible retention of the fabric, or the issue of a modified approval, 

is to be submitted for review and written approval by the Executive Director.”

Conclusion
62. After considering the matter the Committee has determined to vary the conditions of the permit as indicated at Attachment 3. Other conditions not the subject of this decision remain unchanged.
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ATTACHMENT 1

What is significant?

The Titles Office, 282 Queen Street, was erected in three stages. The first stage, begun in 1874 and finished in 1877, comprised an L-shaped two storey office building built around the Strong Room. The Strong Room was extended to its present size in 1884-1885. Between 1887 and 1889 the perimeter office building was completed to give the current external appearance occupying the full length of the block to Queen Street. The designs for the perimeter structure were undertaken by the Public Works Department and are attributed to J J Clark. The main façade is symmetrical about a three storey block, and sits on a bluestone plinth. The two storey wings are recessed and terminate in pavilions that project to the same line as the central block. The façade employs the Doric style in a quite sever and plain manner. The rhythm of the paired round arch windows on the ground floor is mimicked by paired columns on the first storey and by pairs of urns on the balustraded parapet. Construction is of rendered brick. The Old Law Office (formerly the Strong Room) has an interior incorporating arched, fire proof floor construction, known as the Dennett system. Fire precautions were essential to protect the irreplaceable Certificate of Titles and other land-related documents that the building houses.
How is it significant?

The Titles Office is of architectural, technical and historical significance to the State of Victoria.

Why is it significant?

The Titles Office is architecturally significant for exemplifying the dictum of the Public Works Department, led by William Wardell until 1878, that architectural style needed to be as simple as possible so long as proper architectural effect was preserved. The restraint is clearly evidenced by the severity of the Doric order employed by architect JJ Clark, and decoratively the building is in contrast to his masterpiece, the Treasury Building of 1858. However, the composition of the Titles Office still draws on the Italianate style and on Renaissance palazzos for inspiration to produce a building with serene and sedate grandeur, and one of the most extensive public building facades in Melbourne.

The Titles Office is technically significant for the range of fire precaution measures employed. The Strong Room with its superb interior is an exceptional example of early high security and fire-proof construction in Victoria. The floor, built on the Dennett system, is a development of fire resistant construction employing iron bressumers connected by brick arching and covered with a layer of cement.

The Titles Office is historically significant as a building signifying the change of law for the recording of land ownership. The 1862 Real Property Act introduced the Torrens System to Victoria and dealings under the new Act were dealt with exclusively from the new building.
ATTACHMENT 2

73. Matters to be considered in determining applications

(1) 
In determining an application for a permit, the Executive Director must

consider-

(a)
the extent to which the application, if approved, would affect the cultural heritage significance of the registered place or registered object; and

(ab) 
if the application relates to a listed place or to a registered place or registered object in a World Heritage Environs Area, the extent to which the application, if approved, would affect -

(i)  the world heritage values of the listed place; or

(ii) any relevant Approved World Heritage Strategy Plan; and

(b)
the extent to which the application, if refused, would affect the reasonable or economic use of the registered place or registered object, or cause undue financial hardship to the owner in relation to that place or object; and

(c)
any submissions made under section 69; and

(d)  
any decision of the Heritage Council under section 72 which has been

        
received; and

(e)  
if the applicant is a public authority, the extent to which the application, if refused, would unreasonably detrimentally affect the ability of the public authority to carry out a statutory duty specified in the application; and

(f)  
any matters relating to the protection and conservation of the place or object that the Executive Director considers relevant.

(1A) 
In determining an application for a permit, the Executive Director may consider-

(a)  
the extent to which the application, if approved, would affect the cultural heritage significance of any adjacent or neighbouring property that is -

(i)  subject to a heritage requirement or control in the relevant planning scheme; or

(ii) included in the Heritage Register; and

 (b)
any other relevant matter.

ATTACHMENT 3
Conditions 
4.    The addition of new glazed self opening doors, as shown on the submitted drawing ‘Design Response Report – Appendix A – TP-A-401 Revision 6’ is approved. Further detail is required to be provided to show how the existing interwar finishes and fabric of the entry vestibule will be impacted by the proposed compliance works and to show the repositioning of the existing timber doors, which are to be removed, rehung and ‘pinned’ open inside the internal landing, permanently fixed in the ‘open inwards’ position inside the glazed self opening doors. Detail drawings showing the extent of modification of the existing vestibule necessitated by the works and the revised treatment of this entrance are to be prepared and submitted for review and written approval by the Executive Director, prior to the commencement of the works approved by this permit.
5.   The removal of the stairs and the addition of new glazed self opening doors at a basement level, providing entry through the plinth, as shown on the submitted drawing ‘Design Response Report – Appendix A – TP-A-401 Revision 6,’ is approved. Further detail is required to show how the existing interwar finishes and fabric of the entry vestibule will be impacted by the proposed works and to show the mechanism for the repositioning of the existing timber doors, which are to be removed, rehung and ‘pinned’ open inside the lowered internal landing and permanently fixed in the ‘open inwards’ position inside the glazed self opening doors. Detail drawings showing the extent of modifications necessitated by the proposed works and the revised treatment of this entrance are to be prepared and submitted for review and written approval by the Executive Director, prior to the commencement of the works approved by this permit.
6.   The form of the proposed new entrance from Little Lonsdale Street, as show on the submitted drawing ‘Design Response Report – Appendix A – TP-A-403 Revision 6’ is approved. A detail drawing showing the form of the entrance is to be prepared and submitted for review and written approval by the Executive Director, prior to the commencement of the works approved by this permit.
7.   The proposed wall penetrations and removal of walling to both levels 1 and 2 are approved as proposed in the submitted drawings ‘Design Response Report – Appendix A – TP-A-322-324 Revision 14’ inclusive. Prior to the commencement of works approved by this permit, a revised set of plans containing: 

- a detailed rationale for the number of insertions and openings to internal fabric;

- a detailed plan showing the extent to which internal fabric is proposed to be left intact in the level 1 and level 2 corridors;

- a plan detailing how internal fabric proposed to be removed as part of the approved works, if that fabric is intact and reusable, is to be stored at the Place in an appropriate and secure storage facility; and 

- a plan showing that, if previously hidden original or inaccessible heritage fabric is discovered as part of proposed works, works affecting such fabric shall immediately cease and the Executive Director shall be notified of the details immediately to enable Heritage Victoria representatives to inspect and record the fabric, and for discussion to take place on the possible retention of the fabric or the possible issue of a modified approval, 

is to be submitted for review and written approval by the Executive Director.
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