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12 April 2016

Ms Ann Gibson, President

PORT MELBOURNE HISTORICAL :
& PRESERVATION SOCIETY

PO BOX 552

PORT MELBOURNE VIC 3207

Dear Ms Gibson

| refer to your letter dated 24 March 2016 in relation to the proposed demolition of the London
Hotel at 92 Beach Street, Port Melbourne and the house at 26 Stokes Street, Port Melbourne.
Council has considered both matters and provides the following response.

The London Hotel

Thank you for providing further information on this building and links to images taken in the 1960s
(provided by email). This further information has assisted Council in preparing this response.

In relation to the heritage value of the site, the following advice has been provided from Council’s
Urban Design & Heritage Advisor, Mr David Helms:

The problem with justifying the inclusion of the London Hotel as an individual place in the HO is its level
of intactness. There are many corner hotels throughout Port Melbourne that are more intact than the
London Hotel.

The original form of the hotel remains legible and the ground floor openings (and what may be the
original tiled dado) appear to be relatively intact. However, from the [960s photos, the following changes
can be confirmed:

« The windows along the Beach street elevation at first floor level have been
replaced with larger windows

«  Approximately half of the wing extending along the Princes Street side has
been demolished and replaced

Cnr Carlisle St & Brighton Rd,

« Original metal signage wrapping around the corner has been removed.
St Kilda Victoria 3182
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attach to these values may not be the one that exists today. And even if this could be proven, these
historic associations and community attachment are likely to be intangible values that the HO is not
intended to protect. The Planning Practice Note ‘Applying the Heritage Overlay” suggests that other forms
of recognising these values (signage, interpretation) may be more appropriate than the HO, which is
really just a trigger for demolition or a permit application.

A relevant comparison is the Esplanade Hotel in St Kilda. This has historical, social, architectural and
aesthetic values. The key difference is that the stages of development in the Hotel (and the demonstrated
associations with key periods in its development) is still clearly illustrated in the built fabric both of the
exterior (a Victorian hotel with interwar additions) and parts of the interior (1920s decorative scheme to
the main foyers and bar areas and | 9th century room arrangements and decorations to the upper levels).
This is not evident at the London where all traces of the |9th century hotel has been lost and the 1930s
scheme (which was not a great piece of architecture if the 1960s photo is any guide) has been
significantly altered and, as far as | am aware, the interior has also been modified.

Based on this, I do not believe that there is sufficient justification to successfully apply a heritage overlay
to the London Hotel.

The following additional information is provided in relation to the planning scheme history for the
site.

e The site was included in an Urban Conservation 2 Area (UC2) in the former Port
Melbourne Planning Scheme.

«  UC2 was typically applied to areas where landscape was the primary interest (as distinct
from UC| areas where the built form / heritage is of interest). The sites proximity to the
foreshore likely explains why there was an area based UC?2 applied originally. There were
no demolition controls in UC2 areas, rather it controlled new buildings and works.

«  The UC2 was translated to a Heritage Overlay in the new format planning scheme. Council
approached this amendment as a policy neutral translation and the HO was applied to all
land previously in a UC area. It is assumed that HO was seen as the most aligned new
control available for all UC areas.

«  The HO was not maintained on The London when a city-wide heritage review was
undertaken by Council and implemented in the Port Phillip Planning Scheme through
Amendment C5. It is noted that sites nearby to the subject land were translated to individual
HO’s, suggesting that The London was not deemed to warrant such a control at the time.

«  The Independent Planning Panel that considered Amendment C5 recommended that the HO
not be applied to the London Hotel (refer to the extract from the Panel report attached).

«  Council undertook a comprehensive review of HOI a few years ago. Whilst the London
Hotel is outside of the HO| area, the consultants did consider sites beyond the HOI
boundaries. There is no mention of the London Hotel in this review.

To progress interim heritage protection, Council would need to establish that the building has
significant heritage value. Council’s Urban Design & Heritage Advisor’s advice above indicates that
the significant heritage value of the site has been irreversibly defaced.
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26 Stokes Street, Port Melbourne

Council's Urban Design & Heritage Advisor also considered the heritage value of building at 26
Stokes Street (known as ‘Edith) and believes that it may meet the threshold of local significance.
Council will need to further consider this advice and decide whether it will pursue applying an
interim Heritage Overlay to protect the site. | will keep you informed on this matter as more
information is available.

If you have any questions in relation to the matters outlined above, please don’t hesitate to contact
Aaron Hewett, Strategic Planner in the City Strategy Unit on 9209 6205.

Yours sincerely

///Af A /ea.

Claire Ferres Miles
General Manager Place Strategy & Development

Encl: Extract from Panel Report Amendment C5





image4.jpeg
Amendment C5 and C14 to the Port Phillip Planning Scheme
Report of the Panel: Part B, December 1999

Submission No: 178

Name and Address:

Friends of Port Melbourne Foreshore
PO Box 560

PORT MELBOURNE 3207

Property:
London Hotel, Cnr. Beach and Princes Streets, Port Melbourne

Zoning & Overlay controls:

Mixed Use.

Issues raised and strategic comment:

Issue Comment

The London Hotel in Beach The subject site was identified as a Contributory Heritage Place, but

Street, Port Melbourne should was not recommended for inclusion in the Heritage Overlay by the

be shown as a Significant Port Phillip Heritage Review (1998).

Heritage Blace. The submission was referred to the Heritage Consultant who further
advised that:

1t is It is understood that this building was opened in 1861 to face
the Port Melbourne (Sandridge) railway station and was
extensively altered in 1989°.

The changes sustained were considered to be profound when
inspected from the outside and as a consequence it was ranked as
having been irreversibly defaced.

There is a bluestone plinth and the round arched lower level
windows have been defaced. The interior spaces, to the extent that
they have been glimpsed from the outside, are recent.

Given the early date of the hotel and the Friends of Port
Melbourne’s view concerning its importance, it should be
internally inspected prior to reaching a conclusion on its historic
value and the manner in which this is demonstrated by the
surviving fabric.

It is therefore considered that the designation of the property not be
changed at this stage.

Council Recommendation:
That the submission not be accepted, and Amendment C5 not be changed as requested.

Panel Recommendation:

The Panel considers that it is not appropriate to include properties in the Heritage Overlay
purely on their internal condition unless they are on the State Heritage Register and it
generally accepts the Council’s assessment and recommendation in this matter.

The Panel notes this submission but makes no further recommendation as a result
of the issues raised.

2 Port Melbourne Historical and Preservation Society: Walks around vintage Port The pubs of Port, 1997.





