










era buildings.
In this precinct, the former Allan & Co. Piano Store (23-31 Lincoln Square South) is a
landmark building in the Stripped Classical style.

The site is also covered by a Significant heritage grading.
The C258 grading definition notes that a significant place is individually important at state
or local level, and a heritage place in its own right. ….
When located in a heritage precinct a ‘significant’ heritage building can make an important
contribution to the precinct.

Lincoln Square is also in the HO1 precinct.

An earlier planning permit, granted for this site, was assessed on the less constraining
criteria for a ‘C’ graded property. Last years regrading to Significant has rendered the
earlier determination invalid if assessed now.
Most ‘C’ grade buildings were either made Contributory or dropped off the grading
register. The current application, apart from the tower addition, might be acceptable as a
modification to a Contributory heritage place but not a Significant graded heritage place. 

Cl. 15.03 of the MPS notes that Partial demolition in the case of Significant
buildings…..will not generally be permitted.
There do not seem to be any exceptional circumstances that would allow partial
demolition. Exceptional circumstances would include where parts of the building are
derelict or are poor additions to the heritage place Justification for partial demolition
would not include economic considerations by the applicant, such as those proposed.
Economic demands are the norm, not the exception.

The MPS 7.0 Policy Considerations, states that before deciding on an application… the
Responsible Authority must consider, as appropriate:
• Whether the location, bulk, form or appearance of the proposed building will adversely
affect the significance of the heritage place.
• Whether the location, bulk, form, or appearance of the proposed building is in keeping
with the character and appearance of adjacent buildings and the heritage place.

We submit that partial demolition is not normally permitted for all of a building including
its fabric, 
interiors and roofs. The upper floor interiors and factory saw tooth roofing are an integral
part of the building significance.

There are two main issues for consideration-
1 Whether the extensive demolition proposed for a significant heritage place should be
permitted, and
2 Whether the proposed addition of nine storeys meets the requirement for the bulk, scale
and form to respect those of the heritage place and conform with the requirements of the
MPS.

We submit that the demolition should not be permitted and the additions (nine storey
tower) is not in any way in line with the requirements for a sympathetic scale and form (an
addition to a similar height, at the most). 

The applicant notes that ‘heritage considerations must be balanced against other competing
objectives in the Planning Scheme which encourages intensification of development in
City North and the provision additional accommodation (student housing) among other



things’. While such development is encouraged for this area in the Planning Scheme and
by the State Government policies it is clearly not at the expense of diminishing heritage
places, especially when so many more appropriate sites exist.

Peter Sanders
for the Carlton Residents Association

Alternatively you may attach your written submission by uploading your file here
LincolnSqSCoMobjection300925.doc (627.5 KB)

Please indicate whether you would like to verbally address the Future Melbourne in
support of your submission:
Yes

If yes, please indicate if you would like to make your submission in person, or via a
virtual link (Zoom) to the meeting. Please note, physical attendance may be limited
based on venue capacity and will be allocated on a first registered, first served basis.
I wish to make my submission in person
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Kalliste Khoo

From: City of Melbourne <noreply@melbourne.vic.gov.au>
Sent: Thursday, 25 September 2025 4:48 PM
To: CoM Meetings
Subject: Webform submission from: Future Melbourne Committee submission form

Submitted on Thu, 25/09/2025 - 16:46 

Submitted by: Anonymous 

Submitted values are: 

Privacy statement 

I have read and acknowledge how Council will use and disclose my personal information. 
Yes 

Your details 

Contact details 
Matt Mattiske 

 
 

Your submission 

Date of meeting 
2025-10-07 
 
Agenda item title 
23-31 Lincoln Square South, Carlton 
 
Please write your submission in the space provided below and submit by no later than 10am on 
the day of the scheduled meeting. Submissions will not be accepted after 10am. 
On behalf of the developer, i would like to make a short verbal presentation about the development 
application 
 
Please indicate whether you would like to verbally address the Future Melbourne in support of 
your submission: 
Yes 
 
If yes, please indicate if you would like to make your submission in person, or via a virtual link 
(Zoom) to the meeting. Please note, physical attendance may be limited based on venue 
capacity and will be allocated on a first registered, first served basis. 
I wish to make my submission in person 

 



































policy. It would be helpful to include the Committee's Terms of Reference in the policy to
make it clearer how they're selected, what information they have access to, their term of
appointment and any remuneration or benefits associated with the position. VAGO's 2018
report on LGA CCTV programs mentioned that the Audit Reports were given in the
language of negative assurance rather than real scrutiny. It's true that only a few summary
statistics are included in the report, which consistently says no misconduct happens
without specifying what evidence was reviewed to reach that conclusion. We've also seen
no reporting against the main target of the program: to reduce crime. In 2020 the Audit
Committee gave assurance that all recommendations from the 2018 report had been
actioned by management, but the nature of the reports went unchanged because it wasn't
attached to a formal recommendation. 
As my submission is given in absentia this time, I want to clarify that I appreciate the hard
work of local laws officers, and I understand the Audit Committee is made up of experts in
law and enforcement, and a community representative, who attend six meetings a year and
are deeply committed to integrity and transparency. I am only asking that the transparency
is extended to reflect the expansion of the SCCP program.
Part 2 section 9 of the PIA says "Individuals who appear in CCTV footage may be
identified based on publicly-available information". The policy needs an explicit criteria
for which sources are acceptable - the VicRoads implies just drivers' licenses, but what
about social media or facial search engines like PimEyes?
The assessment column in the Human Rights Impact Assessment has been left blank for 12
potential human rights impacts, which is confusing, especially where the risk is
"Authorises the detention of a person with a mental illness". The next section refers back
to this risk, saying "It is difficult to model what, if any, higher level of enforcement such
individuals might experience", referring to people living with mental illness or disability.
There's no need to model because the evidence is easy to find. AIHW's report "The health
of people in Australia's prisons 2022" shows 47% of women and 27% of men surveyed in
prison had a long-term health condition that limited their daily activities.
The Youth Parole Board's 2023 survey showed a quarter of children in custody at the time
had a diagnosed cognitive difficulty. The undiagnosed numbers are likely significant too,
especially for conditions like ADHD, complex trauma and fetal alcohol syndrome which
can present as challenging behaviour.
The University of Melbourne's 2022 study into children with cognitive disabilities or
neurodiversity in the justice system found that:

1. They're more at risk of becoming disengaged from school at a young age and offending.
2. They're more at risk of maltreatment, neglect and trauma, which can lead to antisocial
behaviour.
3. If they're arrested they may struggle to understand and communicate with police and
courts, so they're more susceptible to acquiescing in interviews - guessing what answer
they can give to quickly finish the process.

These are just a few sources I found in a quick search. Obviously it's difficult to integrate
enforcement and health approaches to safety, but I understand the City of Melbourne has
made a start through Operation Protocol with the Salvation Army, the Library Support
worker, the Daily Support Team and By Name list with Launch Housing, and support
referrals through Park Rangers. The Human Rights Impact Assessment promises to
"ensure that safeguards are in place to ensure individuals affected by special circumstances
(such as mental illness) are protected". A strong safeguard I would love to see in this
policy is to commit to reporting on outcomes resulting from SCCP responses. I assume the
data is already there in the incident log, and the top incident types are already included in
Audit Committee reports. It would be easy and extremely valuable to share what
proportion of responses led to a health response (ambulance, support services etc) and
what proportion led to a justice response (infringement notice, arrest). To measure the



effectiveness of the expanded remit, the report should also include a collection rate.
Assuming many more fines are issued when local law infringements are investigated
through the SCCP, ratepayers should know exactly how much money is actually
recovered, not just how much has been demanded.
Thank you for hearing my feedback, and I look forward to seeing what comes next.
All the best,
Anastasia

Please indicate whether you would like to verbally address the Future Melbourne in
support of your submission:
No






