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Re: VHR0734 Queen Victoria Market, Permit application P27642 
 
Melbourne Heritage Action believes that Heritage Victoria should not be issuing a permit for these 
works. 
 
The proposed basement is presented as an upgrade that is essential for future viability and to 
provide modern upgraded facilities currently lacking.  
 
However, having read all the supporting documents, and meeting with the Renewal Team, and with 
the Friends of the Queen Victoria Market and some traders, it is apparent that the proposed 
basement has been submitted when many issues raises more questions than answers, and it would 
be poor practice to issue a permit before these questions are answered.  
 
In regard to viability, it is clear that the proposed basement is not the solution on its own; it is part of 
a much larger project, and the market’s viability depends on a different future tenant mix of the 
whole market and better management (as per the Retail Plan, May 2017). In regard to upgraded 
facilities, this proposal provides physical space for them, but it is far from clear how or even whether 
they will be used. In regard to proper management of a place on the Heritage Register, this is the 
only part of the whole market-wide renewal that has been designed in detail, and should not be 
assessed in isolation.  
 
The basement plan will involve significant alteration and disruption to one of the most unique and 
intact heritage places in Melbourne, the 1870s timber framed sheds of the Queen Victoria Market. 
While ultimately the plans imply that the final appearance of the sheds will not be greatly changed, 
this level of alteration should not be permitted before a whole range of issues and details are 
worked out, and alternatives explored, showing that this basement is absolutely necessary and there 
are no other alternatives.  
 
These issues include : 
 

• This is just one part of a much larger project, many parts of which will also affect other 
historic sections of the market site on the VHR, and its future operation. Aterations to this 
heritage place should not be assessed by Heritage Victoria piece by piece. For instance, 
another basement under Sheds H&I connected to this one has been mooted, a new road 
and plaza over the former cemetery is proposed, the Franklin Street stores will be adjacent 
to (or even under) new development, and replacement car parks are proposed on the 
Munro site, but no plans for any of these are available. They should all be presented as a 
fully worked out package before issuing permits for one part. 
 

• Some of the proposed alterations to the historic fabric are described but not documented. 
For instance, how many, and the location of, the proposed north-south steel frames 
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replacing some timber posts and their trusses are not shown on the plans, now why they 
need to replace the posts rather than be attached to them. The location of services in a tray 
within the trusses is mooted, without showing how visually intrusive this might be (and it 
would clearly be preferable that they were provided underground). The materials and 
appearance of the replacement west end of Shed D is unclear. The appearance of the new 
posts (up to 150 of them) is not detailed; a large part of the character of the market sheds is 
that the posts show decades of wear and tear; how much of this will be lost ? The HIS 
mentions that the ‘laneways’ will be paved in sawn bluestone (size and pattern undermined) 
because they were originally paved in bluestone pitchers; however the visual appearance of 
pavers is very different from pitchers. Perhaps asphalt or flattened bluestone pitchers would 
be preferable.  

 

• The general upgrade of the sheds themselves and the addition of services such as power and 
water and fire fighting as necessary is supported, if the concerns above can be addressed 
satisfactorily. We also support the replacement of the roofing iron with insulated sandwich 
panel of the same appearance to increase ambient comfort levels, but why not also provide 
a glass roof over the ‘laneways’ ? This would retain the open feel, but increase comfort and 
useability for traders as well as customers. Its supporting structure, located adjacent to each 
column, would also serve to provide the required lateral support rather than replacing 
selected timber posts with steel posts.   

 

• How the market will actually function once the works are complete is far from clear. For 
instance, how will the ‘theatre’ be retained when much of the service area goes 
underground ? How will only four lifts will be able to service 200 stalls ? Where will traders 
park ? (if they park in the 200 spaces under the stalls, then there will be an overall reduction 
in car parks. If they continue to park behind their stalls, then F&V traders and general 
traders that do not use the boxes are unlikely to use the basement for deliveries) Will 
forklifts remain in use ? We have asked the Renewal Team these questions, and the 
response is that they are subject to further work. The 2017 Lovell Chen Conservation 
Management Plan p 88-89 specifically states that “For the more traditional ‘back of house’, 
or more specifically ‘back of stall’ operations of the traders, these should not be concealed, 
as seeing and hearing these activities on market days is part of the authentic market 
experience. Historic market related practices, as viewed by customers, directly contribute to 
the ‘theatre’ of the market.” This ‘’theatre” is also identified as an aspect of the Market’s 
significance by the HV listing. Without an understanding of how the market will operate, we 
cannot know how much of the ‘theatre’ will be retained. 
 

• The economic justification for such an extensive alteration (and disruption to the market’s 
operations) is not convincing. While it will provide improved BOH facilities, there is no 
evidence that this by itself it will improve the bottom line/profitability of the market, and 
therefore its continued operation. This appears to rely more on new and different market 
offerings, and is complicated by the various payments that the market makes to Council. 
There is also no guarantee that these facilities will slow the ongoing decline in the number of 
Fruit & Veg traders, even with the commitment to ‘transition support’. This is a very physical 
solution to what is mainly a management and financial problem.  

 
Lastly, other alternatives have only been cursorily explored. As the 2017 Lovell Chen Conservation 
Management Plan p 88-89 specifically states “…practicable and workable alternatives to dismantling 
the sheds, including alternatives with lesser impacts, should be explored…”. We have only seen one 
diagram that shows the BoH replacing a substantial portion of the historic sheds, but there are other 
options. For instance, different BOH functions could be provided in different locations, eg the areas 



for the F&V traders (delivery, cool store, wash down) provided near the actual stalls or might even 
remain occurring at each individual, while delivery and storage for general traders is provided for 
next to or within Sheds K&I. Some facilities are to be located under Sheds H&I presumably accessed 
only by a list) and this area could be extended under Queen Street. They could even be located on 
the cemetery land beyond Sheds K&I, or in a wider version of Shed J (by moving Shed K&I instead of 
dismantling 1870s sheds), by construction on the same concrete pad that presumably the proposed 
road and plaza will sit on, avoiding disturbance of the cemetery. Toilets, market offices and the 
information centre were shown in the proposed ‘Queens Corner’ building adjacent to the proposed 
plaza, but are now shown in this plan within the sheds. Another alternative is that all the customer 
parking be located on the Munro site, which would reduce the width of the ramps, and so not entail 
the replacement of part of Shed D with a new, wider structure. Another option is that all the 
proposed facilities as well as parking could be provided on the Munro site.  
 
While the alteration to the heritage fabric appears to be relatively minor in the context of the 
market as a whole, it is a substantial alteration to sheds A-D, which have barely changed since first 
constructed in the 1870s. Such a change should only be allowed if all feasible alternatives have been 
explored, and only when all details of the changes have been provided, and it can be understood in 
the context of ALL the proposed alterations to the market and its precinct. 
 
Kind regards, 
 

 
 
Rohan Storey 
Vice -President 
Melbourne Heritage Action 
 


