
Dear Executive Director, Heritage Victoria

Re: Permit application P31711 for a permit to demolish the brick pressing shed (B5) and former steam 
engine house (B6) and construct a seven storey replacement building with rooftop garden.

I would like to lodge my strong objection to the above permit application and I urge the Executive 
Director, Heritage Victoria to refuse the application.

I am a resident of Brunswick West, living a short walk away from Brickworks and in sight of the chimneys.

My personal connection with Brickworks started when I was drawn to the enormous cogs and parts of the 
brick pressing machines lying on the ground at the northern end of the brick pressing shed. Peering into 
the shed, I could see the wooden columns and rafters and glimpse the huge fywheel of a brick press. This 
beautiful machinery and structure ignited my imagination. It inspired me to write a children's fction book 
set in the Brickworks. In writing the story, I researched the Brickworks further and learned of its history 
and its importance to the local region and to the building of our city. 

I believe that the equipment in its original context – set amongst the soaring height of the shed, with its 
high walkways and huge rafters – can inspire like this. It can inform, it can tell the story of its own history. 
Within the original building, visitors could imagine the men of Brunswick's history labouring, hauling, 
shovelling. Set inside the lobby of a modern apartment block, the brick presses would be no more than an 
interesting relic of times past. 

The long history of the site and the large amount of documentation involved make it diffcult to formulate 
an objection that is comprehensive in the short time frame given. However, on the basis of my reading, 
and, in addition to the site's ability to inspire and inform, I believe the application should be rejected on 
the following grounds:

1. These are historically important buildings and the proposal to demolish them is vastly
     inappropriate
2. The original vision for the Brickworks site development, and previous commitments for the
    restoration of buildings 5 and 6, have been disregarded in this application 

3. The current condition of the buildings should not be used to justify their demolition
4. Options for remediation and restoration have not been considered
5. The assumption of 'demolition as the only option' appears to bias the submitted 
    consultant reports
6. The scale of the proposed development is vastly inappropriate 
7. The proposed development retains six brick presses but minimal other equipment, 
     structural elements, or character of the original buildings  
8. The plan for historic elements, interpretive material and access is not adequately detailed

I have outlined my thoughts about the above points in the following attachment. 

Scanning through the history of the site and the application documents, I fnd myself angry at the disregard
that is being given to the importance of this site. There was an opportunity in Brickworks to create a 
world-class industrial heritage site. I implore Heritage Victoria to save these two remaining heritage  
buildings from the developers proposed fate – yet another soul-less inner urban apartment block. 

Regards, 

Sarah Berry 



Attachment to Submission by Sarah Berry
Notes on Permit application P31711 for a permit to demolish the brick pressing shed (B5) and former 
steam engine house (B6) and construct a seven storey replacement building with rooftop garden. 

1. These are historically important buildings and the proposal to demolish them is vastly inappropriate

The Brick Pressing Shed and the Steam Engine House are historically important, both for their role in our 
local history but also as part of our nation's industrial history. Locally, this brickworks was a huge part of 
daily life and nationally it was an operation at the forefront of its industry. To propose the demolition of 
these buildings is vastly inappropriate and irresponsible. The proposed demolition would result in a 
negative, irreversible impact on the cultural heritage signifcance of the Brickworks. 

This site is signifcant for the number and arrangement of historic buildings interacting with each other. 
We can see that scale of the operation and how the processes were linked, from the site of the pottery 
kilns and buildings, across to the brick pressing shed to the kilns to the former quarry. All these elements 
work together to create a picture. To remove two key elements entirely – buildings 5 and 6 – would 
destroy the integrity of the site as a whole. 

The Brick Pressing Shed and the Steam Engine House, and the equipment in them, have been formally 
acknowledged as important heritage buildings. They are listed on the Victorian Heritage Register and have
been acknowledged as key heritage sites by Heritage Victoria, Moreland Council and The National Trust. 
The two buildings and equipment are at the heart of the industrialised brick-making process. Along with 
the kilns and chimneys, they are what make the Former Hoffman Brickworks a signifcant site.

The brick-making equipment in the Brick Pressing Shed is part of the fabric of the building – the walkways
and pulleys and conveyors and chutes housed in the vertical space are important to one's understanding 
of the processes involved. I understand that the brick-making equipment in and around the buildings 
(including the brick presses, hoppers, chutes and associated equipment) are also scientifcally signifcant, 
demonstrating the high degree of technical achievement in the Hoffman Brickworks. 

As they stand, these buildings offer an opportunity for a interpretive experience that would enrich a 
visitor's understanding of the site and the processes that went on here. The buildings and equipment offer 
an increasingly rare opportunity to experience an original industrial process on an original site. 
Demolition would remove that future opportunity. 

The removal of equipment and the relocation of some of these elements to an interpretive centre would 
result in the loss of an authentic, original industrial processing site. Authenticity is a key principle of good 
interpretation practice, and it is what makes a historic site special, rather than pedestrian.

2. The original vision for the Brickworks site development, and previous commitments for the
    restoration of buildings 5 and 6, have been disregarded in this application 

Consideration of this permit application cannot lose sight of the long time frame associated with the 
development and the repeated failures to deliver the historic interpretive site that was the long-term vision 
for the Brickworks. 

I do not have access to the whole history of the site development and the various agreements and 
commitments along the way, but I understand the intent of the original plan. The intent was to create 
residential development on the site in order to support the retention of the historic core of the former 
Brickworks. The historic core was to remain intact and restored as an interpretive site. The kilns, the 
chimneys, the site of the pottery kilns, the brick press shed, the engine house and the gatehouse were all 
considered part of this historic core.

One by one, these historic buildings have been lost or redeveloped or diminished. Kiln 1 was demolished.



Kilns 2 and 3 have had the top section demolished and replaced with apartments. The bottom section is 
not accessible for interpretive purposes. The Gatehouse has been demolished and replaced with an 
apartment block. This permit application is the another step towards the complete failure the develop the 
site as agreed.  

The initial development of the whole Brickworks site, and the subsequent development of the kilns, was 
done on the condition that buildings 5 and 6 were restored. It is my understanding that concessions were 
made by Heritage Victoria and Moreland Council based on the agreement that the preservation of these 
two buildings was paramount and money gained from residential developments could contribute to the 
restoration of buildings 5 and 6. Previous commitments have been made by the developer that they will 
repair and restore buildings 5 and 6 and they have repeatedly failed to do so. This application ignores 
these previous commitments.

While I note that the developer suggests that Heritage Victoria should stick to heritage matters and 
Moreland Council should stick to planning matters, the failure to restore these buildings ignores the  
requirements of both Moreland Council and Heritage Victoria. This failure to comply with both authorities
can not and should not be considered in isolation. I believe that these issues could be considered under 
the Heritage Act 2017 sect 101, 2, Determination of permit applications: In determining whether to 
approve an application for a permit, the Executive Director must consider the following—... (f) any 
matters relating to the protection and conservation of the registered place or registered object that the 
Executive Director considers relevant.

3. The current condition of the buildings should not be used to justify their demolition

The buildings are in poor condition and are currently undergoing emergency works. However, I would 
suggest that the buildings have been old and possibly contaminated since the developer purchased this 
site – some contamination is surely to be expected on a former industrial site. These are known factors. 
The diffcult condition of the buildings should have been factored in to all decision-making through the 
long development history of the site. 

It is a very important point for consideration under this application that the developer is in part responsible
for the poor condition of the buildings. The developer has repeatedly failed to protect the brick press shed,
most notably when the northern annex of the building was removed and when the roof was burned in a 
fre. Neither of these gaping holes – if you can call entirely missing parts of a building 'holes' – has been 
covered to protect the structure or equipment, arguably leading directly to the current poor conditions 
requiring the emergency works. 

In support of this point, the Archaeological assessment with the application suggests that the last fve years 
are when the bulk of the damage to the building has occurred: 

The condition of the brick pressing shed in 2015 largely was as it was when originally 
constructed and used since it was established in 1884. By 2020 the condition of the shed and
its built fabric has deteriorated as a result a collapsed roof and structural support 
infrastructure has been installed for the walls in the south western part of the site, but 
otherwise little has changed since the original assessment in 2015. 

The developer's own failure to look after a heritage building in its care should not be used as a 
justifcation to demolish it. This is demolition by neglect. Rather than the demolition and fnancial reward 
of a new apartment block, the developer should be penalised for these repeated failures. 

4. Options for remediation and restoration have not been considered

From the application documentation, it appears that the developer has not seriously considered any 
proposal that does not include demolition. Little to no effort has been made towards considering methods 



of cleaning contamination that leave the structures intact. 

Poor structural condition and contamination is not an adequate reason to demolish. With innovative 
thinking and enough commitment, just about anything can be restored. While the buildings may be in 
structurally poor condition there would certainly be options for their restoration – none of which have 
been put forward with serious consideration in this application. 

In addition, consideration should have been given to other uses of the site (rather than residential) that 
may require a lesser standard of clean up. 

The application documents state that demolition is the only way forward, but it does not back up that 
claim with fact.

This approach suggests that maintaining the integrity of the buildings is not their frst priority, as should be 
the case in an important heritage building slated to be used for interpretative purposes. 

5. The assumption of 'demolition as the only option' appears to bias the submitted consultant reports

Much of the documentation presented with this application has been written by consultants based on the 
information from the developer that demolition is required. This is presented as fact and other options are 
not seriously considered. I believe that the conclusions of these documents should be disregarded because
of this apparent bias. 

Along with the assumption of demolition, other points of apparent bias towards the developer's proposed 
development can be found. 

For example, the Heritage Impact Statement suggests:

It is not feasible to dismantle the building(s), certainly not the Former Engine House portion, 
and to reconstruct them as they exist and any reconstruction would require the introduction 
of much new material, most likely for contamination and certainly structural reasons, which 
would unacceptably diminish the authenticity of the structures. 

To suggest that introducing new materials in a reconstructed building 'would unacceptably diminish the 
authenticity of the structures' is rather absurd when the alternative presented is to demolish them in their 
entirety and build an apartment block. 

The Assessment of reasonable or economic use to accompany application to Heritage Victoria for 
demolition of buildings attempts to justify the proposed development through an analysis of nearby 
services, businesses, facilities and local housing density. The building demolition is taken as given. The 
document does not acknowledge previous concessions or agreements. The document concludes that the 
most reasonable economic outcome is to build the proposed development. I believe that the conclusions 
of this document are very fawed. I don't believe that the intent of the Heritage Act 2017 statement 'the 
extent to which the application, if refused, would affect the reasonable or economic use of the registered 
place or registered object' infers that maximum proft is the key criteria for approving an application.

6. The scale of the proposed development is vastly inappropriate 

The proposal to build a seven-plus story building is vastly inappropriate for this site. It will visually 
overwhelm the entire Brickworks area, dwarfng the kilns and the pottery buildings. Retention of an 
appropriate setting is an important part of heritage conservation, and the proposed apartment building is in
no way an appropriate setting for a heritage area. It will diminish or completely remove any authenticity 
from this part of the Brickworks site.



The proposed building would be almost as tall as the chimneys. The three chimneys (built in 1884, 1888 
and 1908) have been icons of Brunswick's skyline for over 100 years. They are a daily reminder for 
residents of the signifcant impact this operation had on the development of Brunswick. All development 
in the vicinity of the Brickworks is four stories and under. The proposed development of seven-plus storeys
will visually overwhelm views of the chimneys from all directions. This is an unacceptable loss for the 
area. 

7. The proposed development retains six brick presses but minimal other equipment, structural 
elements, or character of the original buildings  

Retaining six brick presses in a similar alignment as currently exists in the Brick Press Shed, three hoppers 
and 'a portion' of the conveyor system is not an adequate or acceptable representation of these heritage 
buildings and their contents. 

No attempt has been made to retain other elements of the equipment such as the chutes, pulleys, 
walkways and conveyors, which I understand still remain in place in the Brick Press Shed. Peering in the 
gaping chasm of the northern end of the shed, you can see the brick making process used every part of 
this building, right up to the rafters.  

No attempt has been made to keep the structural elements of the building, such as the columns and 
rafters, in place in a non-structural capacity. The Heritage Impact Statement says:

“Further, where feasible some posts and beams from the existing Brick Pressing Shed and 
truss elements etc. from the Former Engine House will be incorporated into the new building 
alongside the necessary new structural elements.”

This is not a commitment to retain anything, with the broad proviso “where feasible” and with no detail of
what elements are slated for retention and and where the elements would be incorporated. 

No attempt has been made to replicate the vast and dark interior with its soaring height and gritty 
industrial feel. 

Without the surrounding scale of the original building, without the high chutes and pulleys and walkways,
the integrity of the equipment and the historic brick making process is completely lost. 

The proposed 'interpretive centre' is not the key focus or purpose of the proposed building. The proposed 
interpretive centre is more like a large lobby featuring some historic machine relics. The purpose of the 
proposed building is clearly the 59 apartments. 

In addition to the inappropriate scale, the proposed building design is not sympathetic to the site. There 
has been no attempt to architecturally replace the existing buildings. The scale and proportions are 
entirely different. The small attempt to recreate the facade shapes of the two buildings, sitting under the 
apartment block, is barely noticeable. The use of brick and corrugated iron is tokenistic. 

From my reading of the plans for the development, there appears to be no direct access to the interpretive 
centre from the Brickworks site itself. The interpretive centre must be entered from Dawson Street or 
through the cafe space or through the area outside the toilets. This does not enable visitors to appreciate 
the site as a whole. 



8. The plan for historic elements, interpretive material and access is not adequately detailed

In the large number of pages submitted with this application, very few words are devoted detailing plans 
for creating an interpretive site. Under the Moreland Planning Scheme, the intention was that “Building 5 
to be used for the interpretation of the Hoffman brickworks site and any other uses must have a minimal 
impact.”

This proposal appears to be trying to 'tick the boxes' of acknowledging the site's history, while squashing 
in as much commercial return as possible. The lack of detail about the interpretive centre does not provide
confdence in the planning for interpretive elements. I was unable to fnd any detail of what will be 
housed in the interpretive centre beyond the six brick presses, three hoppers and 'portion' of the conveyor.
There is no detail regarding what the 'portion' is. The Supplementary Heritage Impact Statement offers 
scant detail for the interpretation centre:

“...additional displays of artefacts, documents, photographs, plans, maps etc. and 
interpretative signage. It is anticipated that this will be augmented with archival items, or 
copies thereof, relating to the Hoffman Brickworks which are held by the University of 
Melbourne Archives in Dawson Street, Brunswick which will be on loan and/or permanent 
display.”

“...it is proposed to use some of the dismantled components of machines, presently located to
the east of the Brick Pressing Shed, as sculptural and interpretative elements variously around 
the site.”

These kinds of statements indicate that there has been minimal planning and research. It offers no detail of
what is proposed for the interpretive centre. There is no mention of a researcher, curator or other impartial
museum specialist to work on the project. 

I would also suggest that the developer has a history of providing minimal interpretive material and 
access. For example: 

• In the interpretive signage in place near the kilns and chimney 1, the photographs used are simply 
black and white photos of the current day site – in the case of the kilns, that is a photo that 
includes the apartment development. 

• The 2020 Moreland Planning Scheme Development Plan Overlay requires that “a portion of one 
of the kilns to be preserved and not subject to any adaptation for uses other than the interpretation
of the existing fabric”. As a regular visitor to the Brickworks I would suggest that the intent of this 
requirement has not been met – a portion of one of the kilns is not accessible for the interpretation
of the existing fabric. 

• The interpretive signage at the pottery (headed 'The Pottery') does not link what is in front of the 
visitor with the information on the signage. As a visitor I am unable to tell what buildings were 
original or what they were used for. The sign mentions 'buildings 17 and 18' but doesn't tell the 
visitor which those buildings are. There is no mention that the circular brick paving represents the 
site of the kilns. There is no mention of the alignment of the rail tracks. There is no detail that 
connects the history of the site to the experience of being there. 

I would suggest that the developer has a pattern of complying to the very bare minimum of interpretive 
requirements, meeting the 'letter of the law' rather than the purpose or intent to provide a rich historic site.

This application contains very minimal detail about what is being proposed and I believe it is fair to say 
that based on previous interpretive work, we can assume the bare minimum would be provided under this
proposal. This is totally inadequate given the nature and importance of the site. 


