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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Introduction 
 
The Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review Area 1 – Mount Eliza, Mornington, 
Mount Martha Background Report 2013 (the Review) builds on previous heritage 
studies undertaken in 1994 and 1995 for the Shire of Mornington and the City of 
Frankston. A desktop review of the whole municipality in 2006 by Graeme Butler and 
Associates (Mornington Peninsula Shire Council Heritage Review, 2006) 
recommended a progressive checking of the Flinders, Mornington and Hastings 
Review areas with the primary aim of completing the assessments of places 
recommended in Stage 1 of these studies. The aim of this Review is to prioritize the 
assessment of places identified through previous studies and from Council’s ‘heritage 
watch list’ of over 600 places. 
 
In doing so the Review brings the standard of documentation to the level of current 
heritage practice. 
 
The program of heritage reviews is being undertaken on a geographic basis of which 
this Review area is the first, comprising the localities of Mount Eliza, Mornington and 
Mount Martha. 
 
Adoption of the Review by Council, and the preparation of a Planning Scheme 
Amendment will improve the protection of heritage places in the Review Area and is a 
key first step in a comprehensive heritage review for the whole Shire. 

 
Key Findings 
 
The key findings of the Review are: 
 
• There are no places of potential State significance. 

• There are 36 individual heritage places assessed to be of local significance (see 

Appendix A.1). 

• There are two groups of houses assessed to be of local significance and suitable 

to be listed as Group Listings (see Appendix A.1).  

• There are three precincts that are significant primarily for landscape values and 

recommended for Significant Landscape Overlays (see Appendix A.1). 

• There are eleven places for which it is recommended that an archival record is 
made in lieu of a heritage overlay (see Appendix A.2). 
 

• There are 81 individual places and four precincts that were researched but not 
recommended as they do not meet the threshold for local significance,(see 
Appendix A.4). 
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• There are 79 places that were eliminated as part of the first cut, and for which no 

further action is proposed (see Appendix A.5). 

• There are 13 places that require future assessment. These include: 

o Nine places that could not be viewed because access could not be 

arranged (see Appendix B.1). 

o Four other places (see Appendix B.2). 

• There is one place recommended to be removed from the Heritage Overlay (see 

Appendix A.6). 

 

Recommendations 
 
It is recommended that the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council: 
• Adopt the Review  and include as  Reference Documents in the Planning 

Scheme: 

o Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review Area 1 – Mount Eliza, 

Mornington, Mount Martha Background Report 2013 (this Report) 

o Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review Area 1 – Mount Eliza, 

Mornington, Mount Martha Significant Place Citations 2013 

o Mornington Peninsula Shire Thematic History (2013) 

• Implement the  Review.  

• Add the places assessed as being of local significance listed in Appendix A.1 to 

the Heritage Overlay of the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme with the 

schedule entries shown in HERMES (a State database pertaining to heritage 

places). 

• Add the two Ranelagh Estate house groups: Ranelagh Residential Group - 

Modernist Styles and Ranelagh Residential Group – Traditional Picturesque 

Styles to the Heritage Overlay of the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme.  

• Add the Mornington Esplanade Reserve Precinct, the Mount Martha Esplanade 

Foreshore Precincts and the Mornington Mount Eliza Bayside Mansions 

Precinct to the Significant Landscape Overlay of the Mornington Peninsula 

Planning Scheme with the Schedules as set out in Appendix A1. 

 

• Update Clause 22.04 Cultural Heritage Places local policy of the Mornington 
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Peninsula Planning Scheme as set out in Appendix C in order to provide 

appropriate management guidelines for heritage places. 

• Add a new local area policy in the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme for 

Ranelagh Estate. 

• Keep a record of the places requiring further assessment.

 

Figure 1 Mornington Peninsula Shire - Review Area is Area 1 
*Note: future areas are indicative only and may alter. 
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PART ONE: HERITAGE REVIEW 2012 BY CONTEXT P/L  
 
 
Note: this is an edited version of the Background Report (Volume 3) of the Mornington Peninsula 
Shire Heritage Review 2012, by Context Pty Ltd. 
 
Editing by Mornington Peninsula Shire Council 2013. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Mornington State School No. 2033 is recommended for a heritage overlay.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1   Purpose 
Context was appointed in 2010 to undertake Area 1 of the Mornington Peninsula 
Heritage Review. An initial list of places was provided to the Consultants by 
Mornington Peninsula Shire.  
 
This list included: 

• Places identified by previous heritage studies, which had been partially 
assessed. 

• Places identified by previous heritage studies for which little or no assessment 
had been undertaken. 

• Places identified by others – e.g. Council staff - heritage and urban design, 
Council’s heritage advisor or by community members. 

 

The purpose of the Review was to: 

• Assess and document the identified places of post-contact cultural significance 
considered worthy of future conservation. 

• Establish a methodology that can be applied to future area heritage reviews 
throughout the Shire. 

• Provide further understanding of local history identity through the preparation of 
statements of significance for localities. 

• Provide recommendations for the protection of expanded place types. 
• Provide recommendations for the management of heritage places. 
• Review and recommend changes to the interim thematic history. (This work was 

undertaken concurrently by Context as a separate project, and the result of that 
work is Mornington Peninsula Shire Thematic History (Graeme Butler and 
Associates), edited by Context Pty Ltd July 2013)..) 

• Enter data on places into the HERMES database.1 

 
1.2   Overview 
Mornington Peninsula Shire has a diverse cultural heritage with places demonstrating 
the historic use, development and occupation of the land since first contact between 
Indigenous people and the first European explorers and settlers. This history is 
demonstrated by a wide range of heritage places that include buildings and structures, 
monuments, trees and landscapes and archaeological sites. They have one thing in 
common: 
These are places that are worth keeping because they enrich our lives – by helping us 

                                            
1  HERMES is the Heritage Record Management Electronic System heritage database managed by Heritage Victoria and used by 
the Victorian government, the National Trust and local government to record heritage sites in the state. 
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to understand the past; by contributing to the richness of the present environment; and 
because we expect them to be of value to future generations. (The Burra Charter) 
 
These places give Mornington Peninsula Shire a sense of historic continuity and 
contribute to the distinctive character of the region. They reveal the local influences 
upon the historic pattern of settlement in Mornington Peninsula Shire as well as 
illustrating the broader economic, social and political circumstances that connect the 
historic development of the Shire to Victoria more generally. 

 
Mornington Peninsula Shire amalgamated from three former Shires and part of the City 
of Frankston. It has four previous heritage studies, all of them completed and largely 
implemented. In 2006, a desktop review of the whole municipality was undertaken by 
Graeme Butler. The review recommended a progressive checking of the Flinders, 
Mornington and Hastings Review areas with the primary aim of completing the 
assessment of places recommended in Stage 1 of these studies. 
 
Subsequently the Council has embarked on a program of staged heritage reviews of 
which this Review is the first stage. It comprises most of the former Shire of 
Mornington with small areas from the City of Frankston. The Shire was divided into 
five areas and Area 1 (this Review) includes the localities of Mount Eliza, Mornington 
and Mount Martha. A further four areas are scheduled for review. This Review builds 
on previous work undertaken by Graeme Butler in 1994 and 1995 for the Shire of 
Mornington and the City of Frankston, respectively. 
 
A secondary aim of the Review has been to bring the standard of documentation of 
places up to the level of the Hastings District Heritage Study (Butler, 2001) as this most 
closely resembles current practice in heritage studies.  
 
The Council’s heritage watch list was compiled from a combination of unassessed 
places from previous studies plus places brought to Council’s attention in the 
intervening years. At the time the Review commenced, the watch list for the Review 
Area had over 600 places. 
 
Council’s Strategic Planning Unit undertook a preliminary assessment of this list and 
removed from it places that had been demolished, severely altered, could not be found, 
or were places that clearly could not qualify for a Heritage Overlay such as scenic 
views and roadside landscapes, many of which are protected by Vegetation Protection 
Overlays . A shortened list of 218 places was provided to the Consultants. This 
comprised places on the watch list that were deemed to have some heritage potential, 
even when that potential seemed marginal. This was deliberate in order to ensure that a 
wide sample of places valued by the community was represented. Subsequently, several 
more places, either identified during the course of the Review or added as a result of 
additional discrete pieces of work, such as for the Ranelagh precincts, were added. 
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1.3   Review area 
The Review Area is defined as the former Shire of Mornington with the exclusion of 
the rural areas. Small parts of the City of Frankston transferred to Mornington 
Peninsula Shire upon amalgamation in 1995 are also included. This part of Mornington 
Peninsula Shire includes the localities of Mount Eliza, Mornington and Mount Martha. 

 
1.4   Review limitations 
The key limitations of the Review are seen to be: 

• The Consultants were required to assess places on a list provided by Mornington 
Peninsula Shire, although further places were added as part of fieldwork and 
community consultation (about 25 places). 

• The majority of places were only investigated externally and sometimes an 
inspection of an individual house was limited to the front and side views of the 
property only. 

• The Consultant was not required to undertake all the tasks recommended in the 
Heritage Review such as checking the quality of all existing Heritage Overlay 
citations (Butler, 2006). 

• The Review does not address pre-contact indigenous heritage, or places 
specifically of natural heritage. 

• In undertaking comparative analysis outside the Review Area the Consultants 
relied on places previously documented rather than having first-hand knowledge 
of the whole municipality that would have been obtained through a Shire-wide 
Review. The consultants also relied on knowledge and experience of other 
heritage studies to inform comparative analysis. 

 
Figure 2. 1 Burong Ct Mount Eliza – example of an inter war house assessed to be of local significance 
(Source: Context 2011) 
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Figure 3. Mount Eliza North Primary School designed by Kevin Borland-an example of a place 
assessed to be of local significance (Source: Context 2011) 

 
2 APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 
 
2.1   Introduction 
In accordance with Heritage Victoria guidelines, the Review was prepared using The 
Burra Charter: The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Heritage 
Significance (1999) and its guidelines. 
 
Places of cultural heritage significance were assessed using the Heritage Council 
Criteria for the Assessment of Cultural Heritage Significance (HERCON). These 
assessment criteria were adopted at the 1998 Conference on Heritage and are based on 
the longstanding, and much used, Australian Heritage Commission criteria for the 
Register of the National Estate. The Review methodology was based upon the series of 
tasks set out in the brief in Appendix F. 
 
The Review was guided by a Steering Committee comprising the following people: 

• Simon Lloyd - Mornington Peninsula Shire project manager 
• Rosalyn Franklin - Mornington Peninsula Shire 
• Lorraine Huddle - Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Advisor 
• Peter Holloway - National Trust and 
• Derek Smith - Mornington and District Historical Society. 
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2.2   Project management plan 
At the commencement of the project a Project Management Plan was prepared that was 
approved by the Project Manager. For each stage, the Plan set out key tasks and 
responsibilities, meetings to be held and key outputs to be achieved. The approach set 
out in the Plan was intended to ensure that the Review would: 

• Establish a methodology that can be applied for heritage studies throughout 
the Shire. 

• Provide further understanding of local history identity through the 
preparation of statements of significance for localities. 

• Provide recommendations for the protection of expanded place types. 
• Provide recommendations for the management of heritage places. 
• Include the timing and milestones to be achieved. 

 
2.3   Steering Committee meetings 
Two Steering Committee meetings were aligned with the completion of key tasks 
throughout the Review. At the inception meeting (October 2010) the Project 
Management Plan was discussed and some amendments made by the Steering 
Committee. Preliminary findings of the fieldwork component were presented to the 
Steering Committee in December 2010. 
 
A pause in the Review followed the decision to edit Butler’s draft Mornington 
Thematic History and this work was carried out between April and July 2011. A Draft 
Report was completed in December 2011 and reviewed internally by Mornington 
Peninsula Shire and feedback incorporated into the Final Report. The Consultants 
attended a Council briefing in June 2012, followed by a final Steering Committee 
briefing. 
 
2.4   Review tasks 
 
2.4.1 Initial assessment 
The assessment of all places was undertaken in the following manner: 
• Places eliminated in the first cut through a combination of examining photographs 

provided by the Shire, followed up with field surveys if it was not clear. These were 
places where a better comparative example exists or were too altered. 

• Places for which fieldwork and research was undertaken but they were not 
recommended for an overlay. 

• Places recommended for overlays (Heritage Overlay or Significant Landscape 
Overlay) 

• Places not assessed either because the properties were not visible from the street or 
permission to access was either not obtained or refused. 

 
 
 

2.4.2 Preparation of locality histories 
The Review was to acknowledge the distinctiveness of each locality and accordingly 
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locality histories were prepared in order to understand the differences in how each place 
developed. These were used in setting thematic context for histories of each place. 
The localities histories include: 
 
• Mornington - 19th Century 
• Mornington - 1900-1945 
• Mount Eliza - 19th Century 
• Mount Eliza -  1900-1945 
• Mount Martha - 19th Century 
• Mount Martha - 1900-1945 
• A thematic history on post-1945 residential development was also prepared.  

These are included in Appendix G. 

 
2.4.3 Field survey 
Fieldwork, consultation and research also resulted in the identification of a number of 
additional places with potential heritage values. Places so identified were added to the 
list of places for future assessment which subsequently was funded as an extension to 
the Review. The findings have been incorporated into this Review. 
 
At the inception of this Review, all owners were contacted by Mornington Peninsula 
Shire Council by mail, prior to external inspections being carried out. Additional 
contact was made with those owners of places where closer access was required. 
 
All places on the master list provided to the consultants were inspected. Notes were 
taken on description, integrity and condition of each place, and digital photos and 
sketch plans were used to record all heritage items on a given site, including elements 
such as fences, outbuildings, gardens, trees, etc. 
 
For properties not accessible to the public, Council contacted the owners by post to 
request an inspection visit. Inspection of these properties was carried out where 
permission was given. A number of property owners either refused access or did not 
respond to letters. In these cases the places were removed from the assessment list and 
are recommended for future assessment. They are noted in Appendix B1. 

 
2.4.4 Ranelagh Estate 
After the commencement of the Review, a decision was taken to expand the scope of 
the Review to include three potential precincts and another 12 individual properties 
outside them in Ranelagh Estate, Mount Eliza.  
This work was recommended by the Ranelagh Estate Conservation Management Plan 
(Context PL, 2009). A visit to the area by Louise Honman and Mornington Peninsula 
Shire Strategic Heritage and Urban Design Planner Simon Lloyd in February 2012 
identified a further seven properties of potential heritage significance. The potential 
precincts and individual places were given a full assessment in the following steps: 
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• Fieldwork was carried out and all places given a preliminary assessment on the 
basis of their architectural quality and intactness. 
 

• Places that were of contributory significance or higher and grouped near other 
such properties were included within heritage precincts. 
 

• Places that appeared to be of individual heritage significance, but not located 
within a cluster of other properties with heritage significance, were assessed 
individually. These were:  

o 62 Canadian Bay Rd,  
o 4-6 Rannoch Ave,  
o 14 Rosserdale Cr,  
o 40 Rosserdale Cr, 
o 9 Wimborne Ave,  
o 27 Wimborne Ave. 

 
• Places that were of contributory significance but not near any grouping of 

similar properties were not assessed further. They are:- 
o 23 Rannoch Ave,  
o 19 Wimborne Ave,  
o 32 Wimbledon Ave. 

 
• Places that were considered to be too altered or of lesser architectural quality 

were classified as “local interest” only and not assessed further. They are: 
o 86 Canadian Bay Rd, 
o 8 Rendlesham Ave, 
o 20 Rosserdale Cr,  
o 28 Rosserdale Cr,  
o 30 Rosserdale Cr, 
o 45 Rosserdale Cr,  
o 86 Rutland Ave,  
o 52 Rosserdale Cr. 

 
The six individual places and the three precincts (in accordance with the revised 
boundaries) were then assessed. 
 
Due to budgetary constraints, the places of potential individual significance within the 
precincts were not given a full assessment and separate place citations were not 
prepared for them.  
 
Subsequently, as a result of further consideration of the precinct proposals, it has been 
decided to pursue a different form of listing. This has meant that the preliminary 
assessments of some places have been altered. See Part 2 of this Report for the 
proposed Ranelagh Group Listings. 
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2.4.5 Assessment and documentation 
The following tasks were undertaken to assess and document the places and precincts: 
 
• Historical and/or architectural research to document the history of each place and 

find out which historical theme(s) it is connected to. Research was drawn from 
secondary sources (e.g. local histories) and primary sources (e.g. rate books, street 
directories, land titles, historic maps and photos, Council building files, etc.). 
 

• Contextual history for each place drawn from the Thematic History. This included, 
as appropriate, a locality history for all places, and a thematic context. These 
include: pre 1900, inter-war and post war histories for Mornington, Mount Eliza and 
Mount Martha, schools, hospitals, modern architecture, architects biographies and 
an extended Chancellor and Patrick comparative analysis. 

 
• A comparative analysis for each place of potential architectural significance 

sufficient to determine its relative significance using the thresholds of local or State 
significance. The analysis draws on the current heritage listings (at the State and 
local level), comparison between places currently under assessment, and the 
Thematic History. 

 
• An assessment of significance in accordance with The Burra Charter: The Australia 

ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance (1999) using the HERCON 
criteria (See Appendix D.1) applying the thresholds of local or State significance 
(Please refer to Section 2.5). 

 
• A Statement of Significance for each significant place and precinct. The Statement 

clearly and accurately describes: 
 

o What is important about the place – what elements contribute to its 
significance: buildings (including which phases of construction), trees, 
objects, views, etc. 

o How it is important – in terms of its historic, aesthetic/architectural, social, 
technical, spiritual or other values and 

o Why it is important – What historic themes does it demonstrate? Is it a good 
or representative example of its type? Who is it associated with? Is it valued 
by the community? 

 
2.4.6 HERMES entry 
Once the assessments were completed, the findings were entered into the HERMES 
database. For places or precincts of local significance, citations were prepared, as 
appropriate, for each place in a manner that is sufficient to form a sound basis for 
protection in the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme in accordance with Heritage 
Victoria guidelines. Each place or precinct record includes: 

 
• A history and description. 
• Comparative analysis and statement of significance. 
• Statutory recommendations, e.g. Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme, VHI, 

VHR or other actions. 
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• Management guidelines – rather than creating management guidelines 
specifically for the places and precincts assessed by this Review reference is 
made to the existing Cultural Heritage Places local policy at Cl. 22.04 of the 
Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme (See section 3.3 for further discussion). 

• At least two images. 

 
A ‘Significant’ place within a precinct (see below) has its own individual HERMES 
citation and Statement of Significance. 
For those places recommended for inclusion in the Heritage Overlay, the extent of the 
overlay is noted: either the entire property as defined by the title boundaries, or a 
curtilage around the significant elements, which is described in the HERMES database 
and illustrated on a scaled aerial photo or precinct map. 
 
For places that do not meet the threshold of local significance and were researched but 
not recommended, a brief record was added to the HERMES database, noting that they 
have been assessed with a short explanation of why they do not require further 
assessment. These places are in Appendix A.4 and noted as ‘researched not 
recommended’ in the HERMES database. 
 
2.4.7 Statutory recommendations and mapping 
The statutory recommendations for places assessed to be local significance are made in 
accordance with relevant policies and guidelines including the Local Government 
Heritage Guidelines (1991) and the VPP Practice Note Applying the Heritage Overlay. 
It is noted that the Practice Note states that: 

 
The Heritage Overlay map, like all overlay maps, is intended to show which places are 
subject to a control. The Heritage Overlay map is not intended to indicate those 
buildings, structures, trees or other features considered to be important within a 
significant area. The only instance where an individual property within a significant 
area should be scheduled and mapped is in instances where it is proposed to trigger a 
variation to the control. 

 
That is, the boundary of a place or precinct described in a statement of significance (i.e. 
what is significant) may differ from the recommended Heritage Overlay boundary (i.e. 
what is proposed to be subject to control). 
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On this basis, there are three types of mapping for places and precincts recommended 
for a Heritage Overlay: 

• Individual places to be mapped to the extent of the title boundaries. The precise 
street address for these places has been provided to Mornington Peninsula 
Shire’s GIS specialist to be entered directly. 

• Individual places for which a curtilage is recommended which is less than the 
extent of the title boundaries, or for those elements located in road reserves (e.g. 
trees, monuments). The precise areas recommended for Heritage Overlay 
protection are described in the HERMES database and have been drawn on 
aerial photos. 

• Groups, which cover multiple properties. Maps have been prepared, which show 
the Contributory places within each. 
 

These definitions are essentially based on the Glossary of Terms in The Heritage 
Overlay: Guidelines for Assessing Planning Permit Applications (Public Draft 
February 2007) by the Heritage Council and Heritage Victoria. 

 
2.5   Establishing local significance 

 
2.5.1 What is ”local” significance? 
In accordance with Heritage Victoria guidelines, heritage places are no longer assigned 
a “grading”, but are identified as being of either local or State significance. Places of 
local significance can include places significant to a locality. Some of the places of 
local significance may also be important to the whole Mornington Peninsula; however 
this will be established as the heritage reviews for each Area are completed. 
It is important to note that: 

• A place may have value to both local and State-wide communities. 
• The two categories are not “hierarchical” with one being more important than 

the other; rather they simply identify the community to which the place is most 
important. 
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Figure 6. 8 Harleston Road Mount Eliza - example of a modern house designed by Chancellor 
and Patrick (Source: Context 2011). 
 
2.5.2 What is a threshold? 
The Heritage Victoria standard brief notes that local significance can include places of 
significance to a town or locality, however, whether the “threshold” of local 
significance is achieved depends how relevant heritage criteria are applied and 
interpreted. 
 
The Review of Heritage Provisions in Planning Schemes Advisory Committee  Report2 
notes that the related questions of the application of appropriate heritage criteria and 
establishing ”thresholds” that provide practical guidance to distinguish places of “mere 
heritage interest from those of heritage significance” have been the subject of 
continuing debate in recent times. 
 
While there was agreement that the AHC criteria may be appropriate for use at the 
local level, the question of what establishes a threshold remains open to interpretation. 
 
The Advisory Committee Report defines “threshold” as follows: 
 
Essentially a ‘threshold’ is the level of cultural significance that a place must have 
before it can be recommended for inclusion in the planning scheme. The question to be 
answered is ‘Is the place of sufficient import that its cultural values should be 
recognised in the planning scheme and taken into account in decision‐making?’  
 
Thresholds are necessary to enable a smaller group of places with special architectural 
values, for example, to be selected out for listing from a group of perhaps hundreds of 
places with similar architectural values.3 
 
 
 
How is a threshold defined? 
The Advisory Committee Report cites the Bayside C37 and C38 Panel report, which 
notes that: 
 
With respect to defining thresholds of significance, it was widely agreed by different 
experts appearing before this Panel that there is a substantial degree of value judgment 
required to assess a place’s heritage value, so that there is always likely to be 
legitimate, differing professional views about the heritage value of some places. 
 
There is a wide range of matters that can be taken into account in making any 
assessment (e.g. a place’s value in relation to historic, social, aesthetic, cultural 

                                            
2  Review of Planning Provisions in Planning Schemes Advisory Committee Report, Department 
of Planning and Development, 2007  
3  Advisory Committee Report, p.2-41 
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factors, its fabric’s integrity and so on), leading to further grounds for differences 
between judgments.4 
 
While there are application guidelines for the use of the AHC criteria (developed in 
1990 these are known as the AHC Criteria for the Register of the National Estate: 
Application Guidelines), they are designed for application at the regional or National 
level and the Advisory Committee Report cited a report prepared by Ian Wight for 
Heritage Victoria, which noted that they may require rewriting to “make them clearly 
applicable to places of local significance”. 
 
On this basis, the Panel made the following conclusions: 
As also discussed, a fundamental threshold is whether there is something on the site or 
forming part of the heritage place that requires management through the planning 
system. 
As we have commented, we see the development of thresholds as something which 
responds to the particular characteristics of the area under investigation and its 
heritage resources. Nevertheless the types of factors that might be deployed to 
establish local thresholds can be specified State‐wide. They would include rarity in 
the local context, condition/degree of intactness, age, design quality/aesthetic 
value, their importance to the development sequence documented in the thematic 
environmental history. (Emphasis added) 
This process is essentially a comparative one within the local area. That area may not 
coincide with the municipal area. Its definition should be informed by the thematic 
environmental history.5 
 
What is the role of the thematic history? 
The previous comments highlight the important role played by thematic histories in 
providing a context for the identification and assessment of places. However, while it 
would be expected that the majority of places of local significance would be associated 
with a theme in the thematic history not all places are and there may be some that are 
individually significant for reasons that are independent of the themes identified by the 
Review. The chair of the Advisory Committee Report, Jenny Moles, made the 
following comment in the Panel report prepared for the Warrnambool Planning Scheme 
Amendment C57: 

 
The Panel also does not see it as inimical to the significance of this building that there 
is currently no mention of a guest house theme in the Gap Review Thematic History. It 
is simply not the case that every building typology will be mentioned in such a 
Study. (Emphasis added) 
 
The C57 Panel Report also once again highlighted that thematic histories are not 
‘static’ documents and should be reviewed once more detailed assessments are carried 
out for places and precincts. This iterative approach allows a ‘more complete and more 
pertinent history of a municipality to be developed in terms of providing a basis for 

                                            
4  Advisory Committee Report, p.2-32 
5  Advisory Committee Report, p.2-45 
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managing heritage stock and allows individual buildings to be placed in their historical 
context’.6 

 
Conclusion 
In accordance with the Advisory Committee comments, a series of local ”tests” have 
been developed to determine whether a heritage place meets the threshold of local 
significance to the Mornington Peninsula Shire using the HERCON criteria. It is noted 
that a place need only meet one “test” or criteria in order to meet the threshold of local 
significance. Meeting more than one ”test” does not make the place more significant – 
it simply means that the place is significant for a variety of reasons. The tests are: 
 
• The place is associated with a key theme identified in the thematic history. The 

place will have a strong association with the theme and this will be clearly 
illustrated by the fabric, when compared with other places (Criterion A). 
 

• The place may be rare within the municipality or to a township or locality. It may 
contain or be a very early building/s, or be of a type that is under-represented within 
Mornington Peninsula Shire (Criterion B). 

 
• If it is a representative example of a place type it will usually have the typical range 

of features normally associated with that type – i.e. it will be a benchmark example 
– and it will usually have a high degree of integrity (i.e. for a precinct, a high 
proportion of the places will be considered to be contributory) or particular aesthetic 
characteristics (Criteria D) 

 
• The place is an exemplar of an architectural style or represents significant technical 

or artistic/architectural innovation or achievement when compared to other similar 
places in the municipality. The places will usually have a high degree of integrity 
when compared to other places (Criterion E). 

 
 

• The place has a high degree of creative or technical achievement displaying 
innovative or unusual design or construction systems. (Criterion F) 

 
• The place has strong social or historic associations to an area (Criterion G) or to an 

individual or organisation (Criterion H) and, in particular: 
 

o There is continuity of use or association, meanings, or symbolic importance 
over a period of 25 years or more (representing transition of values beyond 
one generation). 

o The association has resulted in a deeper attachment that goes beyond utility 
value. 

o The connection between a place and a person/s or organisations is not short 
or incidental and may have been documented – for example in local 
histories, other heritage studies or reports, local oral histories etc. 

                                            
6  Warrnambool Planning Scheme. Amendment C57 Panel Report, December 2008, Jennifer A. Moles, 

Chair 
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By comparison, places that do not meet the threshold of local significance will 
generally be those where: 
 

• Historical associations are not well established or are not reflected in the fabric 
because of low integrity, or 

• The place is common within the municipality or already well-represented in the 
Heritage Overlay, or 

• If a precinct, it has a high proportion of non-contributory buildings, or 
• It is a typical, rather than outstanding example of an architectural style or 

technical achievement and there are better comparative examples in the area or 
municipality. 

 
Figure 7. Mornington Cemetery example of a place assessed to be of local significance (Source: Context 
2011). 
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Figure 8. Shag Rock, part of the Mornington foreshore area (Source: Context 2011). 

 
2.6   Community consultation 
Mornington Peninsula Shire wished to emphasize a locality-based approach, to ensure 
that places that expressed local stories and local history would be identified. Three 
community consultation workshops were held on 10 December, 2010 at Mornington. 
The purpose of the workshops was to provide an opportunity for community input into 
the identification and prioritisation of places for assessment. The feedback was also 
used to inform the development of statements of significance for each locality, and the 
historic themes that are most relevant to each. 
 
Each workshop focussed on one particular locality with invited participants. Some 
participants stayed for more than one workshop, whilst others came for their particular 
area only. Participants were invited to participate in informal discussion around the 
questions posed below. 
 
There were 35 attendees altogether, with 12 attending the Mount Eliza workshop, 24 at 
Mornington, and 10 at Mount Martha (some people attended more than one workshop 
session). The project manager, Simon Lloyd, was also in attendance for all three 
workshops. 
 
At the conclusion of the workshop participants were invited to complete nomination 
forms for any places they felt should be included in the Review. The places nominated 
are listed in Tables 2.2 and 2.3. All of these places have been researched and assessed 
as part of the Review. 
 
Table 2.2 - Places nominated at the workshops 
Place   Address    Location  
1. Blamey House       Cnr Beleura Hill Rd and Morell St Mornington 
2. House  3 Gordon St Mornington 
3. Brick Maisonettes  1-2 Gordon St Mornington 
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4. Oak Tree  126 Tanti Ave Mornington 
5. John Rouse’s House  85 Kunyung Road Mount Eliza 
6. Hartley Cottage  60 Wooralla Dve Mount Eliza 
7. Former Home of 2(or 4) Ozone Ave Mount Martha 
 Herbert Dyce Murphy  
 
Table 2.3 Places nominated subsequent to workshops 
Place   Address    Location  
8. Merchant Builders Estate Keraboite Ct Mount Eliza 
9. Historic Bridge/culvert  Old Mornington Peninsula  Mount Eliza 
 over Kacheraboite Creek Road  
 
Locality histories were used as a basis of developing the stories of places in addition to 
the themes captures in the Thematic History. Because the three localities are seen as 
very distinctive places, the pre and post-1900 locality histories provided a basis for 
comparison of places within each locality. 
 
2.7   Review of the Thematic History 
The Mornington Peninsula Shire Thematic History (Butler, 2008) was edited during the 
course of the Review. This work involved some thematic re-organisation, eliminating 
some detail on places and making corrections. The community consultation with 
Historical Societies undertaken as part of this work identified a number of gaps in the 
history. Most pressing perhaps were several thematic gaps identified in the community 
workshop on 23 May 2011 such as the post-war immigration to the Peninsula. As a 
consequence, further amendments were suggested, and these have been undertaken. 

 
2.8   Historical archaeology 
Historical archaeology is the review of archaeological places associated with non-
Aboriginal settlement and activity. A historical archaeological site may include above-
ground features such as ruins and below-ground features or deposits such as buried 
building foundations and objects. These places must be at least 50 years old and  
protected under the Heritage Act 1995. Archaeological sites and artefacts that relate to 
contact and shared activity between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal communities are 
regarded as both Aboriginal sites and historical archaeological sites and are protected 
by both the Heritage Act and the Aboriginal Heritage Act. 
 
Archaeological sites and their associated artefacts do not exist in isolation from their 
broader cultural and natural environment. For this reason, historical archaeology also 
relies on other fields including history, anthropology, geography and geology, to help 
develop an understanding of a place's history. The Heritage Inventory contains site 
descriptions, plans, locations, and preliminary assessments of the importance of each 
site. Heritage objects and artefacts which have been found and recorded in Victoria are 
also listed. These may range from pieces of machinery to a scatter of crockery and 
glass. Archaeological sites are important because they help us increase our knowledge 
about past places and activities. 
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Figure 9. Former Balcombe Camp Hut, Citation Oval, Mount Martha (Source: Context 2011). 

 
2.9 Review of Area 1 methodology 
 
2.9.1 Introduction 
The brief for the Review required the Consultants to undertake a review of the 
methodology used for the Review. Area 1 is the first geographic area to be reviewed 
following the desk top review of heritage studies by Graeme Butler in 2006. 
 
Learning from this Review is expected to inform the subsequent heritage reviews of 
Review Areas throughout the Shire. Alternatively, this geographic approach could be 
abandoned in favour of another way such as thematic assessments. 
 
2.9.2 Comments 
Like most municipalities Mornington Peninsula Shire has many different localities that 
exhibit their own characteristics and development patterns. Heritage places need to be 
considered in the context of their locality, not just on a Shire-wide basis. Comparative 
analysis within a locality can be enough to establish local significance therefore the 
Area approach has some validity. 
 
However, some place types may require comparative analysis on a Shire–wide basis. 
Examples of place types that benefit from a broader or typological comparison include 
late modern places (1970 –present time) and the significant body of residential work 
produced by architects Chancellor and Patrick. The heritage value of these place types 
is firmly based on architectural values and establishing the best examples of a large 
number of architect designed places according to their merit is something that is best 
done on a Shire-wide basis. There are simply too many excellent examples of 1970s, 
80s and 90s architecture and they are too recent to assess. 
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It has been a little easier to assess examples of modern architecture in the earlier post-
war years (1950 – 1970) as notions of condition and integrity can be used to measure 
one place against another. There is also a solid body of architectural writing on the 
modernist era in assessing these places. 
 
Beach houses that do not exhibit direct architectural involvement in their design 
(although they may be based on project home designs prepared by architects) would 
also benefit from a Shire-wide or typological approach as there are a very large number 
of these across the whole Shire. 
 
Some places were identified during fieldwork; others were nominated or referred to the 
Consultants during the course of the Review, largely responding to threats to the place. 
 
Comparative analysis of places is generally limited to the immediate localities of 
Mornington, Mount Eliza and Mount Martha, which has been sufficient to establish 
whether a place has local significance, however where necessary, comparative places in 
other parts of the Shire have been noted. 

 
Figure 10. Mount Eliza and Mornington Bayside Mansions precinct. Example of a significant landscape 
providing a setting to some of the mansions (Source: Context 2011). 

 
2.9.3 Conclusions 
This Review has proceeded from a logical prioritised approach established by the Shire, 
to document and protect heritage places. Butler’s Mornington Peninsula Shire 
Thematic History, prepared in draft form in 2008, and the subsequent desktop review 
has set the context in which the individual area studies can progress. 
 
Heritage watch list 
Council’s approach of maintaining a heritage watch list is an appropriate method of 
capturing information about places that have community attachment, are awaiting 
assessment, or are potentially at risk. It is also considered appropriate that a shortened 
version of this list be provided to the Consultants undertaking future area studies, or 
alternatively, the Review brief could be expanded to include an initial scoping exercise 
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in order to achieve a short list. Which approach is taken may depend on the budget 
available for future projects. 
A useful further approach for the heritage watch list is to have an established process 
for the Shire to respond to any current issues such as: 
• Is there a real or perceived threat to the place? 

 
• Can a quick assessment be done to establish whether there are heritage values 

present? 
 

• How should the place be listed in order to ensure assessment at the appropriate 
time? 

 
• Is there a process for responding to real threats to unprotected or previously 

unidentified heritage places? 
 
Establishing comparisons 
In undertaking heritage studies on an area by area rather than a Shire-wide approach it 
is harder for the consultants to have the broad overview of places within the whole 
Shire which is generally gained from fieldwork across a whole municipality. 
 
Comparative studies of particular building typologies or works by particular architects 
can be useful, particularly when there are numerous examples of the work of particular 
architects which are difficult to assess without a comprehensive approach. The Shire-
wide desktop assessment of Chancellor and Patrick buildings established that the places 
currently with a Heritage Overlay are amongst the best of this firm’s output, although 
there are some additional places recommended for assessment. Shire-wide thematic 
studies may be useful for the following types of places: 
• Post-1970 buildings. 
• Vernacular beach houses. 

 
Concurrent Studies 
Several concurrent projects were undertaken during the course of the Review and the 
information arising from these has been a useful source of additional information, often 
resulting in a more detailed examination of a particular place or group of places than the 
Review allows. These studies included: 

• Chancellor & Patrick Desktop Study, Context, 2012 
• Heritage Assessments of Five Robin Boyd Houses in the Mornington Peninsula 

Shire, Simon Reeves, 2012 
 
Community involvement 
Community involvement in heritage studies is an important part of the project, both in 
information gathering and keeping property owners whose properties may be affected 
by future Heritage Overlays informed about what is happening. The workshops 
undertaken for this Review were useful forums for information exchange. The Shire 
has been diligent in informing by letter all property owners whose places were being 
assessed. Wider publicity for heritage studies on Council’s website can also help to 
inform residents. 
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Integrated heritage studies 
Heritage studies based on the standard brief from Heritage Victoria unfortunately do not 
allow for an integrated assessment of Aboriginal, natural, and cultural heritage values 
and places. Ideally this is best practice, and that has been successfully undertaken by 
the City of Darebin. The large number of natural areas nominated by the community 
and included in the 600 places on the Shire’s heritage watch list indicates a high level 
of interest in this important part of the Shire’s heritage. 
 
2.9.4 Recommendations 
 

Mornington Peninsula Shire should  
Continue to maintain a heritage watch list for each area. 

 
• Provide the consultants with a comprehensive list of places derived from the larger 

heritage watch list unless future heritage Review budgets allow for the consultant to 
undertake this scoping work. 

 
• Include in the brief for future studies for the consultants to visit key places outside 

the Review Area as a basis for comparison. 
 

• Include in the brief for future studies an update of the Thematic History, continue 
to involve local heritage groups and individuals for each area Review and consider 
wider publicity either as community bulletins or information on Council’s website. 

 
• Undertake Shire-wide thematic studies. 

 Modern architecture post-1970 
 Vernacular beach houses 

 
• An assessment of the current state of protection afforded to natural heritage places 

under Vegetation Protection Overlays and Significant Landscape Overlays and 
comparison with those places on the original heritage watch list may be useful. 

 
• Aboriginal heritage should also be considered as an integral part of a comprehensive 

heritage plan for the Shire. 
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Figure 11. 4 Ocean Grove, Mount Eliza - assessed to be of local significance (Source: Context 2011). 
 
 

 
Figure 12. Oak Hill, Mornington - 19th century house and garden setting (Source: Context 2011) 
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Figure 13. 1 Wooralla Drive - former Parkdale Primary School (Source: Context 2011). 

 
 

 
Figure 14. St Macartan’s Drake Street Mornington – example of a church designed by architect 
A.A.Fritsch (Source: Context 2011). 

 
3 KEY FINDINGS 
 
3.1   Introduction 

 
The key findings of the Review are: 

 
• There are no places of potential State significance. 

 
• There are 36 individual heritage places assessed to be of local significance (see 

Appendix A.1). 
 

• There are two groups of houses assessed to be of local significance and suitable to 
be listed as Group Listings (see Appendix A.1).  
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• There are three precincts that are significant primarily for landscape values and 
recommended for Significant Landscape Overlays (see Appendix A.1). 

 
• There are 11 places for which it is recommended that that an archival record is 

made in lieu of a heritage overlay (see Appendix A.2). 
 

• There are 81 individual places and 4 precincts that were researched but not 
recommended as they do not meet the threshold for local significance (see Appendix 
A.4). 

 
• There are 79 places that were eliminated as part of the first cut, and for which no 

further action is proposed (see Appendix A.5) 
 

• There are 13 places that require future assessment. These include: 
 

 9 places that could not be viewed because access could not be arranged (see 
Appendix B.1) 

 4 other places (see Appendix B.2). 
 

• There is one place recommended to be removed from the heritage overlay (see 
Appendix A.6). 

 
3.2   Heritage places 
 
3.2.1 Local significance 
Appendix A1 provides a list of the individual historic heritage places that are 
considered to meet the threshold for local significance when assessed against the 
HERCON criteria, and thus are worthy of protection under the Heritage Overlay. 
 
Each place citation in the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review Area 1 – Mount 
Eliza, Mornington, Mount Martha Significant Place Citations 2013  contains 
recommendations for planning controls that are based on the format of the Schedule to 
the Heritage Overlay. This includes recommendations for paint controls, tree controls 
and outbuildings. For each citation the schedule has been completed with a ‘Yes’ 
where these controls are recommended. If no control is recommended a ‘dash’ is used. 
‘No’ has not been used as it has been found to cause confusion amongst property 
owners believing that no controls at all are recommended. The final schedule to the 
Heritage Overlay will be completed according to the standard procedure using ‘Yes’ 
and ‘No’. 
 
3.2.2 Places not recommended for statutory protection 
Appendix A.4 provides a list of the places assessed and found not to meet the threshold 
for local significance when assessed against the HERCON criteria. No further action is 
recommended for these places. Typically, they are: 
 
• Altered buildings of which better examples exist in the municipality. This does not 

necessarily mean buildings in poor condition, but rather buildings where the 
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original fabric has been changed to the extent that little evidence exists to 
demonstrate the historic values of the site. 

 
• Places for which the historic values or thematic associations were not strongly 

demonstrated. Note that some of them have sufficient heritage value to contribute to 
a precinct, but are not located near to other such places. 
 

Brief citations have been created in the HERMES database for future reference. 
 
Appendix A5 provides a list of places that were not researched through elimination at 
the first cut. 
 
3.2.3 Future assessment 
Appendix B provides lists of places that are recommended for future assessment. They 
include 
• Places that could not be viewed because access could not be arranged. No further 

action is recommended for these places at this stage. For Appendix B1, however 
refer to the discussion at 8.3. 

 
• Places that are recommended for further assessment for other reasons. – Appendix 

B2. 
 
3.3   Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme heritage policy 
As previously noted, it is proposed that the future management of the places and 
precincts assessed by this Review should be guided by the Cultural Heritage Places 
Local Policy (CHPLP) at Clause 22.04 of the Planning Scheme. This is considered to 
have the following advantages: 

 
• It will ensure consistency for future users. If a policy is inserted into each of the 

Area 1 citations, then only these citations would have it and it could be different to 
what is in other citations. Referring to the policy in the Planning Scheme means that 
planners or property owners will know that this is the same policy for all heritage 
places. 

 
• It will make it easier for Council to manage in the future. For example, if Council 

decides to make a change to the heritage policy then it only needs to be made to one 
document, rather than in many separate citations. 

 
The CHPLP has been reviewed and it is recommended that it be replaced by a new 
policy that gives clearer objectives and more detailed management guidance for places 
on the Heritage Overlay. A preliminary draft of a proposed new CHPLP is provided at 
Appendix C. 
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3.4   Review of the draft Mornington Peninsula Shire Thematic History 
The draft Mornington Peninsula Shire Thematic History, which was revised and edited 
during the Review, proved useful in the assessment of heritage places and precincts. 
The detailed research and investigation of places carried out for this Review identified 
some further changes that have now been completed. Following further heritage 
reviews in other parts of Mornington Peninsula Shire it is expected that there may be 
some further changes. 
 
Changes to a Thematic History are not unusual. The chair of the Independent Panel 
appointed to hear submissions to Amendment C57 to the Warrnambool Planning 
Scheme7, noted that: 
 

“This iterative approach to the development of a thematic history is understood to 
be normal practice by heritage consultants (see the Advisory Committee report). It 
is a process which generally allows a more complete and more pertinent history of 
a municipality to be developed in terms of providing a basis for managing heritage 
stock and allows individual buildings to be placed in their historical context.” 

 
3.5   Historical archaeology 
 
3.5.1 Summary of findings 
Of the nine places identified in the initial list as possibly having archaeological 
potential, a third comprise putative mooring points along the coast, reflecting the 
maritime past of the area. No physical evidence was observed at the suggested 
locations, but unfortunately, without supporting information and exact locations, it was 
not possible to confirm or definitively disprove the presence of tangible remains, and it 
may be that remains do exist but in areas of the coastline which were largely 
inaccessible for the survey. 
 
A number of extant buildings relating to the Mount Martha/Balcombe military base 
were surveyed including the AIF camp hut at 1256 Nepean Highway (see above) and 
the Officer’s Mess on Uralla Road, but archaeological deposits are likely to exist across 
the entire site. Further works should focus on identifying specific sites – such as the Old 
Quarry which was used as a rifle range, for inclusion on the Victorian Heritage 
Inventory (VHI). 
 
The third category of places of possible archaeological potential on the initial list 
comprises the sites of now demolished houses. With the exception of the likely house 
site at 1168-1176 Nepean Highway, at which a remnant orchard survives, all of these 
sites have been redeveloped, leaving only remnant trees and a driveway gate at 
‘Montrose’ (67 Glenisla Drive, Mornington). Landscaping during redevelopment will 
probably have removed any trace of the earlier buildings, particularly at 39 Koornalla 
Crescent, Mount Eliza, where the house site has been replaced with Earimil Gardens - 
attached to number 33A. Although nearby residents recalled a structure at the site, the 

                                            
7  Warrnambool Planning Scheme Amendment C57 Panel Report, December 2008, Jennifer A. 
Moles, Chair 
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owners, and creators, of the gardens do not recall any such building, and this may be 
illustrative of a previous disregard for such sites in the face of increasing development 
pressure. 

 
3.5.2 Inclusion of sites on the VHI and the Heritage Overlay 
Of the places that the consultant was asked to review, the only place deemed to be of 
some archaeological significance is the Balcombe AIF Camp at Mount Martha, 
however the deposits of former buildings are likely to have been disturbed. There are 
no places recommended for inclusion on the Victorian Heritage Inventory (VHI). 
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PART TWO: FURTHER WORK BY MPSC  
WITH  
BUILT HERITAGE P/L 
HERITAGE INTELLIGENCE PTY LTD 
 
 
Note: This section results from further work undertaken on the Heritage Review, 
following exhibition of the draft Review in 2012 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
27 Ravenscourt Avenue, Mount Eliza, recommended for inclusion in the  
Ranelagh Residential Group – Picturesque Traditional Styles 
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4   INTRODUCTION: POST THE DRAFT REVIEW 
 
4.1   Background 

The draft Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review – Area 1 was prepared by the 
heritage architects and environment consultancy Context PL, under the direction of 
Council’s Strategic Planner Heritage and Urban Design.  
At the ordinary Council meeting on 13 August 2012, Council resolved to place the 
draft Review on public exhibition for a period of six (6) weeks. This exhibition was not 
a statutory requirement, but was done to facilitate a broad engagement with affected 
owners and the community, prior to exhibiting the planning scheme amendment which 
is now proposed. 
The draft Review recommended 62 new individual Heritage Overlays, four new 
precinct Heritage Overlays, and three new Scenic Landscape Overlays.  It comprised 
three volumes: 
• Volume 1 – Mornington Peninsula Shire Thematic History 
• Volume 2 - Key Findings and Recommendations  
• Volume 3 – Heritage Place & Precinct Citations. 
 
38 submissions were received for the exhibition of the draft Review. As a result of 
these submissions, consultation with owners and further research, the Review 
recommendations have been refined. 
Further work on the Review has been undertaken by Council’s Heritage Adviser, 
Lorraine Huddle of Heritage Intelligence P/L and Simon Reeves of Built Heritage Pty 
Ltd. Mr Graeme Butler has also contributed additional research. 
The final Heritage Review – Area 1 recommends 36 individual Heritage Overlays, two 
“group listings” of houses in the Ranelagh Estate, and three new Scenic Landscape 
Overlays. One existing Heritage Overlay is recommended to be removed.  
 
5   ISSUES ARISING FROM THE DRAFT REVIEW 
 
5.  1 Issues raised by submitters 
38 submissions were received for the draft Heritage Review (multiple submissions for 
the same property have been counted as one submission).  
 
Of the 38 submissions: 

• seven (for nine places) were from owners supporting an overlay for their 
property 

• eight were from non-owners supporting the Review in total, or a specific 
recommendation 

• 21 (for 20 places) were submissions by owners opposing an overlay for their 
property 

• one was from an owner opposing the Review in total 
• one submission was unclear. 
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During and following the exhibition period further inspection and checking of 
properties was undertaken:  

• The Strategic Planner – Heritage and Urban Design personally visited all 
properties and met with every owner who had requested a meeting or who was 
home at the time of the visit. 

• All properties where either the owner had made an opposing submission, or 
where the Strategic Planner – Heritage and Urban Design had any reservations 
about an overlay, were also visited by Council’s Heritage Advisor. 

 
(Note that, where owners were absent an inspection could only be made from the 
public realm.) 
 
The main issues identified as a result of submissions and inspections were: 
Alterations 
For a number of places, owners’ submissions that their places were substantially 
altered and no longer possessed the attributes on which the recommendation was based 
were found to be correct. 
 
In general terms, this was felt to result from the survey process, whereby properties 
were viewed from the street. Whilst this may enable a reasonable assessment of the 
front of an urban house close to the street, houses in the Review area are frequently 
well back from the front boundary and often screened by vegetation or high fences. 
 
An example of a highly altered place that failed a close inspection is 92 Bradford 
Road, Mount Martha, which is set well back from the road. On close inspection, this 
Robin Boyd designed house was found to have lost almost all the features that 
distinguished the original design. 
 
In other cases, the extent of alteration was not obvious due to the manner in which the 
work had been done, even where the house was clearly visible. Sometimes this could 
only be determined through photographic or other evidence. 
 
Examples include 1-2 Gordon Street, Mornington (whose altered state was hidden by 
recent render work that appeared, from a distance, to be early) and 9 Shelley Street 
Mornington (which has been largely reconstructed in a different but sympathetic 
manner by the owner). 
 
Defects 
A related category of places appeared to be in reasonable condition from the street but 
on close inspection had serious structural problems. An example is 16 Bath Street 
Mornington whose cracking due to severe ground movement is not evident from a 
distance.  
 
The significance of a place not proven or evident. 
A small number of places were found where the reasons for the attributed significance 
were not sufficiently visible to justify an overlay. In general, this resulted from the 
limited opportunity the consultant had to compare the historical or social record with 
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the place itself. 
 
An example of a place where the connection between the historical record and the 
place was not proven or visible is 3 Vancouver Street Mornington. In this case, 
additional research and site investigation by Graeme Butler was commissioned. His 
conclusion was that even if the place had been  an early school, as claimed,  this early 
fabric was now irretrievably concealed within later additions. 
 
Properties purchased during the Review. 
A few places were removed from the Review as a result of complaints from owners 
who had purchased a property during the Review without knowing of any possible 
Heritage Overlay. While it may be argued that the owner should have alerted the 
purchaser, in three cases the intending purchaser had contacted Council and been 
advised that no heritage issue pertained. 
 
These purchasers were considered to have been unfairly impacted and the places were 
removed from the Review. 
 
Planning permits in place. 
Some places were removed from the review because it was discovered that they had a 
planning permit allowing major changes or demolition. An example is 17 Lowe Street 
where a large addition had been approved and it was decided this would greatly reduce 
the architectural integrity of the house. 
 
5.2   Precincts 
The draft Review recommended four Heritage Overlay precincts, one in 
Mornington and three in the Ranelagh Estate, Mount Eliza. For various 
reasons, none of these precincts is considered viable, in the sense of having 
enough places whose significance was evident and being clear about what is 
to be managed. For this reason it is considered that a planning scheme 
amendment to introduce these precincts is likely to fail. The proposed King 
George Avenue precinct, Mornington is no longer supported. This is because 
the houses vary in heritage value and integrity and a precinct would be difficult 
to manage as a Heritage Overlay.The three proposed Ranelagh Residential 
precincts are no longer supported. The reason for this is that the precincts contained 
houses from two different periods and styles, and the houses were scattered with 
numerous non-heritage houses between them. This would have made the precincts 
difficult to justify and create unnecessary controls over the non-heritage places. 
 
In place of the three Ranelagh precincts, it is now proposed to create two “Group 
Listings” of historic houses in the Ranelagh Estate: 

• Ranelagh Residential Group - Modernist Styles 
• Ranelagh Residential Group - Traditional Picturesque Styles. 

 
Group listings are a reasonably new form of heritage listing in the Victorian planning 
system. However, they are supported by the Practice Note: “Applying the Heritage 
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Overlay”8 which states: 
Places that share a common history and/or significance but which do not adjoin 
each other or form a geographical grouping may be considered for treatment as a 
single heritage place. Each place that forms part of the group might share a 
common statement of significance; a single entry in the Heritage Overlay Schedule 
and a single Heritage Overlay number. 

 
In this instance, the application of Group Listings is seen to be appropriate, as the 
houses in each of the house groups share a common history, have similar architectural 
characteristics and relate to a particular historic theme, whilst being somewhat 
geographically scattered. 
 

 
This c1920s aerial photograph was part of the research demonstrating that the Victorian cottage  
at 3 Vancouver Street, Mornington, no longer exhibited key historical attributes. 

 
2.3   Other issues 
 
• One place, 4-6 Rannoch Avenue, Mount Eliza was removed from the Review as a 

result of the owner seeking a demolition. It was subject to a separate amendment 
C170 in response to a threat of demolition and now has a Heritage Overlay applied. 

 
• It has been agreed with the owner of one place that a Conservation Management 

Plan should be prepared before a decision is made to introduce a Heritage Overlay 
(Mount Eliza Centre). 

 
• A number of places in the Ranelagh Estate previously recommended for individual 

Heritage Overlays are now part of a proposed Ranelagh Group. However, in 
accordance with advice from Heritage Victoria, places having an existing individual 
Heritage Overlay retain that individual Heritage Overlay. Further work is required 

                                            
8  Practice Note 1 | Applying the Heritage Overlay, DPCD,  2012 
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to update some of these individual Heritage Overlays with additional information 
discovered in the course of the preparation of the Group citations. However, for the 
sake of expediency, at this stage the Group citations retain mention of related 
individual Heritage Overlay places but the Heritage Overlay mapping for the 
Groups with exclude them. 

 
• A few places were found for which it was felt that the citation did not provide 

adequate basis for a Heritage Overlay, because the broader historical context was 
not sufficiently clear. For example, there were two proposed listings of tree groups 
associated with the former grounds of the Beleura homestead; it is felt that a more 
comprehensive study of the history of the grounds is required prior to introduction 
of new overlays in this area. 
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5.4   Thematic History 
As an integral part of the Review, a new Shire-wide Municipal Thematic History has 
been prepared. This combines the various Thematic Histories that accompanied each of 
the earlier heritage studies (Hastings District, Former Shires of Mornington and 
Flinders, part City of Frankston) along with new work that fills out historical themes 
belonging to the Peninsula as a whole. 
 
As a result of the exhibition of the draft Review in 2012, a small amount of new 
information was received. This information has been added to the Thematic History. 
The History has also undergone further proof reading and correction.  
 
6   VARIATIONS TO THE DRAFT REVIEW 
 
6.1 Ranelagh Group Listings 
The change from ‘precincts’ to ‘groups’ in the Ranelagh Estate has led to additional 
fieldwork and research on houses in this area. This work has been undertaken by 
Council’s Heritage Advisor and heritage consultant Simon Reeves of Built Heritage 
Pty Ltd, under the direction of Council’s Strategic Planner Heritage and Urban Design.  
 
As a result of this additional work,some houses included in a precinct in the draft 
Review are no longer recommended in the proposed groups. Five houses that were not 
previously included in a precinct have been identified for inclusion in a group. 
 
There has been ongoing consultation with the owners of houses identified in the 
Ranelagh precincts and groups to explain these changes. This has involved several mail 
outs of reports and other advice to the affected owners. As for the Review individual 
places, owners have been invited to make submissions and to arrange an inspection of 
their property and meeting with the Strategic Planner Heritage and Urban Design and 
Heritage Advisor. 
 
As a result there has been further refinement of the proposed groups through the 
elimination of doubtful places. 
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The Dikstein House by architect Ernest Fooks. (Photo courtesy Aqua Real Estate) 
 

3.2   Planning Scheme Policy changes 
In addition to the proposed Heritage Overlays and Thematic History, the Review 
recommended other improvements to the Planning Scheme, in particular a revised 
Cultural Places Policy (Clause 22.04 in the Planning Scheme). 
 
This has been further refined and is to be renamed: Heritage Places and Abutting Land, 
with new and revised text that more clearly explains the basis and objectives of the 
Policy, and provides improved guidelines and information requirements. 
 
In addition, a new Local Area Policy for the Ranelagh Estate, Mount Eliza is now 
recommended. The Ranelagh Estate is mentioned in the existing Cultural Places 
Policy. This reference will be removed and instead, the area will have a policy of its 
own. This is justified by the large area the Estate covers and the complex heritage 
issues it generates. A similar example is the Sorrento Historic Precinct which also has a 
local Policy. 
 
The new Clause 21.15 – Local Area Plan, Ranelagh Estate, is based on the 
recommendations of the Conservation Plan adopted by Council in 2009. It sets out a 
vision, objectives and strategies for planning in the Ranelagh Estate. 
 
6.3   Recording of some heritage places 
In cases where a place has a high historic value, but there is insufficient justification to 
introduce an overlay, it is recommended that Council commit to making an archival 
recording of the place. This includes some of the places previously recommended for 
heritage overlays, whose recommendation has been reversed. 
 
It is envisaged the record will comprise a photographic survey and/or architectural 
drawing. In some cases further historical research may also be justified. 
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It is anticipated that this record will be made if and when the place becomes subject to 
a demolition application, however Council could decide to make these recordings at 
any time. 
 
7   CONCLUSIONS 
 
7.1   Key achievements of the Review include: 
• The Shire now has, for the first time, a Shire-wide Municipal Thematic History. 
• The heritage watch list for Area 1 has been reduced from over 600 places to 

approximately 20, greatly reducing uncertainty for owners, the community and 
Council. (This includes 17 places that were unable to be inspected due to refusal of 
access by owners.) 

• The community and developers can feel confident that all currently known heritage 
places in the Mount Eliza, Mornington and Mount Martha areas have been assessed 
and recommended for heritage protection where they meet the necessary criteria 
and thresholds. (It is noted that no Review can guarantee that no heritage place has 
been missed, nor can it foresee future changes in community attitudes that may 
increase the number of possible heritage places.) 

• The policy in the Planning Scheme that applies to the management of heritage 
places will be further enhanced and strengthened, with particular emphasis on 
Heritage Overlay places. 

• For the first time, the Ranelagh Estate, Mount Eliza will have a stand-alone local 
area Policy. 

 
7.2   Conclusion 
Submissions received as a result of public exhibition of the draft Review have been 
considered and revisions made to accommodate owners’ concerns where possible. This 
has resulted in a reduction in the number of places to be listed, improved information 
relating to some places, and a more focussed approach to the listing of places within 
the formerly proposed precincts. These revisions will enhance the effectiveness of the 
proposed overlays and minimise impacts upon owners. 
 
The relatively small number of opposing submissions have been reviewed and 
investigated and there are no heritage grounds for removing any further places from 
recommendation. The Amendment process will allow these owners to make a 
submission to a planning panel which is the appropriate forum to hear their objections. 
 
The Review is now considered to be in a form that Council may have confidence in its 
findings and recommendations. 
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8   RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
8.1   Introduction 
This section provides key recommendations of the Review. They are: 

 
• The adoption of the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review (Area 1) by the 

Mornington Peninsula Shire. 
• The implementation of the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review (Area 1) 

by Mornington Peninsula Shire. 
 
8.2   Adoption of Review 
It is recommended that Mornington Peninsula Shire Council formally adopts the 
Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review (Area 1) which comprises: 
• Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review Area 1 – Mount Eliza, Mornington, Mount 

Martha Background Report 2013 (this Report) 

• Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review Area 1 – Mount Eliza, Mornington, Mount 

Martha Significant Place Citations 2013 

• Mornington Peninsula Shire Thematic History (2013). 

 
8.3   Implementation of Review 
 
8.3.1   Planning scheme amendment 
It is recommended that Mornington Peninsula Shire Council implements the findings of 
this report by preparing an amendment to the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme 
that will: 
• Add the places assessed as being of local significance listed in Appendix A.1 to the 

Heritage Overlay of the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme with the schedule 
entries shown in HERMES. In addition to the general planning permit requirements 
of Clause 43.01, specific controls have been applied to some places in accordance 
with VPP Practice Note: Applying the Heritage Overlay as follows: 

o External painting or interior controls for places where the colour scheme or 
interior is an integral part of the significance of the place. 

o Tree controls for places that have identified significant trees. 
o The extent of registration is usually the whole of the site as defined by the 

property boundaries unless a reduced or different boundary is described.  
 

• Add the Ranelagh Residential Group - Modernist Styles to the Heritage Overlay of 
the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme.  
 

• Add the Ranelagh Residential Group - Traditional Picturesque Styles to the 
Heritage Overlay of the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme. 
 

• Add the Mornington Esplanade Foreshore Reserve Precinct, the Mornington Mount 
Eliza Bayside Mansions Precinct, and the three precincts making up the Mount 
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Martha Foreshore Reserve Precinct to the Significant Landscape Overlay of the 
Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme with the Schedules as set out in Appendix 
A1. It is recommended that the application of the SLO should extend to 200 metres 
into the water in line with standard practice in Planning Schemes. 

 
• Update Clause 22.04 Cultural Heritage Places Local Policy as set out in Appendix C 

in order to provide appropriate management guidelines for heritage places. 
 

• Introduce a new local area policy for the Ranelagh Estate, Mount Eliza. 
 

• Keep a record of the places requiring further assessment. 
 
8.4   Further work 
 
If access is obtained in the future to the places noted in Appendix B1, these places 
could be assessed, however no further action is recommended to obtain access at this 
stage. 
 
Other places should be reviewed as recommended in Appendix B2. 
 
 

 

Trees in the garden of ‘Beleura’ 
(HO104). Although recommended 
for addition to the existing HO 
in the draft Review, it is now 
considered that further research  
into the entirety of the setting of  
‘Beleura’ is needed before 
introducing this change. 



48 

9   REFERENCES 
Review of Planning Provisions in Planning Schemes Advisory Committee Report, 
Department of Planning and Development, 2007 

The Heritage Overlay: Guidelines for Assessing Planning Permit Applications (Public 
Draft February 2007) by the Heritage Council and Heritage Victoria. 

Warrnambool Planning Scheme Amendment C57 Panel Report, December 2008, 
Jennifer A. Moles, Chair 

Context, with Helen Lardner (1992, updated 1997), Shire of Flinders Heritage Review 

Butler, Graeme & Associates (1994)’ Shire of Mornington Heritage Review Butler, 
Graeme & Associates (1995), City of Frankston Heritage Review Butler, Graeme & 
Associates (2001), Hastings District Heritage Review 

Butler, Graeme & Associates (2008), ‘Mornington Peninsula Shire Thematic History’ 
prepared for the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council’ edited by Context (2011) 

ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance (1999) The Burra Charter. 

Context Pty Ltd (2009), Recognising the Heritage of Ranelagh, Conservation 
Management 

Plan for the Ranelagh Estate, Mount Eliza. 

Rogers, Hunter (1961), The Early History of Mornington Peninsula, Melbourne. 

Moorhead, Leslie (1971), Mornington in the wake of Flinders, historical survey, North 
Melbourne. 

Chancellor and Patrick architects: Desktop Review, Context Pty Ltd with Dr Winsome 
Callister (2012) 

Heritage Assessments of 5 Robin Boyd Houses in the Mornington Peninsula Shire, 
Built Heritage Pty Ltd (2012) 

Recognising the Heritage of Ranelagh, Conservation Management Plan for the 
Ranelagh Estate, Mount Eliza, Context Pty Ltd (2009) 

Environmental History for the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, Butler, Graeme & 
Associates (draft, 2008) 

Mornington Peninsula Shire Council heritage review, Graeme Butler and Associates, 
(2006) 

Hastings District Heritage Review, Graeme Butler and Associates (1999) 

City of Frankston Heritage Review, Graeme Butler and Associates (1995) 

Shire of Mornington Heritage Review, Graeme Butler and Associates, (1994) 

Shire of Flinders Heritage Review, Context PL and Helen Lardner, (1992/7) 

Mornington Peninsula Shire Cultural Heritage Places Policy (Clause 22.04 of the 
Planning Scheme)  



49 

APPENDIX A PLACES ASSESSED BY REVIEW 
 
A.1   Local Significance – Recommended for inclusion in HO or SLO 
 
Precincts (SLO) 
The following precincts are recommended for inclusion in the Significant Landscape 
Overlay. 

 
Place Address Locality 
1. Mornington Esplanade  Esplanade  Mornington  
    Foreshore    
 
2. Bayside Mansions  Kunyung Road, Nepean Mornington 
    Precinct   Highway, Sunnyside Road & Mount Eliza 
 
3. Mount Martha Esplanade Linley Point to Mount Martha  Mount Martha 
  Foreshore Reserve Beach South 
  Precinct   Balcombe Estuary 
 Balcombe Point to Marine 
 Drive, Safety Beach 
Group Listings (HO) 
The following places are recommended for inclusion in the Heritage Overlay as Group 
Listings of historic houses in the Ranelagh Estate, Mount Eliza. 
 
Ranelagh Residential Group - Modernist Styles 
40 Canadian Bay Road, Mount Eliza 
52 Canadian Bay Road, Mount Eliza 
4-6 Rannoch Avenue, Mount Eliza 
35 Rannoch Avenue, Mount Eliza 
20 Ravenscourt Crescent, Mount Eliza 
5 Rendlesham Avenue, Mount Eliza 
15 Rendlesham Avenue, Mount Eliza 
29 Rendlesham Avenue, Mount Eliza 
28 Roehampton Crescent, Mount Eliza 
51 Rosserdale Crescent, Mount Eliza 
135 Rutland Avenue, Mount Eliza 
1/32 Wimbledon Avenue, Mount Eliza 
33 Wimborne Avenue, Mount Eliza  
75 Wimborne Avenue, Mount Eliza  
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Ranelagh Residential Group – Picturesque Traditional Styles 
62 Canadian Bay Rd; 
23, Rannoch Avenue  
30-34 Rannoch Avenue; 
15-17 Ravenscourt Crescent,  
21-23 Ravenscourt Crescent,  
27, Ravenscourt Crescent; 
1-3 Rendlesham Ave,  
2 Rendlesham Ave,  
17-19 Rendlesham Ave,  
27 Rendlesham Ave,  
35 Rendlesham Ave,  
43 Rendlesham Ave; 
2 Roehampton Crescent; 
14 Rosserdale Crs,  
21 Rosserdale Crs,  
23 Rosserdale Crs,  
40-42 Rosserdale Crs,  
57 Rosserdale Crs,  
59 Rosserdale Crs, 
9, 27 Wimborne Ave 
 
Individual places (HO) 
 
The following individual places are recommended for inclusion in the Heritage Overlay 
with the overlay extending to the title boundary of the individual places except where 
noted. 
 
Place Address Locality 
1 Balei – Gadja, House  35-37 Barkly Street Mornington 
 Trees 
 
2. Mossgiel, House, Trees and 26-28 Bath Street Mornington 
 Rear Outbuilding 
 
3. Caldwell Cottage 4 Caldwell Street Mornington 
 
4. House 10 Caldwell Street Mornington 
 
5. St Macartans Catholic 6 Drake Street (part) Mornington 
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 Church and Presbytery (part) 
 
6. Oak Hill (Former Park Hill) 350 Dunns Road Mornington 
 Homestead, Stables, Oak Tree 
 Cypress Wind Breaks 
 
7. House 824 Esplanade Mornington 
 
8. House 35 Hampden Street Mornington 
 
9. Maison La Plage 23A Herbert Street Mornington 
 
10 Mornington King George V 262-268 Main Street (Part) Mornington 
 Memorial Bush Nursing  
 Hospital   
 
11. House 25 Naples Street Mornington 
 
12 Beach Grove town houses 1-5/107 Prince Street Mornington  
   & 6-11/8 St Johns Road 
   
 
13. House 2/56 Queen street Mornington 
 
14. House 10 Shelley Street Mornington 
 
15. House, Tree 8 Tanti Avenue Mornington 
 
16 House 5 Turnbull Street Mornington 
 
17 Mornington State School 25 Vale Street (part) Mornington 
 
18 House 5 Wellington Street Mornington 
 
19 House and Tree 1 Burong Court Mount Eliza 
 
20 Farm Building, former 4 Ocean Grove Mount Eliza 
 
21 Beale House 19 Dueran Street Mount Eliza 
22 Studley, house, trees 7 Freemans Road Mount Eliza 
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23 Nedloh Now the Coppice 8 Harleston Road Mount Eliza 
 
24 Mount Eliza Centre 33A Jacksons Road Mount Eliza 
 
25. John Rouse’s House 85 Kunyung Road Mount Eliza 
 
26 Mount Eliza North Primary 6 Moseley Drive (part) Mount Eliza 
 School 
 
27 Inverell Cottage 1501 Nepean Hwy Mount Eliza 
 House and hedge 
 
28 Kackeraboite Creek Kackeraboite Creek Under  Mount Eliza 
 Bridge  Old Mornington Road 
 
29 Classroom building (former 1 Wooralla Drive (part) Mount Eliza 
 Parkdale primary School 
 
30 Former Mount Martha 16A Mirang Avenue  Mount Martha 
 Campground   Mount Martha (part)   
 
31 Mount Martha Later 40 Craigie Road Mount Martha 
 Mornington Cemetery   Mount Martha 
 
32 Australian Army Apprentice 2 Cumberland Drive Mount Martha 
 School Officer’s Quarters &  
 Mess (former) 
 
33 Faversham house and Tree 34-36 Dominion Road Mount Martha 
 
34 House 501 Esplanade Mount Martha 
 
35 Citation Reserve, oval, Cypress Avenue Mount Martha 
 Memorial stone and Hut 88 Helena Street Mount Martha 
 
36 Hardanger Lodge 
 House and Trees 12 Osborne Drive (part) Mount Martha  
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A.2   P l a c e s  recommended for recording 
 
The following places were recommended in the draft review, but subsequently 
removed after further research and investigation found that there were insufficient 
grounds to introduce an overlay. Often this was because the place had historic or social 
values that were not sufficiently evident in the fabric of the place for it to be effectively 
managed as an overlay. In a few cases, places were removed for administrative reasons 
by Council decisions, which otherwise would have been recommended. 
 
It is recommended that an archival record be made of these places, either now or at the 
time a demolition application is made. 
 
The archival record should consist of one or more, as appropriate to the place: 
• A photographic record, to appropriate heritage standards 
• A measured drawing of the place 
• An archaeological investigation. 
 
Further historic research 
Copies of the archival record should be held by MPSC, the Mornington & District 
Historical Society and other bodies as appropriate. 
 
Places: 
21-23 Albert Street, Mornington 
4 Alfred Street, Mornington 
86 Barkly Street, Mornington 
16-18 Bath Street, Mornington 
7 Bath Street, Mornington 
92 Bradford Road, Mount Martha 
Canadian Bay Yacht Club 
802 Esplanade, Mornington 
839 Esplanade, Mornington 
1-2 Gordon Street, Mornington 
3 Vancouver Street, Mornington 
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A.3   Variations to Recommendations of the draft Review 
 
List of places where the recommendation varies from the Draft Review as exhibited  
 
PLACE 
 

REVIEW 
REC 

NEW 
REC 
 

COMMENT 

 
INDIVIDUAL 
PLACES 
 

   

21-23 Albert Street, 
MORNINGTON 

REC NOT REC Inspection with Heritage Advisor confirmed the 
owner’s submission. 

4 Alfred Street 
MORNINGTON 

REC REMOVED Withdrawn at Council due to perceived lack of fairness 
in the failure to notify new owner of pending overlay. 

Flood House 
86 Barkly St 
MORNINGTON 

REC REMOVED Withdrawn at Council due to perceived lack of fairness 
in the failure to notify new owner of pending overlay. 

16-18 Bath Street 
MORNINGTON 

REC NOT REC Withdrawn at Council after inspection confirmed 
owner’s submission. 

Lindner House 
7 Bath St 
MORNINGTON 

REC REMOVED Withdrawn at Council due to perceived lack of fairness 
in the failure to notify new owner of pending overlay. 

92 Bradford Road, 
MOUNT MARTHA 

REC NOT REC Inspection with Heritage Advisor confirmed the 
owner’s submission. 

Canadian Bay Yacht 
Clubhouse 

REC NOT REC Inspection by Heritage Planner found that the 
architecture is unexceptional and the significance more 
related to the social significance of the use. 

62 Canadian Bay Rd 
MOUNT ELIZA 

REC REC* Now included in proposed Traditional Group Listing 
rather than an individual overlay. 

Sugar Gum Row 
17-19 Caraar Creek 
Lane 
MORNINGTON 

REC NOT REC Part of the Beleura Mansion grounds. This place needs 
further research into whether a Heritage Overlay is 
justified. 

Gum plantation, 30 
Caraar Creek Lane 
MORNINGTON 

REC NOT REC Part of the Beleura Mansion grounds. This place needs 
further research into whether a Heritage Overlay is 
justified. 

802 Esplanade 
MORNINGTON 

REC NOT REC Inspection with Heritage Advisor confirmed the 
owner’s submission. 

Rothel House 
839 Esplanade 
MORNINGTON 

REC NOT REC Inspection with Heritage Advisor found that key 
features of the house that are central to its Japanese 
inspired design are no longer evident. 

1 & 2  Gordon Street 
MORNINGTON 

REC NOT REC Inspection with Heritage Advisor confirmed the 
owner’s submission. 
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Mount Eliza Centre 
33A Jacksons Rd 
MOUNT ELIZA 

REC REC* Remains recommended for a future HO, however has 
been removed from this amendment pending the 
preparation of a CMP for the place. 

33 Kalimna Drive 
MORNINGTON 

REC NOT REC Owner already has a planning permit to demolish. 

17 Lowe Street 
MOUNT ELIZA 

REC NOT REC On the basis of new information, the Review 
Consultant reversed their recommendation. 

4-6 Rannoch Ave 
MOUNT ELIZA 

REC REC* As the owner applied to demolish, this place has been 
subject to separate Amendment C170. 

Charleston 
14 Rosserdale Cr 
MOUNT ELIZA 

REC REC* Now included in proposed Traditional Group Listing 
rather than an individual overlay. 

Guest House 
23 Rosserdale Cr 
MOUNT ELIZA 

REC REC* Now included in proposed Traditional Group Listing 
rather than an individual overlay. 

Summerslease 
40-42 Rosserdale Cr 
MOUNT ELIZA 

REC REC* Now included in proposed Traditional Group Listing 
rather than an individual overlay. 

9 Shelley Street, 
MORNINGTON 

REC NOT REC Inspection with Heritage Advisor confirmed the 
owner’s submission. 

Mornington Boys 
Grammar School, 
3 Vancouver St 
MORNINGTON 

REC NOT REC Further research commissioned by MPSC confirmed 
that the place, if it ever was the house of Balcombe, 
used as a school, no longer has visible fabric of that 
period. 

Darvel House 
9 Watson Rd 
MOUNT MARTHA 
 

REC NOT REC Inspection by the Heritage Planner found that since the 
commencement of the Review, the place had been 
substantially altered and no longer retained its 
significance. 

House 
13 Wellington St 
MORNINGTON 

REC NOT REC Inspection by the Heritage Planner confirmed the 
owner’s submission that the front of the house had 
been substantially altered. 

Susquehanna 
27 Wimborne Ave 
MOUNT ELIZA 

REC REC* Now included in proposed Traditional Group Listing 
rather than an individual overlay. 

Millimbimby 
9 Wimborne Ave 
MOUNT ELIZA 

REC REC* Now included in proposed Traditional Group Listing 
rather than an individual overlay. 

 
PRECINCT 
PLACES 

   

King George 
Avenue Precinct 

REC NOT REC Review with Heritage Advisor confirmed the quality 
of places is too variable and some highly altered or in 
poor condition, to effectively manage this precinct. 
Even the best places in the precinct have only modest 
architectural merit. 

Ranelagh Residential  
Ravenscourt 
Crescent 
Precinct 

REC REC* Review with Heritage Advisor confirmed that this 
precinct contained places whose significance related to 
distinctly different themes, which are visually 
separated by places of no significance. *Replaced by 
Group Listings. 
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Ranelagh Residential  
Rendlesham Avenue 
precinct 

REC REC* Review with Heritage Advisor confirmed that this 
precinct contained places whose significance related to 
distinctly different themes, which are visually 
separated by places of no significance. *Replaced by 
Group Listings. 

Ranelagh Residential  
Rosserdale Crescent 
Precinct 

REC REC* Review with Heritage Advisor confirmed that this 
precinct contained places whose significance related to 
distinctly different themes, which are visually 
separated by places of no significance. *Replaced by 
Group Listings. 

PLACES WITHIN 
PRECINCTS 
(Previously 
Recommended) 

  Some places within the former Ranelagh Precincts 
have not been included in the new Group Listings for 
the reasons below. 

21 Rendlesham Ave 
MOUNT ELIZA 

REC NOT REC Place was recommended for inclusion in precinct, but 
on inspection found to be too altered/lacking 
architectural merit. 

11-13 Ravenscourt 
Ave 
MOUNT ELIZA 

REC NOT REC Place was recommended for inclusion in precinct, but 
on inspection found to be too altered/lacking 
architectural merit. 

31-33 Ravenscourt 
Ave 
MOUNT ELIZA 

REC NOT REC Place was recommended for inclusion in precinct, but 
on inspection found to be lacking stylistic or 
architectural merit for inclusion in a Group Listing. 

61 Rosserdale 
Crescent MOUNT 
ELIZA 

REC NOT REC Place was recommended for inclusion in precinct, but 
further research showed that the house does not qualify 
for a Group Listing. 

PLACES WITHIN 
PRECINCTS 
(Newly 
Recommended) 

  Further survey work in Ranelagh Estate resulting from 
the review of the Ranelagh Precincts identified some 
additional properties worthy of protection. 

40 Canadian Bay 
Road 

- REC Recommended as part of the Modern House Group as 
an example of progressive architecture at a time when 
Ranelagh was an epicentre of modern design. 

52 Canadian Bay 
Road 

- REC Recommended as part of the Modern House Group as 
a good example of the later phase of progressive 
architect designed housing in Ranelagh. 

23 Rannoch Ave - REC Recommended as part of the Traditional House Group 
as a good example of the traditional architectural styles 
used in Ranelagh between the beginnings of the estate 
in 1924 until the late 1940s. 

28 Roehampton 
Crescent 

- REC Recommended as part of the Modern House Group as 
an example of progressive architecture at a time when 
Ranelagh was an epicentre of modern design. 
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135 Rutland Avenue - REC Recommended as part of the Modern House Group as 
a good example of the later phase of progressive 
architect designed housing in Ranelagh. 
 

1/32 Wimbledon 
Avenue 

- REC Recommended as part of the Modern House Group as 
an example of progressive architecture at a time when 
Ranelagh was an epicentre of modern design. 
 

33 Wimborne 
Avenue 

- REC Recommended as part of the Modern House Group as 
an example of progressive architecture at a time when 
Ranelagh was an epicentre of modern design. 

75 Wimborne 
Avenue 

- REC Recommended as part of the Modern House Group as 
a good example of the later phase of progressive 
architect designed housing in Ranelagh. 

SIGNIFICANT 
LANDSCAPE 
OVERLAYS 

   

 
Mornington 
Esplanade Foreshore 
Precinct 

REC REC* This recommendation is still supported but the 
introduction of Significant Landscape Overlays 
requires further owner consultation. To be subject to a 
future amendment. 

Mount Martha 
Esplanade Foreshore 
Precinct 

REC REC* This recommendation is still supported but the 
introduction of Significant Landscape Overlays 
requires further owner consultation. To be subject to a 
future amendment. 

Bayside Mansions 
Precinct 

REC REC* This recommendation is still supported but the 
introduction of Significant Landscape Overlays 
requires further owner consultation. To be subject to a 
future amendment. 
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A 4    Researched, Not Recommended 
No further action is recommended for the following places, which do not meet the 
threshold of local significance. 
 
Precincts 
 Place Address Locality 
1. Mornington Esplanade 839,(840), 841,843,844 Mornington 

Modern Houses The Esplanade 
 
2. Keraboite Gully Merchant Keraboite Court &  Mount Eliza 

Builders development Erang Drive 
 
3. Mountain View Estate Mountain View Road Mount Eliza 

 and other  
 
4. Fairbairn Estate Bradford Road Mount Martha 

 and Fairbairn Road 
 
Individual Places 
 Place Address  Locality 

MORNINGTON 
2. House 28 Albert St Mornington 

3. House 15 Alexander Ave Mornington 
4. House 21 Balcombe St Mornington 
5. Norfolk Island Pine 18 Barkly St Mornington 
6. House 24 Barkly St Mornington 
7. Anchorage 649 Esplanade Mornington 
8. Nunn’s Walk Esplanade Mornington 
9. Landform Esplanade (near Tanti Ave) Mornington 
10. House 841 Esplanade Mornington 
11. House 1 Grange Road Mornington 
12. House 5 Grange Road Mornington 
13. House 12-14 John Rowell Lane Mornington 
14. House 12 King Georges Avenue Mornington 
15. Alexandra Park and 

d t d 
275B Main Street Mornington 

16. House & Hedge 37 Morell Street Mornington 
17. Mother’s Beach public bath 

it  
Mother’s Beach Mornington 

18. Orchard 1168-1176 Nepean Hwy Mornington 
19. Chatsbury Park 1210 Nepean Hwy Mornington 
20. House 16 Queen Street Mornington 
21. Mornington Racecourse 320 Racecourse Road Mornington 
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22. Eildon 21 Rothesay Avenue Mornington 
23. Baemar 7 Turnbull Street Mornington 
24. Street trees Wellington Street Mornington 
MOUNT ELIZA 

25. Kunyung Pre-School Centre 44 Barmah St Mount Eliza 
26. Trade Winds 5 Canadian Bay Road Mount Eliza 
27. House 86 Canadian Bay Road Mount Eliza 
28. Mount Eliza Community 

C t  
90-100 Canadian Bay Rd Mount Eliza 

29. Algoma 312 Canadian Bay Road Mount Eliza 
30. House 4 Earimil Drive Mount Eliza 
31. House 13 Earimil Drive Mount Eliza 
32. Cliff House and Summer 

House 
4 Elm Court Mount Eliza 

33. Garden 17 Glen Shian Crescent Mount Eliza 
34. Garden 7 Harleston Road Mount Eliza 
35. Garden 13 Harleston Road Mount Eliza 
36. Treetops (formerly Seaview) 22 Jacksons Road Mount Eliza 
37. House and hut 39 Koornalla Crescent Mount Eliza 
38. House 77 Kunyung Rd Mount Eliza 
39. Balcombe AIF Camp hut 

(former) 
1256 Nepean Hwy Mount Eliza 

40. Old Hendra (former) 49 Old Mornington Road Mount Eliza 
41. Oak Hill 23 Rannoch Avenue Mount Eliza 
42. House 29 Ravenscourt Crescent Mount Eliza 
43. House 8 Rendlesham Avenue Mount Eliza 
44. House 20 Rosserdale Crescent Mount Eliza 
45. Cottage 28 Rosserdale Crescent Mount Eliza 
46. House 30 Rosserdale Crescent Mount Eliza 
47. House 45 Rosserdale Crescent Mount Eliza 
48. Four Winds 52 Rosserdale Crescent Mount Eliza 
49. House 86 Rutland Avenue Mount Eliza 
50. Marramininjie 21 The Ridge Mount Eliza 
51. House 12 Thornton Road Mount Eliza 
52. House 14 Walkers Road Mount Eliza 
53. House 32 Wimbleton Avenue Mount Eliza 
54. House 19 Wimborne Avenue Mount Eliza 
55. The Peninsula School 20 Wooralla Drive Mount Eliza 
56. Emil Madsen Reserve 

 
261 Wooralla Drive Mount Eliza 

 
 

  



60 

MOUNT MARTHA 

57. Manna Gums Bentons Road Mount Martha 
58. Row of Monterey Pines opposite 250 Bentons Road Mount Martha 
59. Greenlaw 88 Dominion Road Mount Martha 
60. Drammen 65 Ellerina Road Mount Martha 
61. Woorilla 533 & 533A Esplanade Mount Martha 
62. House 555 Esplanade Mount Martha 
63. House 602 Esplanade Mount Martha 
64. Koorootang 604 Esplanade Mount Martha 
65 Dava Lodge Later Dava Hotel 

(part) and conifers 
 

614  Esplanade Mount Martha 

66 Tregany 7 Ferrero Grove Mount Martha 
67 Mount Martha Municipal Golf 

Course trees 
 

275 Forest Drive Mount Martha 

68 Montrose 65 Glenisla Drive Mount Martha 

69 Trees estate Irvine Avenue and surrounds Mount Martha 

70 Green Lanes 5 Irvine Avenue Mount Martha 

71 Pizzey House 18 Irvine Avenue Mount Martha 

72 Mount Martha Quarry, Rifle 
Range 

16 Mirrang Avenue Mount Martha 

73 Mooring Place (Rock 
Platform) AKA Balcombe 
Point 

79 Mount Martha Foreshore Mount Martha 

74 Kamala (also Rillbank) 16-18 Newton Street Mount Martha 

75 Torresdale now Mamalade 
Cottage 

5  Ozone Avenue Mount Martha 

76 Notre Dame Garden 10 Prescott Avenue Mount Martha 

77 House 20 Prescott Avenue Mount Martha 

78 Camelot Former  Maryport 
Golf Clubhouse 

47-49 Prescott Avenue Mount Martha 

79 Osborne Park 1 Taylor Crescent Mount Martha 

80 Monterey Pines at the site of 
Taylors Guest House 

12-14 Taylor Crescent Mount Martha 

81 Skye House 3 Victoria Crescent Mount Martha 
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A.5   ASSESSED AND FOUND NOT TO WARRANT FURTHER RESEARCH 
 
Individual places 

 Place Address Locality 
MORNINGTON 
1. House 30 Albert St Mornington 
2. House 32a Albert St Mornington 
3. House 40 Albert St Mornington 
4. House 42 Albert St Mornington 
5. House 1-3 Alfred St Mornington 
6. House 25-27 Balcombe Rd Mornington 
7. House 1 Barkly St Mornington 
8. House 17 Barkly St Mornington 
9. Masonic Hall 69 Barkly Street Mornington 
10. House & Garden 30 Bath Street Mornington 
11. House 1 Beach Grove Mornington 
12. Claremont 7 Beach Grove Mornington 
13. Tanti Park Railway Station Bungower Rd Mornington 
14. Cottage 14 Canterbury St Mornington 
15. House 16 Craigrossie Road Mornington 
16. House 2 Cook St Mornington 
17. House 12 Drake St Mornington 
18. Memorial/Monument Empire Mall Mornington 
19. Shag Rock, Later Bird Rock 765A Esplanade Mornington 
20. Kirk's Hotel 774 Esplanade Mornington 
21. House 821 Esplanade Mornington 
22. House 61 Hampden Street Mornington 
23. Roseann? 2 Herbert Street Mornington 
24. House 2 Inga Parade Mornington 
25. Illuka 5 Kalimna Drive Mornington 
26. Beleura Driveway Entry, 

  
26 Kalimna Drive Mornington 

27. Braeside 29-31 Kalimna Drive Mornington 
28. Fisherman's Cottage? 8 Marine Avenue Mornington 
29. Moonya 27-29 Morell Street Mornington 
30. Mountshanon 6 Murray Street Mornington 
31. House 8 Murray Street Mornington 
32. Trees Nepean Highway Mornington 
33. Mornington High School Hall 

 
Nepean Hwy Mornington 
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ANY ASSOCIATED BUILDINGS 

34. House 33 Queen Street Mornington 
35. House 35 Queen St Mornington 
36. House 37 Queen St Mornington 
37. House 42 Queen Street Mornington 
38. House 49 Queen St Mornington 
39. House 51 Queen St Mornington 
40. House 56 Queens St Mornington 
41. House 3-7 Sutton Street Mornington 
42. Beleura Tallis Drive Mornington 
43. Trees Tallis Drive Mornington 
44. Brooklands 97-101 Tanti Avenue Mornington 
45. House 6 Wellington St Mornington 
46. House 15 Wellington Street Mornington 
47. House 35-37 Wellington St Mornington 
MOUNT ELIZA 

48. Marks House 1 Bellevue Cres Mount Eliza 
49. House 6 Brulu Close Mount Eliza 
50. Birchwood 8 Brulu Close Mount Eliza 
51. House 7 Earimil Drive Mount Eliza 
52. House 14 Earimil Drive Mount Eliza 
53. Findhorn, Former Allan House 69 Glen Shian Lane Mount Eliza 
54. Treetops (Formerly Seaview) 22 Jacksons Rd Mount Eliza 
55. House 16 Koornalla Crescent Mount Eliza 
56. Earimil Stables 23 Koornalla Crescent Mount Eliza 
57. Moorooduc Railway Station 

 
460 Moorooduc Highway Mount Eliza 

58. Homestead 1299 Nepean Hwy Mount Eliza 
59. Misty Hill 22 Old Mornington Road Mount Eliza 
60. House 11 Orca St Mount Eliza 
61. House 59 The Ridge Mount Eliza 
MOUNT MARTHA 

62. Bennet House 10-14 Banksia Grove Mount Martha 
63. Lyndmere 11-13 Bradford Road Mount Martha 
64. House 3-5 Ellesmere Ave Mount Martha 
65. House 'Ellimatta' 524 Esplanade Mount Martha 
66. Babic House 30 Finlayson Ave Mount Martha 
67. Glanmire, Southdene 21 Glamorgan Crescent Mount Martha 
68. House & Trees 5 Hedges Court Mount Martha 
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69 Blanch House 15 Irvine Avenue Mount Martha 
70 House 41 Marguerita Avenue Mount Martha 
71 House 45-47 Marguerita Avenue Mount Martha 
72 Greenlaw Farm Trees Now 

Mount Martha Municipal Golf 
Course 

265 Nepean Highway Mount Martha 

73 House & Garden 14 Ozone Avenue Mount Martha 
74 Studio House 23 Pacific Terrace Mount Martha 

75 House 11 Prescott Avenue Mount Martha 

76 House (St Peters Op  
Shop) 

3A Queen Street Mornington 

77 Taylors Guest House 16 Taylor Crescent Mount Martha 

78 House 15 Wyuna Court Mount Martha 

79 House, Garden & Out-building No Street Name Mount Martha 
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 APPENDIX A.6   PLACES RECOMMENDED FOR REMOVAL FROM THE 
 HERITAGE OVERLAY 
 

The following existing heritage overlay place was assessed during the Review, as part of 
the comparative analysis of houses designed by Chancellor and Patrick architects. 
 
It was found that alterations to the place have severely diminished the ability to appreciate 
the original design intent of the architects. It is recommended that this heritage overlay be 
removed. 
 
• Bache House, 6 Waveney Road, Mount Eliza  



65 

APPENDIX B PLACES FOR FUTURE ASSESSMENT 
 
B.1   Places where access was unavailable 
 
It is recommended that these places remain in a heritage watch list and be investigated 
when the opportuity becomes available. 

 
Place Address Locality 
 
MORNINGTON 
House and Oak Tree 3 Macdonald Grove Mornington 
 & 126 Avenue 
 
MOUNT ELIZA 
Ansett House 1 Albatross Avenue Mount Eliza 
Mount Eliza House  52 Old Mornington Road Mount Eliza 
‘Troon” 
Garden 109 Old Mornington Road Mount Eliza 
Chartwell 3 Sunnyside Road Mount Eliza 
Tahara 18 The Ridge Mount Eliza 
 
MOUNT MARTHA 
Fenstaton House 27-29 Augusta Street Mount Martha 
(AKA Girraween 
Yellow Robins 38-42 Dominion Road Mount Martha 
Martha Point Off the Esplanade Mount Martha 
 
B.2   Other Places  
 
BAXTER 
Three houses 457,459 & 465 Moorooduc Baxter 
 Highway 
 
This place is located on the border of the Review area, and preliminary research 
showed they are not railway houses but orchard houses, and therefore relate more to 
the historic themes in the adjacent Review area. 
 
It is recommended the properties remain on a heritage watch list and be further 
researched in a future stage of the Heritage Review. 
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MORNINGTON 
Sugar Gum Row 17-19 Caraar Creek Lane  Mornington 
Gum Plantation 30 Caraar Creek Lane  Mornington 
 
These places both relate to an existing heritage overlay (and VHR listing) for Beleura 
House. They comprise previously unidentified plantings relating to the grounds of the 
house, which lie outside the current HO extent. It is felt that there needs to be a 
comprehensive survey of the surviving features of the house setting before a decision is 
made on listing these places. It may be that the entire HO area of Beleura needs to be 
expanded. 
 
Mount Eliza  
Mount Eliza Centre 33A Jacksons Road  Mount Eliza 
 
This property is a very large former hospital complex. The owner, a government 
department, submitted to the draft Review that the Review did not adequately establish 
the grounds for an overlay, the extent of surviving historic fabric is unclear, and that as 
a State government-owned place, an HO could not apply. The property is likely to be 
sold for development and the owner queried of a heritage overlay was the best 
mechanism to manage its future. 
 
After further discussion with the owner, it was agreed to delay introduction of any 
heritage overlay until a Conservation Management Plan is prepared for the property. 
MPSC should consider providing assistance to the owner in the preparation of this 
CMP 
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APPENDIX C REVISED CL. 22.04 LOCAL POLICY AND NEW 
RANELAGH POLICY 
 
MORNINGTON PENINSULA SHIRE 
HERITAGE POLICY (& RANELAGH STATEMENT) - DRAFT  
 
 
A PROPOSED HERITAGE POLICY 
B PROPOSED RANELAGH ESTATE CLAUSE FOR MSS 
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A PROPOSED HERITAGE POLICY 
  
22.04 HERITAGE PLACES AND ABUTTING LAND 
This policy applies to any application for use or development of land that is within, 
partly within or abutting a Heritage Overlay.   
 
22.04-1 Policy basis 
Many places of cultural heritage significance (heritage places) have been identified and 
documented through heritage studies, but planning regulation is needed to ensure that 
the management and development of these places is consistent with their identified 
heritage values. 
 
This policy builds on the State Planning Policy Framework and the Local Planning 
Policy Framework, in particular: 
 
Clause 15.03-1 Heritage conservation 
Clause 15.01-2 Urban design principles 
Clause 21.07-2 Local area character 
 
22.04-2 Objectives 
 

• To conserve and appropriately manage identified heritage places. 
• To ensure that development on land abutting a heritage place respects the 

heritage values of the place. 
• To encourage the conservation of trees, gardens and landscaping associated 

with heritage places. 
• To provide opportunities for the community to view, appreciate and learn about 

the significance of heritage places. 
 
22.04-3 Policy 
 
It is policy to: 
 

• Assess and record the significance of a heritage place including its aesthetic, 
historic, scientific or social value to past, present and future generations. 

• Recognise and apply the principles, processes and practices of the Burra 
Charter in the practice of local heritage protection. 

• Support the conservation of heritage places. 
• Discourage the total demolition of a heritage place. 
• Discourage partial demolition of a heritage place unless it can be demonstrated 

that one of the following apply: 
o It will not adversely affect the significance of the place. 
o It will assist in the long-term conservation of the place. 
o It will support the viability of the existing use or will facilitate a new use 

that is compatible with ongoing conservation of the place. 
o It will remove non-contributory elements such as alterations or 

additions. 
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• Discourage any demolition within a Heritage Overlay in advance of a planning 
permit for replacement development. 

• Encourage the removal of non-significant alterations or additions, particularly 
where this would assist in revealing the significance of the place. 

• Support the restoration or reconstruction of fabric of heritage significance 
where opportunities arise. 

• Support the replacement of non-contributory buildings with new development 
that responds positively to the historic context provided by any nearby heritage 
place. 

• Require new development to retain the significance of a heritage place, such as 
through: 

o creatively interpreting and respecting identified heritage values and not 
simply copying or reproducing historic styles or detailing; 

o being visually recessive and compatible in terms of scale, siting, design, 
form and materials with the historic character and significance of the 
heritage place, and, 

o responding positively to special features such as views, vistas, mature 
vegetation and landmarks. 

• Support landscaping that will enhance the historic cultural landscape character 
of a heritage place. 

• Encourage any development or fences on title boundaries to be … 
• Require subdivision to demonstrate that it: 

o is compatible with the historic subdivision pattern in an area; 
o maintains the contributory elements associated with a heritage place on 

a single lot and where possible utilises the original boundaries; and, 
o maintains an appropriate setting for a heritage place. 

• Ensure advertising signs are appropriate to the period and style of the heritage 
place. 

• Seek comments from the National Trust of Australia (Victoria) if an application 
would affect a listing with an International, National, State, Regional or Local 
level of significance classification on the National Trust Register or the 
National Trust’s Victorian Register of Significant Trees. 

• When assessing planning applications for development on land abutting a 
Heritage Overlay, consider the impact of that development on the heritage place 
in terms of architectural form and layout including setbacks, size, height, 
materials and colours. 

• Conserve the subdivision pattern, street layout and landscape design of estates 
and subdivisions which have identified heritage significance. 

• If there is a heritage citation (statement of significance) for both an individual 
heritage place and any group or precinct place to which it belongs, then ensure 
both citations are considered regardless of whether the heritage place is mapped 
individually or as part of a group or precinct in the Heritage Overlay.  

• Provide opportunities for public access and on-site interpretation of heritage 
places where feasible. 

• Require the recording and documentation of heritage places including through 
photographic records if permission is granted for demolition of heritage places. 

• Encourage the salvage, re-use, display and time capsuling of materials and 
artifacts of historic value from demolished heritage places. 
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Information requirements 
 
An application must be accompanied by the following information. If a requirement is 
unnecessary given the circumstances of the application, it may be waived or reduced to 
the satisfaction of the responsible authority. 
 

• A heritage impact assessment prepared by a suitably qualified heritage 
consultant, which assesses the impact of the application upon the significance 
of the heritage place.  This report should describe the significant elements of the 
place having regard to the relevant citation and how these have been considered 
in the preparation of the application; 

o include supporting documentation such as measured drawings and 
photographs as necessary; if the application includes any demolition, an 
assessment of whether the fabric is significant and if so, provides 
justification for why it is to be removed; assess how the application will 
affect the significance of the heritage place, and, identify and assess any 
fabric of heritage significance which has not been specifically identified 
by an existing heritage Review. 

o A heritage management plan prepared in accordance with the Burra 
Charter. 

o A structural report prepared by a suitably qualified structural engineer 
with experience in heritage places that assesses the structural condition 
of a heritage place and whether or not any defects can be repaired or 
mitigated. 

o An archaeological survey and assessment prepared by a suitably 
qualified professional, which assesses the impact of an application upon 
potential archaeological deposits on the site. 

o A landscaping plan prepared by a suitably qualified professional which 
demonstrates how landscaping will respond to the landscape, character 
and setting of the heritage place or any abutting heritage place. 

o For removal of trees or plantings, a report by a suitably qualified 
arborist with experience in assessing the cultural significance of historic 
plantings, which assesses the significance and condition of plantings 
including alternatives to removal. 

 
22.04-4 Decision guidelines 
 
Before deciding on an application, the responsible authority will consider, as 
appropriate: 
 

• The significance of the heritage place. . 
• Whether the proposed buildings or works will assist in the conservation of the 

heritage place by maintaining, protecting, restoring, repairing or stabilizing 
significant fabric. 

• Whether the proposed buildings or works will assist in the conservation of a 
heritage place by: 

o supporting the continued original use of a building by enabling it to be 
upgraded to meet present day requirements and standards; or, 

o allowing an alternative use when the original use is no longer viable or 
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inconsistent with a heritage management plan. 
o The impact upon any tree, garden or landscaping that contributes to the 

setting of a heritage place. 
o The findings of any relevant heritage or conservation Review listed in 

Clause 22.04-5. 
o Any comments made by Heritage Victoria or the National Trust of 

Australia (Victoria). 
 
22.04-5 Policy references 
 
Shire of Flinders Heritage Review History and Heritage (Context Pty Ltd, C Kellaway 
and H Lardner 1992). 
Shire of Flinders Heritage Review Inventory of Significant Places (Context Pty Ltd, C 
Kellaway and H Lardner 1992 (Updated 1997). 
Shire of Mornington Heritage Review (Graeme Butler & Associates 1994). 
City of Frankston Heritage Review (Graeme Butler & Associates, C McConville, F 
Gilfedder and D Morrison 1995). 
Hastings District Heritage Review (Graeme Butler & Associates 2002). 
Conservation Management Plan for the Ranelagh Estate, Mount Eliza (Context Pty Ltd 
2009). 
Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review Area 1, Volumes 1-3 (Context Pty Ltd 
2011). 
Mornington Peninsula Shire Environmental History (Graeme Butler & Associates and 
Context Pty Ltd 2011). 
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B PROPOSED RANELAGH ESTATE CLAUSE FOR MSS 
 
21.15 Local area plans 
The complexity of State and Local Policy interpretation can be simplified by the 
existence of local area plans and these will be progressively developed.   
21.15-1 Ranelagh Estate, Mount Eliza 
Applies to all land in the Ranelagh estate policy area as shown on the map forming part 
of this clause. 
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Vision 
The Ranelagh estate is a place where the Griffins’ vision is respected and conserved in 
the Estate plan, where the natural park-like environment is conserved and enhanced, 
where the reserves are well looked after and used, where the Mount Eliza shops are a 
social meeting place, and where all the people who live on the Estate care about the 
Estate. 
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Objectives 
• To respect the heritage values of the Ranelagh estate. 
• To conserve the Ranelagh estate as a distinctive local landscape and a 

significant heritage place. 
• To manage the values of the Ranelagh estate in a coordinated manner and in 

accordance with its significance and heritage best practice. 
• To avoid or minimise the impacts of new development and subdivision upon 

the heritage values of the Ranelagh estate. 
• To identify and develop opportunities for interpretation and presentation. 

 
Strategies 
Strategies to achieve these objectives include: 
 
Subdivision 

• Avoid further subdivision of lots or realignment of lot boundaries that is not 
consistent with the original subdivision of the estate, including boundaries of 
private, public and commercial  land parcels. 

Development 
• Strongly discourage development that would do any of the following: 
• Give the appearance of more than one dwelling on a lot. 
• Alter or impact upon the natural site contours and drainage patterns. 
• Require the removal of mature trees or other important cultural landscape 

elements such as hedges. 
• Significantly increase the site coverage of buildings on a lot. 
• Be visually intrusive and contrary to the principle that built form should be 

subordinate to the landscape. 
Roads and verges 

• Conserve and maintain the curvilinear street pattern and rounded street corners, 
generous verges on corners and both sides of the roads, and landscaped traffic 
islands. 

• Conserve the original hierarchy of road reserves, with Wimbledon Avenue the 
widest at 100 feet (33 metres) and the remainder at 50 feet (16.5 metres). 

• Ensure that vehicular access and traffic management measures are coordinated 
throughout the estate and are designed to enhance its cultural heritage 
significance. 

Open space  
• Conserve and maintain all open space in accordance with the original objectives 

of the Griffin design plan, including all of the following: 
• Prevent subdivision of reserves for private use. 
• Conserve and maintain public access to reserves. 
• Restore features of the open space system that have been lost or obscured or 

function has become less obvious 
• Discourage solid fences or other structures that would create a solid visual 

barrier along the common boundaries between houses and internal reserves. 
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Landscape and plantings 
• Conserve and maintain significant and mature trees and significant avenue 

plantings. 
• Where appropriate, restore historic planting schemes that have become 

compromised or damaged. 
• Restore indigenous vegetation in locations where it is a significant feature 

within the Estate. 
 
Views 

• Conserve views and glimpses of the sea from the public domain, including 
those through private property and the Ranelagh Club. 

• Protect and conserve important view corridors. 
• Strongly discourage the removal or pruning of significant trees to improve 

views from private property. 
 
Village Centre 

• Discourage commercial uses from locating in land within a residential zone 
• Discourage the future use of land set aside for open space adjoining the 

commercial area for additional car parking or other non-recreational uses. 
 
Interpretation 

• Encourage development of the Ranelagh estate that will help define its 
boundaries and entrances so that it is evident and readable in the landscape as a 
Griffin garden suburb estate. 

 
Implementation 

• Apply the Schedule 2 to the Special Use Zone to recognise private recreational 
facilities. 

• Apply Heritage Overlays to conserve and enhance heritage places  
• Apply Local Policy Clause 22.04 – Heritage Places and Abutting Land to land 

within the Heritage Overlay and to land that abuts the Heritage Overlay within 
the Ranelagh estate policy area.  

• Apply Schedules 2 and 3 to the Design and Development Overlay to enhance 
bayside and village and coast and landscape design. 

• Apply Schedule 1 to the Vegetation Protection Overlay to protect township 
vegetation. 

 
Reference 
 
Conservation Management Plan for the Ranelagh Estate, Mount Eliza, Context Pty Ltd 
2009 
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APPENDIX D HERCON CRITERIA AND GLOSSARY 
 
D.1 HERCON Criteria 
 
Criteria for assessing cultural heritage significance (HERCON) (Criteria adopted by the 
Heritage Council on 7 August 2008 pursuant to Sections 8(1)(c) and 8(2) of the 
Heritage Act 1995). 
 
Criterion A: 
Importance to the course, or pattern, of Victoria’s cultural history. 
 
Criterion B: 
Possession of uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of Victoria’s cultural history. 
 
Criterion C: 
Potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of 
Victoria’s cultural history. 
 
Criterion D: 
Importance in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of cultural places 
and objects. 
 
Criterion E: 
Importance in exhibiting particular aesthetic characteristics. 
 
Criterion F: 
Importance in demonstrating a high degree of creative or technical achievement at a 
particular period. 
 
Criterion G: 
Strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group for social, 
cultural or spiritual reasons. This includes the 
significance of a place to Indigenous peoples as part of their 
continuing and developing cultural traditions. 
 
Criterion H: 
Special association with the life or works of a person, or group of persons, of 
importance in Victoria’s history. 
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D.2 Glossary  

 Burra Charter The Burra Charter is the short name given to the 
Australia 

  ICOMOS Charter for the Conservation of Places of 
Cultural 

  Significance, which was developed by Australia 
ICOMOS at a meeting in 1979 in the historic South 
Australian mining town of Burra. It is now widely 
accepted as the basis for cultural heritage 

     The Burra Charter may be applied to a wide range 
of places - an archaeological site, a town, building 
or landscape and defines various terms and 
identifies principles and procedures that must be 
observed in conservation work. 

  Although the Burra Charter was drafted by heritage 
professionals, anyone involved in the care of 
heritage items and places may use it to guide 
conservation policy and practice. 

 Cultural significance Cultural significance means aesthetic, historic, 
scientific, social or spiritual value for past, present 
or future generations. Cultural significance is 
embodied in the place itself, its fabric, setting, use 
associations, meanings, records, related places 
and  related objects (source:Burra Charter) 

 Conservation Conservation means all the processes of looking 
after a place so as to retain its cultural significance 
(Source: Burra Charter) 

 Fabric Fabric means all of the physical material of the 
place. This can include buildings, structures, trees 
and gardens, ruins and archaeological deposits 
and associated objects. (Source: Burra Charter) 

 ICOMOS ICOMOS (International Council on Monuments and 
Sites) is a non-governmental professional 
organisation formed in 1965. 
ICOMOS is primarily concerned with the 
philosophy, terminology, methodology and 
techniques of cultural heritage conservation and is 
closely linked to UNESCO. 
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 Place Place means site, area, land, landscape, building 
or other work, group of building or other work, and 
may include components, contents, spaces and 
views. (Source: Burra Charter) 

 Post contact Post-contact means the period after first contact 
between indigenous and non-indigenous 
(sometimes referred to as 
‘European’) individuals or communities. 
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Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review Area 1 
APPENDIX E ARCHAEOLOGY 
 
Table 3.2 Archaeological sites 

 
Site Name Address Mel. VHI/HO/ 

HERMES/ 
other 

Archaeological 
deposits 

Structural 
remains/features 

Condition Significance History Additional Comments 

Mooring 
Place (Rock 
Platform), 
Balcombe 
Point 
 

79 Mount 
Foreshore S 
Mount Martha 
3934 

150G1 No/ 
None/ 
125057/ 

- - - - - Reference is only to 
‘marks’ on the cliff face 
and metal rods or rails 
jutting out from the cliff. 
 
Walked along beach and 
around headland as far as 
could be accessed from the 
eastern side. No related 
cultural material was 
observed. 

Shag Rock, 
Later Bird 
Rock  

765a Esplanade 
Mornington 
3931 
  
 

145B6 No/ HO58/ 
75482, 
125149 

A large flat rock is 
located at the edge 
of the beach in front 
of 
the headland, but 
there is no obvious 
cultural fabric, and a 
very low likelihood 
of archaeological 
deposits surviving 
along the beach. 

A marker stands on 
the path at the top of 
the headland. This was 
erected by the Council 
to commemorate the 
landing of Lieutenant 
Mathew Flinders in 
1802. Entitled 'Marker 
One - Landing at Bird 
Rock', it reads: 
'Lieutenant Mathew 
Flinders, in command 
of H.M.S. Investigator. 
Came ashore here on 
April 29, 1802. He 
walked two 
miles towards 

The marker is 
in good 
condition. 
 
 

The rock is of 
local historical 
significance as 
an early 
landmark which 
remains as a 
distinctive 
feature on the 
coastline. 
 

- - 
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Site Name Address Mel. VHI/HO/ 
HERMES/ 
other 

Archaeological 
deposits 

Structural 
remains/features 

Condition Significance History Additional Comments 

Schnapper Point, the 
furthest part of 
the shore that he had 
seen from Arthur's 
Seat, and took 
observations’ 

Balcombe  
AIF Camp, 
Highway  
Later 
Australian 
Army 
Apprentices 
School 

Nepean Highway 
Mount Martha 
3934 
 

145C11 No/ HO61/ 
5353, 
76245, 
124925, 
126092, 
139149, 
150017, 
162488 
(Mount 
Martha 
House is 
VHR 
H1901) 
 
 

Concrete fragments 
were observed along 
walking paths in the 
vicinity. It is likely 
that fragmentary 
archaeological 
remains relating to 
accommodation and 
training facilities 
exist throughout the 
footprint of the 
former camp and in 
its vicinity, but they 
will have been 
significantly 
disturbed in most 
areas by more recent 
redevelopment. 
Areas in which 
remains are more 
likely to survive 
include along 
streams, on the 
coast, in woods and 
on undeveloped 
steep topography. 

Mount Martha House 
(Mount 
Martha Community 
Centre), the barracks 
(officer’s mess?) 
building on Uralla 
Road, the Balcombe 
Memorial Gates at 
Mace Oval and the 
memorial at Citation 
Ovals are physical 
remains of the military 
camp. The grandstand 
building at the latter 
could be of WWII 
date. A substation at 
the late campground 
on the estuary could 
date to the military 
base. 

The surviving 
buildings and 
sportsground 
are in use and 
maintained in 
reasonable to 
good 
condition, as 
are the 
various 
monuments at 
each of these 
locations. 

The Balcombe 
AIF Camp is of 
historical 
significance to 
the State for the 
role it played in 
the training and 
rehabilitation of 
servicemen from 
Australia and its 
allies during the 
Second World 
War. 

Balcombe Estuary at 
Mount Martha used as a 
training ground from the 
outbreak of WWII in 
1939. In 1940 the Army's 
4th Division took over the 
area, numbering around 
3,000 personnel. Late in 
that year the 
government purchased 
209 acres from 
the Graves, Ostberg and 
Henty families to 
establish a permanent 
camp. After the Pearl 
Harbour attack in 1941 
the US used the Balcombe 
Camp for the rest and 
rehabilitation of 
American servicemen, 
and it became the 
headquarters of the 1st 
Division of the US 
Marine Corps in 1942 - 
several commemorative 
plaques are located at 
various points. Beach 
landing exercises were 
carried near Martha Point 

Did not find rifle range 
during the survey - 
apparently this is located at 
a quarry on the hillside (not 
clear from Council 
mapping). 
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Site Name Address Mel. VHI/HO/ 
HERMES/ 
other 

Archaeological 
deposits 

Structural 
remains/features 

Condition Significance History Additional Comments 

using the ship HMAS 
Manoora, a steamship 
which had been 
requisitioned by the Royal 
Australian Navy in 1939. 
After WWII, in 1947, the 
Army Apprentice School 
was\ established at the 
camp and used to train 
plumbers. electricians, 
fitters and tuners, 
mechanics and carpenters 
among other trades. The 
original parade ground is 
now the car park for the 
Mace Oval. [see photos of 
interpretation panels in 
photos folder]. 

Balcombe 
AIF Camp 
Hut 

1256 
Nepean 
Highway 

105C7 No/ 
None/ 
None 

No related features 
obvious from the 
road. 

Former army hut 
converted to house 
(the Officer's Mess), 
opposite Viwell 
Centre, aka Cobb Rd 

- - - Looks to be the eastern 
of two houses to the 
north of Cobbs Road, 
opposite the Vision 
Australia George Vowell 
Australia. Sign on gate 
reads: 'No Access without 
appointment or prior 
arrangement' and dogs. 

Martha 
Point, 
Mooring 
Point? 

Off 
Esplanade 

150B8 No/ 
None/ 
156646 

- - - - Apparently once known 
as ‘Survey Point’. 

Could not access the 
water’s edge at the 
suggested place location. 
View from the bus stop 
layby to the east of South 
Bradford Road shows 
nothing obvious on the 
south western side of the 
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Site Name Address Mel. VHI/HO/ 
HERMES/ 
other 

Archaeological 
deposits 

Structural 
remains/features 

Condition Significance History Additional Comments 

head. 
Montrose 67 Glenisla 

Drive, Mount 
Martha 

150K2 No/ 
None/ 
162023 

It is likely that 
remains relating to 
the original house 
survive, unless they 
lay within the 
footprint of the new 
structure, in which 
case they will 
probably have been 
obliterated. 

Montrose House has 
been replaced recently 
with new build. The 
gate is original, as is 
possibly the garage, 
No evidence of the 
original house was 
visible from the road 
and the site was not 
accessed. 

- - - No evidence of the original 
house was visible from the 
road and the site was not 
accessed. 

 18 Barkly 
Street, 
Mornington 

104D12 No/ 
None/ 
None? 

Remains relating to 
the previous house 
have probably been 
removed by the 
more recent 
development. 

Two trees in the front 
are older and probably 
date to the original 
development. 

The trees 
appear to be 
in good 
condition 

- - House of modern brick 
construction with imitation 
frieze and sash windows. 
Properties 16 and 17 to the 
rear are also modern. 

Hut site at 
39 Koornalla 
Crescent 
Katherine? 

39 Koornalla 
Crescent Mount 
Eliza 

101D12 No/ 
None/ 
162026 
(existing 
house) 

Spoke to gentleman 
who was the tenant 
in 
No. 39 who said the 
hut was on the 
adjacent land parcel 
(37, to the west) but 
was knocked down 
on construction of 
the gardens which 
now occupy the 
parcel. 
It is likely that any 
remains have been 
removed by 
landscaping. 

Gardens now occupy 
the probably site. 
(http://www.peninsula
weekly.com.au/news/l
ocal/news/general/gar
dens-680000-
blooming-
finehelp/1960219.aspx
). 
 

Demolished - Remembered as the site of 
the hut of two old 
fishermen who were well 
known in the area in the 
late 1940s. 

Spoke to the owner of 33a 
(the landlord) who had 
created the gardens. 
He said he had received a 
letter but was 'not 
interested' and refused 
access. (The impression 
was that he knew of the hut 
but was wary of 
commenting). 

 1168-1176 
Nepean 

104K10 No/ 
None/ 

No related deposits 
likely. 

Looks to be fruit trees 
to the north of the 

Unclear - A 1957 aerial view shows 
an orchard here with the 

Site not accessed. Difficult 
to assess presence of 

http://www.peninsulaweekly.com.au/news/local/news/general/gardens-680000-blooming-finehelp/1960219.aspx
http://www.peninsulaweekly.com.au/news/local/news/general/gardens-680000-blooming-finehelp/1960219.aspx
http://www.peninsulaweekly.com.au/news/local/news/general/gardens-680000-blooming-finehelp/1960219.aspx
http://www.peninsulaweekly.com.au/news/local/news/general/gardens-680000-blooming-finehelp/1960219.aspx
http://www.peninsulaweekly.com.au/news/local/news/general/gardens-680000-blooming-finehelp/1960219.aspx
http://www.peninsulaweekly.com.au/news/local/news/general/gardens-680000-blooming-finehelp/1960219.aspx
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Site Name Address Mel. VHI/HO/ 
HERMES/ 
other 

Archaeological 
deposits 

Structural 
remains/features 

Condition Significance History Additional Comments 

Highway 162025 junction of the Nepean 
Highway with 
Oakbank Road. The 
area to the south of 
this road has been 
landscaped for a 
factory store. 

house set at the north east 
corner of the lot. Orchard 
remnants, a Canary Island 
Date Palm, agapanthus 
and mature Monterey 
cypress.  

orchard from street. 
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Monterey Cypress (Cupressus macrocarpa) in the Ranelagh Estate, Mount Eliza 
 
 
 
Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review  
 
Stage 1: Mount Martha, Mornington, Mount Eliza 

 
Call for Expressions of Interest  
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1.  Preamble 
 
The Mornington Peninsula Shire was formed in 1994 from the amalgamation of the 
Flinders, Mornington and Hastings Shires, and part of the City of Frankston. 
 
The new Mornington Peninsula Shire encompasses the geographic extent of the 
Mornington Peninsula. A positive outcome of amalgamation is that all of the 
Peninsula’s heritage places are now within a single planning authority area. However it 
also raises issues regarding the consistency and integration of the former municipal 
heritage studies. 
 
The amalgamated Shire’s heritage studies comprise: 
 

• Shire of Flinders Heritage Review 
• (Context, with Helen Lardner, 1992, updated 1997) 
• Shire of Mornington Heritage Review (Graeme Butler, 1994) 
• City of Frankston Heritage Review (Graeme Butler, 1995) 
• Hastings District Heritage Review (Graeme Butler, 2001) 

 
Apart from the Shire of Flinders Review (the 1997 update was essentially a re- 
formatting of existing material onto an electronic database) none of these studies has 
been reviewed. 
 
In 2006 Graeme Butler undertook a desk-top review of the Shire’s heritage 
management. This review advised that the Shire should aim to bring each area Review 
to at least the level of identification, research and assessment of the Hastings Review 
(this being the model that most closely reflects current assessment practice and the HV 
standard brief). 
 
The review recommended that as a first priority the Shire prepare a draft Statement of 
Significance for the Mornington Peninsula, and an interim Environmental History for 
the Shire, utilising the data from the existing studies. 
 
The draft Statement of Significance and interim Environmental History has now been 
completed. 
 
The review then recommended a progressive program of checking, surveying and 
assessing the Flinders, Mornington (including part Frankston) and Hastings Review 
areas. The primary aim in each case would be to complete the assessment of places 
identified in Stage 1 of the Review. 
 
As a lower priority, the review recommended that for each Review there also be (1) a 
review of places already assessed but not protected by a HO (2) a process to identify 
previously unidentified places. 
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It noted that there are other non-implemented recommendations, particularly for the 
Hastings Review, such as new incorporated plans, revised local policies, reviews of 
landscape overlays and tree protection. 
 
Mornington Peninsula Shire has allocated $70,000 in the current financial year to 
commence a program to implement these recommendations. 
 
2.  Review Area 
 
The former shire boundaries present some difficulties as Review area boundaries, as 
indicated in the following map. (The circles illustrate  
some localities which straddle former shire boundaries) 

 
 
 

 
Map showing former Shire boundaries 
 
For example, some places straddle 2 or even 3 former shire boundaries and would be 
better assessed as one place, now that they are in one Shire. Another example is the 
anomalies created when comparing places in localities such as Flinders and Portsea, 
which have no historical connection other than being within the boundary of a former 
Shire. This Review is an opportunity to overcome those limitations and evaluate places 
based on historical themes and geography rather than politically constructed shire 
boundaries. 
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Map showing proposed Review area boundaries (preliminary) 
 
A new division of the Mornington Peninsula Shire is proposed which better reflects the 
geography and historical development of the Peninsula. It is anticipated that these 
divisions will be further refined during the review process. 
 
The area identified for the first stage of the Heritage Review  
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The proposed Stage 1 Review area represents most of the former Mornington Shire, 
with the addition of the part of Mount Eliza formerly in the Shire of Frankston, and the 
deletion of the rural section around Moorooduc. 
 
It includes 3 major localities: Mount Martha, Mornington, and Mount Eliza. 
 
3.  Issues 
 
It is expected that in general terms the project will follow the Heritage Victoria 
Heritage Review Standard Brief. However some particular issues have been identified 
for Mornington Peninsula Shire, including: 
 
3.1.  Shire wide themes 
One of the main intentions behind the interim Environmental History for the Shire was 
to establish a consistent and comprehensive framework of historic themes to guide 
future heritage assessments. Since this work was done, Heritage Victoria has 
announced a revised set of Victorian Heritage Themes. The consultants will be 
expected to familiarise themselves with these themes, and use them as a basis for 
assessments. This may require further revision of the Shire thematic framework to 
match the new Victorian Heritage Themes. 
 
Mornington Peninsula Shire is particularly concerned to ensure that good examples of 
places representing the Shire’s most important themes are protected. Not all place types 
will occur in physically related groups (such as precincts); the consultant is expected to 
provide advice on best-practice approaches to protect such places, which may include 
new or innovative practices such as group listings. 
 
For example, Mornington Peninsula Shire Council is interested to protect key examples 
of modern architecture and beach architecture, both distinctive to the Peninsula. 
 
Where appropriate, the consultant is expected to recommend changes to the thematic 
structure to improve its accuracy and effectiveness. 
 
3.2.  Local historic identity 
 
There is a growing desire within small communities for protection of places which 
express the historic identity of local areas. 
 
While part of a wider trend, this also reflects the particular geography and history of 
the Mornington Peninsula. Many discrete communities developed from independent 
origins due to the Peninsula’s topography and resulting transport difficulties (for 
example, coastal localities developed in isolation as their main access was by sea). 
There is also an historical perception of ‘difference’ of the Peninsula relative to 
metropolitan Melbourne. While the interim Environmental History provides a broad 
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framework for assessment at Shire level, there is a need to ensure that key places of 
significance within discrete localities are protected even though they may not be 
special within the Shire-wide context. 
 
For example, Mornington Peninsula Shire Council is interested to protect iconic civic 
and community buildings representing key phases in the development of localities, 
even where the theme they convey is represented elsewhere. 
 
This issue also relates to the recent Review of Heritage Provisions in Planning 
Schemes and in particular the discussion generated regarding assessment criteria and 
thresholds of significance. The Review concluded that thresholds have the potential to 
vary from place to place as they will respond to the particular history and cultural 
fabric of the area under Review. Discussions with Heritage Victoria have confirmed 
that it is now accepted that ‘local’ means something smaller than an entire LGA. 
 
The consultant will be expected to address this issue by preparing a Statement of 
Significance for localities within the Review area, generally towns and villages which 
will be defined by agreement with Mornington Peninsula Shire. Statements of 
Significance will be based on existing material sourced from the former Shire 
environmental histories, interim Mornington Peninsula Shire Environmental History, 
and site visits. The local Statement of Significance is to guide assessment of places 
within the locality to ensure that key examples of places representing the history of that 
area are protected, even where similar places are protected elsewhere as part of a Shire-
wide theme. 
 
Prior to writing the Statements of Significance for localities, drafts are to be provided 
and an agreed format developed with the Shire's project manager/steering committee. 
 
In the proposed Review area the identified localities are: 
 

• Mount Martha 
• Mornington 
• Mount Eliza 

 
3.3.  Management of heritage places 
 
Most parts of the Mornington Peninsula are subject to increasing development 
pressures. The subdivision of rural land-holdings, up-grading of holiday homes, 
conversion of public buildings to residential uses, and densification of urban areas all 
have the potential to impact on heritage places. The Shire requires robust and useful 
information on which to base planning and conservation decisions in this rapidly 
evolving environment. 
 
Heritage Victoria has advised that the introduction of an HO is generally taken to mean 
that the place is going to be retained. Statements of Significance therefore need to be 
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sufficiently clear to give guidance as to exactly what (in physical fabric) is significant, 
how and why it is significant, and how this should be managed. 
 
The consultant is expected to ensure that place citations clearly define the location and 
physical extent of each place (including any curtilage requirements), and clearly 
specify the location of heritage features on the site. Statements of Significance must 
clearly explain the relative significance of parts of the place, and the implications of 
significance on its management. Management advice is to be detailed and site-specific. 
The ‘what,;how,;why,’ format is an acceptable format for Statements of Significance, 
where the ‘what’ section is a simple and clear list of the physical characteristics and 
extent of significant fabric of the place. 
 
The materials, construction methods, and condition of the place also need to be 
accurately described. 
 
It is appreciated that on balance, this may mean relatively less emphasis on detailed or 
lengthy historical description. 
 
Prior to writing the Statements of Significance, drafts are to be provided for 
various/typical types of places and an agreed format developed with the Shire's project 
manager/steering committee. 
 
3.4.  Protection of expanded place types 
 
The consultant is to consider and advise on the protection of place types which may not 
currently be protected, or whose protection is unsatisfactory. Examples include: 
 

• Trees and plantings 
• Historic Roads 
• Historic advertising signs 
• Landscapes and views 
• Plaques and memorials 

 
With regard to trees and plantings, the Shire’s Heritage Advisor (Lorraine Huddle) has 
completed a report on a Heritage Plantings Database using the Shire’s existing asset 
management database. Some work has progressed in establishing this database. The 
report identified a large number of potential significant trees and plantings ranging 
from some clearly identified and included in Heritage Overlays to those simply 
mentioned in citations but not specified or protected. 
 
 The consultant will be expected to ensure that the findings of the heritage Review can 
be integrated with the proposed Shire database, consistent with the Huddle review. 
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With regard to roads, landscapes and views, one notable aspect of the original 
Mornington Shire Heritage Review (1994) was the large number of semi-rural roads, 
roadside landscapes, and views identified as potential heritage places. 
 
Many of these places possibly fall outside the definition of heritage places but are 
nonetheless clearly valued by the community. The consultant will be required to advise 
Council on whether such places qualify for protection by heritage overlays and if not, 
what other planning mechanisms could be applied. 
 
There may also be specific examples of roads with historic associations in the Review 
area. 
 
4.  Aims 
 
The aims of this project are: 
 
To bring the level of identification, research and assessment of heritage places in the 
Review area to at least that of the Hastings District Heritage Review; 
 
To establish a methodology which can be applied to subsequent reviews of heritage 
studies progressively throughout the Shire; 
 
To ensure that fine examples of places representing the Shire’s historic themes, 
contained in the interim Environmental History, are protected; 
 
To ensure that key places representing the history of identified localities on the 
Mornington Peninsula are protected; 
To review, and where appropriate recommend changes to, the historic themes 
contained in the interim Environmental History; 
 
To provide a level of confidence to the Shire and the community that all reasonable 
steps have been taken to identify, research and assess known heritage places within the 
Review area which should be protected for their local and/or Shire-wide significance; 
 
To recommend places for new heritage overlays or other listings where appropriate; 
 
To provide, for each place to be protected, sufficient management advice to facilitate 
future decisions over the conservation of the place. 
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5.  Scope of Work 
 
The professional services to be provided by the consultant include: 
 
Become familiar with the current state of heritage assessment and heritage overlays 
applying throughout the Mornington Peninsula Shire including the interim 
Environmental History; advise on which aspects should and should not be adopted in 
this Review. 
 
Visit the Review area and become familiar with its various local historic identities and 
characters, and its relationship physically and historically to the Shire as a whole; 
 
Participate in public consultation to explain the purpose and scope of the review and 
encourage nomination of potential heritage places; 
 
Prepare a Statement of Significance for each identified locality within the Review area, 
based on existing material sourced from the former Shire environmental histories, 
interim Environmental History, and site visits; 
 
Undertake a site visit to each potential heritage place and carry out any inspections, 
measurements, assessments, analysis, necessary to assess its level of heritage 
significance (lack of access will deem a place unable to be assessed; MPSC will 
negotiate site access with owners if assessment from the public realm is not possible); 
 
Undertake any research into the origins, history, ownership, construction, design, style, 
uses, etc of each potential heritage place necessary to assess its level of heritage 
significance; 
Agree with MPSC on a list of places deemed to have sufficient apparent heritage 
significance at local or Shire level to warrant the writing of a Statement of 
Significance, and then finalise with MPS a list of places deemed to have sufficient 
heritage significance at local or Shire level to warrant the application of an HO; 
 
Prepare a full citation including detailed management recommendations for each 
heritage place deemed to warrant an HO; 
 
Advise on the most appropriate ways of implementing Heritage Overlays for places 
within the Review area including the use of heritage precincts, group listings or any 
other methods; 
 
Provide all identification, research and assessment information on places found to have 
a level of significance (including those not recommended for Heritage Overlays) in a 
form compatible with MPSC data requirements to enable linking of/insertion of 
information into the Shire’s GIS and HERMES databases and in PDF format suitable 
for general public use; 
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Provide advice, where appropriate, on improvements to the interim Environmental 
History, or on any other matters the consultant deems relevant to improving the 
protection of heritage places in the Review area and Shire generally. 
 
Provide advice, where appropriate, on ways to manage heritage places other than 
heritage overlays, such as heritage trails and interpretation. 
Provide all information resulting from the Review in a well organised and easily 
searchable format. 
 
6.  Database and information provision 
 
The assessment and management listed above raise a number of issues regarding place 
data collection and management. 
 
In the first place, it is anticipated that the Shire will provide the consultant a list of 
potential heritage places, based on:  
Places identified in Stage 1 of the Mornington Shire/Frankston City studies but not 
assessed; 
 
Places assessed in previous studies but not protected by a HO; 
 
Previously unidentified places brought to the Shire’s attention by local heritage groups 
or other sources 
 
This list will be ‘pre-vetted’ in that all places will have been visited and 
photographed by Council staff to ensure the place is extant and worthy of 
attention. Further, Council’s Strategic Planner – Heritage & Urban 
Design and Council’s Heritage Advisor will have made a ‘first cut’ 
assessment of places warranting investigation. 
 
As a result of the vetting process, it is estimated that the list of potential 
heritage places provided the consultant will comprise: 
 
1.  places assessed in previous studies but not protected by a HO – 30 places 
 
2.  ‘indicative’ places from previous studies requiring assessment – 150 places 
 
3.  entirely new places requiring assessment – 20 places 
 
Consultants should use this as a guide in preparing their fee proposals. 
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This information will be provided in the form requested by the consultant, 
e.g. Excel spreadsheet. 
 
Secondly, the Shire has commenced discussions with Heritage Victoria over the use of 
the HERMES database for its heritage place information. 
 
The consultant is to undertake the project in a manner consistent with the Heritage 
Victoria Heritage Review Standard Brief standards for integration with HERMES. 
7.  Type of Contract 
The proposed contract will be a fixed Lump Sum fee and include all tasks, professional 
fees and expenses (excluding costs of venues and mail-outs which will be borne by 
Council). 
 
Sub-consultants  engaged  by  the  successful  consultant  shall  be  paid  by  the 
consultant and not incur additional fees to Council. 
 
Additional services if required would be paid according to schedule of rates to be 
provided by the consultant. 
 
The staging of payments and timing of stages is negotiable, and would typically 
comprise: 
 
Project inception: 20% 
 
Completion of local Statements of Significance, initial community consultation, 
and finalisation of list of potential heritage places. 30% 
 
Completion of citations for all places recommended for Heritage Overlays 30% 
Submission of all documentation in agreed formats 20% 
 
8.  Project Budget 
 
The budget for the Stage 1 heritage review is of the order of $70,000 
 
9.  Project Timing 
 
It is envisaged that the services will be undertaken in the period from 1 June 
2010 to 30 November 2010 or a six month period from appointment. 
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10. Project Team 
 
The consultant will report to a Shire project team consisting of: 
 
Simon Lloyd, Strategic Planner Heritage & Urban Design 
Rosalyn Franklin, Team Leader Scheme Review and Systems 
Lorraine Huddle, Heritage Advisor 
A representative of the Mornington & District Historical Society 
A representative of the National Trust 
 
The primary contact person for the consultant will be Simon Lloyd, telephone 
5950 1961, facsimile 5950 1831, email simon.lloyd@mornpen.vic.gov.au 
 
11. Methodology 

 
The Heritage Review is to be produced in accordance with the principles of the Burra 
Charter (The Australia ICOMOS charter for the conservation of places 
of cultural significance) 
 
Other reference documents with which the Review should comply include: 
 
The Heritage Victoria Heritage Review Standard Brief 
‘The Conservation Plan’, James Semple Kerr (National Trust 1996) 
National Estate heritage assessment criteria 
 

  

mailto:simon.lloyd@mornpen.vic.gov.au
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12. Schedule of Tasks 
 
The Consultant shall provide the following services: 

 
 

 

Description of Service 

 

 

PROJECT MEETINGS 
Meetings with Shire project team at Mornington Municipal Office 
- allow 3 meetings @ 1.5 hour duration each 

 

 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION 
Undertake consultation with local community representatives on the 
heritage Review  
1.  Allow a total of 3 workshops in Mount Eliza, Mornington and 
Mount Martha @ 2 hours each. These are anticipated to be small 
workshops involving invited attendees. 
2.  Assist in the preparation of publicity material on the heritage 
Review project for distribution to residents or inclusion in Shire’s‘ 
Peninsula Wide’ newsletter as appropriate. 
(The Shire shall be responsible for organising functions) 

 

 

PROJECT FAMILIARISATION 
Undertake a desktop review of the current state of heritage 
assessment and heritage overlays applying throughout the 
Mornington Peninsula Shire, and existing documentation of heritage 
places in the Review area. 

 

 

HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 
Prepare a Statement of Significance for each identified locality within 
the Review area, based on existing documentation, for approval by 
the Shire project team. 

 

 

SITE VISITS 
Undertake site visit(s) to the Review area to become familiar with its 
local historic identity and its relationship to the Shire as a whole; 
Undertake a site visit to each potential heritage place necessary to 
assess its level of heritage significance. 

 

 

RESEARCH 
Undertake any research into each potential heritage place necessary to 
assess its level of heritage significance; 
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PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 
Consult with the Shire project team and local heritage groups to 
progressively refine the lists of potential heritage places to be 
assessed, to have Statements of Significance prepared, and to be 
recommended for Heritage Overlays; 
Prepare Place Citations and Statements of Significance for agreed 
places in the Review area; 
Prepare management recommendations for all places recommended 
for Heritage Overlays. 

 

 

DRAFT HERITAGE REVIEW  
Provide a draft document comprising the local Statements of 
Significance, Heritage Overlay Recommendations and any other 
recommendations for approval by the Shire project team. 

 

 

COMPLETION AND HANDOVER OF ALL DOCUMENTS 
Revise the draft Heritage Review  to the satisfaction of the Shire 
project team. 
Provide Council with final copies of all relevant reports, drawings 
and plans in both electronic and hard copy formats. 
Provide data in form appropriate for insertion into MPS databases as 
agreed. 

 
 

Appendices 
 
1.  Graeme Butler Heritage Review, 2006 
 
2.  Shire of Mornington Heritage Review, 1994 
 
3.  Frankston City Heritage Review, 1995 (part) 
 
4.  Hastings District Heritage Review, 2001 
 
5.  Significant Tree Database Review, 2008 
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APPENDIX G LOCALITY HISTORIES 

Mornington 19th century 
In 1851 Victoria became an independent colony, and in 1854 a subdivisional plan was 
drawn up for the Mornington Peninsula. A majority of the allotments were 640 acres 
and the township of Snapper Point (later Mornington) was laid out, with the roads yet 
unnamed. The townships of Osborne and Earimil were concurrently laid out. A.B. 
Balcombe was one of the first settlers in the area in the 1850s and is credited with 
naming the point after the ‘Snapper’, a small boat wrecked off the coast, however, 
another early settler, Alfred Downward attributed the name to the fish found offshore 
(Moorhead 1978:10; Rogers 1961:22-23). 
 
By 1857 government correspondence carried a new spelling, Schnapper Point, and the 
town was becoming an important centre in the region. By the 1860s Cobb & Co. ran a 
coach service from Melbourne to Schnapper Point, the pier was near completion and 
communications opened up with the first electric telegraph office opening in 1861. In 
1860 A B Balcombe was made the first chairman of the Mount Eliza District Roads 
Board and during this decade Mornington became the legal centre of the region. The 
peninsula region remained isolated and depended upon Schnapper Point’s limited 
transport capabilities, until the Point Nepean Road (later the Nepean Highway) was 
constructed from 1863 onwards (Rogers 1961:22-33). 
 
Mornington Peninsula was advertised as a bayside resort in the 1880s, with Schnapper 
Point noted as the most elite, with “many beautiful villas and family mansions that dot 
the hillside being quite a feature of the place”. The late nineteenth century was a time of 
growth for the region, which was further encouraged by the arrival of the railway in 
Mornington in 1889 (Rogers 1961:39-40). 
 
Mornington 1900-1945 
By the early twentieth century Mornington was established as the main civic and 
commercial centre on the peninsula. However, it was still a relatively small town, with 
a population that swelled during the summer months as holidaymakers came south from 
Melbourne. In the first decade of the twentieth century the Progress Association 
focussed on beautifying Mornington to encourage tourism and in 1902 planted trees and 
shrubs in Queen Street and the railway reserve. In 1904 the association distributed 
Sugar Gums to residents, planted gums in Albert Street and seven thousand tea-trees on 
the foreshore between Mills Beach and Marina Cove. Local attractions included bathing 
beaches, croquet clubs, bowling clubs, a new golf club and many parks including 
Mornington Park, gazetted as a public park in 1863 and a much-loved picnic spot 
(Context 2009:9-10, Moorhead 1971:63). 

 
The town grew steadily and houses were in 'great demand' in the years just prior to 
World War I. Most were built on the speculative subdivisions that had remained largely 
undeveloped since the late nineteenth century. A newspaper article noted that: 
 
Although many homes have been erected at Mornington recently, there are still a great 
number of the residents waiting to be accommodated. The principal reason of the great 
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demand is that owners prefer letting their houses furnished to visitors rather than 
unfurnished to a constant tenant (Mornington Standard, 20 April 1912, p.2). 
 
Two key factors influenced the development of Mornington township after World War 
I. They were improved transport links and the creation of a reticulated water supply. 
Train services improved with the electrification of the line to Frankston by 1922, and 
after the formation of the Country Roads Board in 1913 the Point Nepean Road from 
Melbourne, via Frankston, improved vastly. While transport improvements led to an 
increase in the numbers of day-trippers and holiday stays it was the introduction of the 
reticulated water supply to the Mornington Peninsula in 1921, which resulted in a wave 
of suburban development that increased the number of permanent residents in the town. 
The growth of Melbourne accelerated after World War I and Mornington shared the 
boom economy of the early 1920s, with private estates providing 3,000 building blocks 
in 1922. Between 1920 and 1930 the population of Mornington township almost 
doubled, rising from 1100 to 2100 (Moorhead 1971:151-2, 166, 186, 191; Argus 
31/12/1937:6; VMD). 

 
In the 1930s, despite the Depression which affected all of Australia with 
unemployment, The Argus (1938:16; 1937:7) reported the rise in popularity of holiday 
homes in Mornington as a result of good roads that offered better access to areas, and 
the attraction of a long-term stay, especially over the summer period (Moorhead 
1971:198). A newspaper article noted that: 
 
Because most owners find that they can occupy them for many weeks at a time they are 
building holiday homes of a more substantial nature and possessing an attractive 
appearance.(The Argus, 8 September 1938, p.16) 
 

Mount Martha 19th Century 
When Mornington Shire was first surveyed in 1854, many leaseholders of the pastoral 
runs in Mount Martha exercised their pre-emptive right to purchase 640 acres of their 
leaseholds from the Crown. Major leaseholders included A.B. Balcombe, Ralph 
Ruddell and John Aitken. Due to these large leaseholds and the fact that the township of 
Osborne, laid out in 1854, never eventuated, Mount Martha remained undeveloped in 
comparison to Schnapper Point (Moorhead 1971:152). 
 
Mount Martha, was however, advertised as a bayside resort and sanatorium from its 
earliest days as a settlement. The scenic coastal vistas and a rumour that the Governor's 
summer residence might be established at Mount Martha enticed others from 
Melbourne's elite to establish holiday houses or take up permanent residence on the 
Mornington Peninsula. The 'Newsletter of Australasia' in June 1858 patriotically 
described its attractions as the '.charming and varied shores and scenes of marine beauty 
which challenge the far-famed Bay of Naples'. By the late nineteenth century a number 
of large 'marine villas' had been built along the coastal road leading south from 
Schnapper Point, while Robert Watson established his 'Mount Martha Domain', which 
he intended to become a resort "offering panoramic views across Port Phillip". By the 
late nineteenth century, at the height of the land boom, the Mount Martha Estate offered 
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700 lots for sale surrounding Watson's property. The advanced subdivision design, by 
Saxil Tuxen, featured a topographically determined road network, and a competition for 
a model house resulted in the construction of at least one house, known as 'The Chalet', 
completed by 1891. However, the high expectations were short-lived as sales and 
further development were halted by the 1890s depression (Calder, 2008:53-79; 
Moorhead 1971:119; Context 2009:9-10; Argus 24/12/1887:13, 24/12/1887:13). 
 
Poor access delayed further development at Mount Martha until the early twentieth 
century. As roads were slowly improved after World War I wealthy people who could 
afford a motor car began to build more substantial holiday houses as subdivision and re-
sale of the old nineteenth century estates began. The connection of reticulated water 
supply to Mount Martha by 1928 and construction in 1929 by the Shire of the coast 
road between Strahan's and Cemetery roads encouraged further subdivision and 
development (Calder, 2008:82-128, 187). 
 
Mount Martha 1900-1945 
When the Shire of Mornington was first surveyed in 1854, many leaseholders of the 
pastoral runs in Mount Martha exercised their pre-emptive right to purchase 640 acres 
of their leaseholds from the Crown; leaseholders included A B Balcombe, Ralph 
Ruddell and John Aitken. Due to this and the fact that the township of Osborne that was 
laid out in 1854 never eventuated, Mount Martha remained undeveloped in comparison 
to Schnapper Point. The rural nature of Mount Martha was retained in the twentieth 
century, despite the developing holiday-home character (Moorhead 1971:152). 
 
Three factors affected the development in the Mornington Peninsula in the first half of 
the twentieth century: the availability of the motor car, the growth of the metropolis 
which began consuming rural areas, and the industrialisation of Australia. Mornington 
was connected to Melbourne by telephone in 1905, train services to the region 
improved due to the electrification of the line to Frankston and with the formation of 
the Country Roads Board, the road from Melbourne, via Frankston, improved vastly. 
However, it was the introduction of the permanent water supply to the Mornington 
Peninsula in 1921, and Dromana and Rosebud in 1940 which stimulated extreme 
development after World War II; the anticipated twenty- five years’ expansion was 
reached in less than ten years. The population of permanent residents, who were 
focussed in Mornington, Mount Martha and Mount Eliza, increased as well as the 
number of holiday-makers (Moorhead 1971:151-2, 166, 186, 191; Argus 31/12/1937:6). 
Popular holiday home designs combined economy and simplicity in design, and during 
the first half of the twentieth century, followed a popular American style that used 
asbestos cement sheet cladding. Asbestos sheets were popular as they were low 
maintenance, a desirable quality in a holiday home. Ventilation and open air rooms 
were an essential feature of the holiday house, evident in the addition of outdoor living 
spaces, the verandah and terrace. The 1930s holiday homes utilised all space within the 
house plan and importantly offered large bedrooms and additional bedrooms for guests 
(Moorhead 1971:198; Argus 8/9/1938:16, 4/2/1937:7). 
 
The establishment of the Mount Martha Army Camp had a great impact on the area, 
affecting the population and stimulating the economy. In 1938 the Annual Militia Camp 
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was staged on Beleura in Mount Martha, before war broke out in 1939 and frequent 
militia training took throughout the Shire. Most of the training was held in Mount 
Martha at the future Balcombe Camp, with 3000 servicemen camped there and further 
inland. In 1940 the government purchased the 209 acres of farm land from the Henty 
family (Glynt) and R Ostberg (formerly Latta’s Nepean Park farm and orchard) and 
named the site Balcombe Camp, where huts were built and the camp was used for AIF 
reinforcement training. After Pearl Harbour in 1941, and America entering the war, 
Balcombe was used as an American headquarters and for rest and rehabilitation of 
American serviceman in 1942. In 1948 the site became the Australian Army Apprentice 
School, maintaining the military presence in an otherwise undeveloped area. Many ex-
servicemen acquired homes in Mornington following the end of World War II 
(Balcombe AIF HERMES record; Moorhead 1971:207-208). 
 

Mount Eliza 19th century 
Mount Eliza was named after the wife of Captain Hobson of HMS Rattlesnake, which 
brought Captain Lonsdale to Port Phillip (Rogers, 1961:21). 
The Shire of Mornington was surveyed in 1854 and in September of the same year the 
first auction sale of Crown lands was held in Mount Eliza (Mount Eliza Progress 
Association 1926:10). From its earliest days as a settlement, the Peninsula and Mount 
Eliza were advertised as a bayside resort and sanatorium. Even so, the area remained 
sparsely populated throughout the nineteenth century, as Moorhead (1971) describes: 
 
Apart from the families who occupied the great houses, spaced almost regularly along 
the coastline, and the domestic and outdoor staff which they employed, the population 
of Mount Eliza consisted of only a few small farmers, fishermen and seasonal workers, 
even too poor to maintain a rural school. 
 
The scenic coastal vistas enticed others from Melbourne’s elite to establish holiday 
houses or take up permanent residence on the Mornington Peninsula. The Newsletter of 
Australasia in June 1858 patriotically described its attractions, with the ‘…charming 
and varied shores and scenes of marine beauty which challenge the far-famed Bay of 
Naples’. A major advantage to the area as a holiday resort in the nineteenth century was 
the ease of access to the city of Melbourne, with bay steamers, omnibuses, daily 
coaches, the railway (arriving in Frankston in 1882 and Mornington in 1889), and later 
the improved roads. (Moorhead 1971:119; Context 2009:9-10; Argus 24/12/1887:13, 
24/12/1887:13). 
 
There was a choice of watering-places that provided accommodation for visitors to the 
region, while the cliffs between Frankston and Schnapper Point became favoured spots 
for Melbourne gentlemen to establish their summer houses in the nineteenth century, 
and this trend was carried into the twentieth and twenty-first centuries (Moorhead 
1971:117; Context 2009:9-10). 

 
Mount Eliza 1900-1945 
Despite the fact that Mount Eliza was advertised as a bayside resort and sanatorium 
since its early days of settlement, the area remained sparsely populated in the first half 
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of the twentieth century. The rural character remained intact until the mid 1920s, when 
improvements to local roads and transport services led to a second phase of settlement 
(Moorhead 1971:214). 
 
Three factors affected the development in the Mornington Peninsula in the first half of 
the twentieth century: the availability of the motor car, the growth of the metropolis 
which began consuming rural areas, and the industrialisation of Australia. Mornington 
was connected to Melbourne by telephone in 1905, rail services to the region improved 
due to the electrification of the line to Frankston and with the formation of the Country 
Roads Board, the road from Melbourne, via Frankston, improved vastly. However, it 
was the introduction of the permanent water supply to the Mornington Peninsula in 
1921, and Dromana and Rosebud in 1940, which stimulated extreme development after 
World War II; the anticipated twenty-five years’ expansion was reached in less than ten 
years. The population of permanent  residents, who were focussed in Mornington, 
Mount Martha and Mount Eliza, increased as well as the number of holiday-makers 
(Moorhead 1971:151-2, 166, 186, 191; Argus 31/12/1937:6). 
 
Ranelagh Estate was a seaside resort and country club development of Sequoia Pty Ltd. 
They employed Walter Burley Griffin as designer and Saxil Tuxen as surveyor. Sales 
began in 1925 and architects such as Robin Boyd, Percy Meldrum and Harold 
Desbrowe-Annear designed houses within the estate, which was the location of some of 
the earliest Modernist houses in Melbourne and Australia. 
 
The Argus reported in 1933 that Mount Eliza was becoming on of the peninsula’s most 
popular holiday resorts, particularly for visitors who enjoyed horse-riding through the 
tea-trees and tall gums. Mount Eliza experienced a later growth, developing from the 
‘old village atmosphere’ in the 1930s, but taking pride in its growth and quality of its 
housing. Like the surrounding areas, Mount Eliza experienced a post World War II 
boom (Moorhead 1971:214; Argus 29/12/1933:11). 
 
The Peninsula experienced a growth in population in the 1960s, when road conditions 
improved and car ownership increased. As a result, over the next few decades, the 
number of residents increased as they were able to commute to and from Melbourne 
(Butler 20011:62). 
 
Post-1945 residential history 
The Mornington Peninsula has been the principal holiday resort for Melbourne, a 
tradition that has carried over since the nineteenth and early twentieth century. It has 
been a playground for architects whose commissions have involved holiday and 
permanent houses of both grand and modest proportions. The work of many of the 
prominent Melbourne architectural firms such as Grounds Romberg and Boyd and 
Chancellor and Patrick is represented on the Peninsula. In addition there is a tradition 
of the vernacular beach house, often based on project home models, one of which was 
called ‘The Peninsula’. Many of these prototypes for the mass market were also 
designed by architects including Robin Boyd. (Reeves 
2011) Post war development still tended to be clustered in nodes around established 
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settlements of Frankston, Mornington and Mount Eliza. 
 
The Peninsula became seen as a recognizable and comprehensive architectural culture 
in the years immediately following the Second World War. Robin Boyd coined the 
phrase ‘Port Phillip Idiom’ to describe it, followed by Neil Clerehan's ‘Peninsula 
Precocious’ (Hamann 2009). Houses tended to fall into one of several camps including 
executive living, particularly prevalent in Mount Eliza which became home for the 
generation of executives from industry in the south eastern suburbs such as General 
Motors. 
 
Another group included the buildings which delighted in the architectural response to 
sea and landscape, tending to break new ground in their form and to express their vision 
of the new in bold new ways. Roy Grounds Henty House at Frankston set the scene for 
a generation of bold forms architectural experimentation. However more than any other 
architects, the sheer number of houses by Chancellor and Patrick define the post war 
architecture of the Peninsula. Working in a variety of idioms, the influences on their 
work included internationalism, Frank Lloyd Wright and the Griffins, Japanese 
architecture and bold playful geometry. Together with the work of John Rouse who ran 
the Frankston office of the firm, Chancellor and Patrick have contributed a significant 
body of residential work to the Mornington Peninsula. 
 
Restrained linear designs by Guildford Bell and Neil Clerehan included several stylish 
houses such as Trade Winds in Canadian Bay Road and the Simon House in Daveys 
Bay Road. These were highly controlled formal houses using the International style of 
window walls of glass and indoor outdoor connections to generous outdoor living 
spaces. 
 
The Peninsula was not immune to the more exuberant buildings of Kevin Borland and 
others in his wake, and these relaxed buildings were more like the ‘everyday beach 
houses’ which also make a significant contribution to the Peninsula. Of simple form 
with gable or monopitch roof and a variety of timber claddings, these houses often grew 
over time and had simple and flexible floor plans. These ‘modern’ holiday homes are 
among the most ubiquitous buildings on the Peninsula (Maclean 2009). Another 
significant contributor in residential architecture was the geometric forms of Cocks and 
Carmichael and others whose highly controlled houses are precursors of the later wave 
of 70s, 80s and 90s architecturally designed houses. The Peninsula continues to be a 
playground for residential architecture and both the high style and the vernacular post 
war residential buildings contribute to its regional identity. 


