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EXPERT WITNESS STATEMENT- HERITAGE JOHN BRIGGS 
MORNINGTON PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C214 1 BUCHER PL. ROSEBUD 

 
I am the Principal of John Briggs Architects Pty Ltd, Architect and Conservation 

Consultant at 331A Bay Street, Port Melbourne.  This Statement of Evidence 

assesses the heritage significance of 1 Bucher Place Rosebud for the Panel Hearing 

C214. 

 

I am a Registered Architect, No. 4972, a member of the RAIA and hold a Bachelor of 

Architecture, University of Melbourne.   

 

Of the 32 years that I have worked in the practice of Architecture, the last 28 years 

have been predominantly in the field of Conservation Architecture.   For 8 of those 

years I was employed by the firm Allom Lovell and Associates and was the Project 

Architect responsible for the heritage works at both the Regent Theatre and the 

Gothic Bank at 380 Collins Street.  I left Allom Lovell and Associates in 1998 to 

pursue practice in architecture and as a heritage consultant.   

  

My work has provided me with broad experience in all aspects of heritage 

architecture including historical research, preparation and production of conservation 

reports and conservation plans for projects at all scales, as well as the preparation 

and presentation of submissions to Councils, Heritage Victoria, Planning Panels and 

to the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal.  I am a heritage advisor to the City 

of Melbourne.  I have significant experience in the design, documentation and 

administration of restoration works, works to reconstruct missing historic elements 

and works to facilitate the adaptation of historic buildings for new use.   

 

In preparing this statement I have been instructed by Terrain Consulting Group on 

behalf of the property owners.  

 

I have made all the inquiries that I believe are desirable and appropriate, and no 

matters of significance, which I regard as relevant, have to my knowledge been 

withheld from the Panel. 

 

 
John Briggs September 2018 
John Briggs Architects Pty Ltd 
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Introduction 

This statement of evidence takes the form of a peer review of the assessed 

significance of the house at 1 Bucher Place Rosebud as provided in the Heritage 

Citation Report for the property and its neighbour prepared by Context Pty Ltd.  The 

Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review has proposed the inclusion of the 

property at 1 Bucher Place together with 880 Point Nepean Road on the schedule to 

the Heritage Overlay.  

This statement adopts a format of setting out the Citation for the proposed joint 

Heritage Overlay and providing comment where relevant upon the content and 

conclusions of that Citation that is the basis upon which the application of the 

Heritage Overlay is proposed. 

In making my assessment I have inspected the subject property, its neighbour and 

surrounds on 9 September 2018. I have had regard to the Mornington Peninsula 

Shire Heritage Review and particularly the Citation for the subject property. I have 

also been informed of a suite of houses also constructed in Asbestos sheet with 

protective weather boards to the lower walls, a list of which has been provided by the 

owners of the subject land.  My assessment follows recommendations of Planning 

Practice Note 1, Applying the Heritage Overlay.  

As the history of the place and its description have been provided in the Citation, 

which I have set out as a basis for comment, I have not provided a separate 

description.  

 

Figure 1. Aerial view of 1 Bucher Place 
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Summary of Opinion 

In my assessment the subject house has not been shown to be more important than 

the many other houses of its typology, period and/or class, which individually, or in 

groups, are representative of a period of development and the style and construction 

type favored in that period.  Given the tests for the application of the Heritage 

Overlay, and the absence of any clear demonstration with comparative illustration of 

where the threshold of importance should be placed in the spectrum of houses of this 

class and area, it is my conclusion that the justification for application has not been 

achieved. It is also my view that should demonstration be provided the nature of the 

attribution of significance should be reviewed so as to not unduly and unreasonably 

limit the use of the property. 

History and Historical Context  

The following is the Local History as provided in the citation with sections of thematic 

of relevance to the subject house, which may provide a basis for attributing heritage 

significance to the subject house noted by underlining.  

Local History  

Rosebud began as a fishing village with a small shipbuilding industry. It is 
generally agreed that the name 'Rosebud' was derived from the schooner 
owned by Edward William Hobson, a vessel wrecked on the beach in front of 
the infant settlement and became a local feature. Hobson, the owner of 
Tootgarook run, purchased the Rosebud from a syndicate of Melbourne 
shipping agents in May 1854 (Butler 2011:70).  

In 1903, the Australian Handbook recorded that Rosebud was 'a great resort 
during the summer months' and featured State School No. 2627, a mechanics' 
institute, several private boarding houses and one store. The population was 
recorded as 'about 75' (Victorian Places). In 1908, the subdivision the 'Clacton-
on-Sea' estate, which consisted of approximately 400 lots, was advertised for 
sale. The subdivision created the grid pattern that remains in the residential 
area of the Rosebud township today. In 1911, the population of Rosebud 
totalled 153, which increased to a total of 494 by 1933 (Victorian Places).  

The introduction of the motorcar changed beach resort life dramatically, leading 
to new estates of holiday houses and weekenders (Butler 2011:94, 164). During 
the 1920s there was a great influx of visitors to Dromana, Sorrento, Flinders, 
Shoreham, Rye and Portsea. Rosebud was a popular holiday resort by the 
1920s. The idea of leasing camping areas on the foreshore in Rosebud is said 
to have originated in this decade. In the summer seasons thereafter, Rosebud 
became a tent city (Butler 2011:163). Tourist guides in the 1930s argued that 
Mornington was particularly popular with motorists due to the good state of the 
roads (Butler 2011:164-5). The summer retreat to the foreshore camps 
demanded entertainment. As well as the Rosebud Carnival, dances at the 
Rosebud Hall and movies on the beach were popular attractions. The Sound 
Shell, a dramatic structure in its own right, and the Village Green are all part of 
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the endeavour to entertain the holiday-maker. There were also the Rosebud 
bowling green and the Snake Pits at Le Souef's Aquarium. In December 1928 
the new Broadway Theatre was opened at Rosebud as a Picture and Dance 
Palais (Butler 2011:165).  

A major building wave began during the interwar period, which saw the 
replication of suburban styles on new suburban seaside estates. At the same 
time, the interwar Peninsula holiday house became the symbol of basic 
Victorian seaside houses until well past this construction era. Many of the 
holiday homes, which make up a large proportion of the Peninsula buildings 
today, were clad with fibro (or asbestos cement sheets), a new building 
technique that was popularised after World War One. Another new building 
material was the concrete building block. These could be made cheaply on the 
site with the aid of a block-making machine, often equipped with different block 
profiles, such as a rusticated or vermiculated pattern, achieved by inserts into 
the casting chamber. Concrete block production was fully mechanised in the 
1950s which enabled a dramatic increase in output. Many foreshore buildings, 
toilet blocks and change rooms utilise this construction as well as many 
boathouses on the foreshore. Another isolated trend during the immediate post-
World War Two period, when building materials were in short supply, was the 
use of recycled materials (Butler 2011:111-12). Many buildings were also 
constructed from local granite. The Dromana granite quarry was opened up on 
George McLear's land by Dr Duncan in the 1920s. This stone was used in many 
famous buildings, including the Argus Building and the former E.S. & A. Bank, 
Collins Street as well as the Shire's many seawalls. Prior to the quarry's 
development 'green granite' was obtained from the McCrae quarry (Butler 
2011:60).  

The population of Rosebud grew substantially during the interwar period, 
growing from 494 in 1933, to 1129 in 1947 (Victorian Places). Development in 
Rosebud West also increased during this period, particularly along Point 
Nepean Road. As a result, the Rosebud West Post Office opened in 1938 
(Butler 2011:65).  

Constructed 16 years after the time by which Rosebud had been established as a 

popular holiday resort, the subject house is nonetheless a part of the major building 

wave of the interwar period and is partly clad in fibro, which was a popular choice. 

There is no discussion in the above history that specifically addresses the 

development of the Rosebud foreshore as a ‘phenomenon’ of interest or importance 

other than as a tent city from the 1920s. 

Place history  

These two cottages are set amongst Tea Trees on the Rosebud foreshore on 
land that was originally Crown Allotment 16, Section 1 in the Parish of 
Wannaeue (Parish Plan). The Crown Grant for the wide allotment on the corner 
of Point Nepean Road and the beach access road, today's Bucher Place, was 
granted to William Henry Brand Moore in August 1872 (Parish Plan & LV: 
V710/F875). William Henry Brand Moore was a ship's captain, know as 
"Skipper Moore" who arrived in Australia immediately following the gold rushes 
in 1857 (Wilson 2008:17).  

The titles record that in October 1934, the land comprising 880 Point Nepean 
Road and 1 Bucher Place was purchased by the well known Rudduck family of 
Dromana, however, members of the Rudduck family are rated at Crown 
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Allotment 16 (Parish of Wannaeue) from as early as 1920 (LV:V710/F875 & 
RB). Nelson Rudduck was rated for land only in 
1920 with a Net Annual Value (approximately 10% of the total value) of 6 
pounds, and in 1925, his son Fred Rudduck was rated for the land only at an 
increased Net Annual Value of 14 pounds (RB).  

In July 1935 the property was purchased by local builder Walter Storey and in 
the same year Storey is rated for the property CA16 and a building with a Net 
Annual Value that remained consistently low at 14 pounds (RB). The building 
noted seems to be 880 Point Nepean Road. The recorded entry for Walter 
Storey has been marked out (including the word 'building') in this year and 
replaced with Alice Marjorie Davies, a married woman of Glen Iris, who 
according to titles owned the property between 1937 and 1940 (LV:V5955/F846 
& RB). Alice Davie [sic] is rated in 1940 at CA16 with buildings (plural) with a 
Net Annual Value of 25 pounds (RB). This indicates that the house at 1 Bucher 
Street was constructed c1936 by Walter Storey for Alice Davies. Council 
records support this built date (MPSC:VR).  

Alice Davies subdivided the lot, and the front house (880 Point Nepean Road) 
was sold to Bruce Lambert Hodges, a contractor and Lindsay Harold Hodges, a 
plumber, both of Gardenvale in May 1940 (LV:V5955/F846). Davies sold the 
rear house (1 Bucher Place) in October 1949. The front house remained in the 
Hodges family until after 1996 (LV:V10310/F159).  

 
Other than establishing that 880 Point Nepean Road was constructed in 1935 and 

that the subject property at 1 Bucher Place was constructed around a year later there 

is not over information of historical importance under Place History above. 

Physical Description  

Copied below is the Physical description provide in the Citation. 

Both of the 1930s holiday houses at 880 Point Nepean Road and 1 Bucher 
Place are timber framed bungalows with hipped roofs clad in corrugated metal 
and walls with a weatherboard dado and fibro-cement sheets above.  

As befits its more visible location, 880 Point Nepean Road is more embellished 
in massing and detail. The centre of the front facade is expressed by a hipped 
bay projecting from the pyramidal roof. There are three banks of double-hung 
sash windows to the facade with a horizontal glazing bar to the top sash. The 
windows sit in protruding box frames with decorative brackets at the top and 
below. Windows to the side elevations are single double-hung sashes. The 
house has a red brick chimney with two terracotta pots. Beside the house is a 
garage with the name 'Natsley' on it.  

Set behind it, facing the beach, 1 Bucher Place has a pyramidal roof with the 
front verandah set below it. There is a red brick chimney to the rear slope. The 
verandah has simple timber posts and frieze which may be a replacement. It 
has a post-war cream brick garage, giving the house's name as 'Waters Edge' 
in mild steel lettering  

Both houses sit among native trees including Melaleucas and Ti trees. Of 
particular note is the mature Red Flowering Gum (Corymbia ficifolia) in the front 
garden of 880 Point Nepean Road.  
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It can be noted that being, the first house constructed, quite possibly as a speculative 

venture, may be an equally plausible explanation for the house at 880 Point Nepean 

Road being more embellished in massing and detail than the second house behind.  

The attributes of the subject house are noted as: 

 Pyramidal roof of corrugated metal 

 Weatherboard dado with fibro-cement sheet above  

 Verandah under the roof having square posts and [fibro] frieze 

 Red brick chimney to the rear 

 
Figure 2. North frontage facing the beach 

The frontage of the house has been considered the face fronting the beach with the 

verandah. This frontage appears to have had the doors replaced at some time with a 

larger opening including windows and glazed door to increase the outlook. Also 

altered is the east wall that is now fully lined with weather boards and windows that 

are now louvered as can be seen in figure 5 below.   Whilst generally intact the 

house is entirely ordinary for its type without notable features and cannot sensibly be 

described as an excellent example of the type, although it can be considered quaint. 

The windows are not noted in the citation but where original are double hung and 

paired on the more publically exposed north and west frontages.  
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Figure  3.   Introduced door and windows to the frontage of the house. 

  
Figure  4.   South and rear wall Figure  5.   Altered east wall 
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Figure  6   West side frontage to Bucher Place 

 

Significance  

Copied below is the Statement of Significance provide in the Citation. 

What is significant?  

The cottages located back-to-back in the Roesbud Foreshore, at 880 Point 
Nepean Road and 1 Bucher Place, are significant. The timber and fibro-cement 
cottages were built c1935-36 by local builder Walter Storey.  

Both have weatherboard-clad dados with fibro-cement sheets to the upper part 
of the walls and hipped roofs clad in corrugated steel. As befits its more visible 
location, 880 Point Nepean Road is more embellished in massing and detail. 
The centre of the front facade is expressed by a hipped bay projecting from the 
pyramidal roof. There are three banks of double-hung sash windows to the 
facade with a horizontal glazing bar to the top sash. The windows sit in 
protruding box frames with decorative brackets at the top and below. Windows 
to the side elevations are single double-hung sashes. The house has a red brick 
chimney with two terracotta pots. Set behind it, facing the beach, 1 Bucher 
Place has a pyramidal roof with the front verandah set below it. There is a red 
brick chimney to the rear slope. The verandah has simple timber posts and 
frieze which may be a replacement.  

The Red Flowering Gum (Corymbia ficifolia) in front garden is a contributory 
element.  
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How is it significant?  

The foreshore cottages are of local historical and architectural significance to 
the Shire of Mornington Peninsula.  

 

Why is it significant?  

Historically, the cottages are significant as a tangible reminder of the dramatic 
boom in tourism that took place on Mornington Peninsula in the interwar period, 
thanks in large part to growth in motorcar ownership. They also represent the 
phenomenon characteristic of the Rosebud Foreshore where the central area, 
around Jetty Road, has undergone private residential development, some of it 
facing Point Nepean Road as well as rear houses facing the beach. This is in 
contrast with other area on the Peninsula where the foreshore is public land. 
(Criterion A)  

 

Architecturally, the cottages are intact representative examples of the simple 
holiday homes built along Rosebud's foreshore during the interwar period. They 
illustrate the popularity of fibro-cement sheet cladding during this period, used 
with simplified versions of the bungalow styling seen in Melbourne's suburbs. 
(Criterion D)  

 

The 2018 VPP Practice Note Applying the Heritage Overlay provides the criteria to 

be assessed against properties proposed for inclusion in the heritage overlay. The 

two criterion identified in the statement above are: 

Criterion A: Importance to the course or pattern of our cultural or natural history 
(historical significance).  
 
Criterion D: Importance in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of 
cultural or natural places or environments (representativeness).  
 
Under the historical significance it is clear that almost all fibro houses constructed in 

the period are likely, if not altered, to exhibit style and detail that is representative of 

the period. The definition of being representative of the class of houses and of 

remaining common, means that the subject house is not significant.  All houses of 

similar construction, of which there are many, equally demonstrate the history of 

development.  It is also the case that whilst there is a part of the foreshore to have 

been developed as private land that this is of any particular historical importance, 

requiring the conservation of the very ordinary house on the land, is not supported by 

the local history, or particular site history set out in the Citation. 

Comparative Analysis  

While the interwar period was one of great stylistic diversity for dwellings, 
commercial and civic buildings, the Arts & Crafts and Californian variants of the 
bungalow house dominated from the late teens to the early 1930s. On the 
Mornington Peninsula its influence lasted well into the middle of the 1930s, as 
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holiday homes were often retardataire. At the farthest end of this spectrum were 
little gabled timber cottages with little or no fashionable detail, of a kind 
constructed since the mid-19th century and popularly known as 'miner's 
cottages'. The cottage at 38 South Road, Rosebud, is an example of this type. 
Its massing could be from the 19th century, but door and eaves details indicate 
its 1920s date.  

By definition bungalows are single-storey, though there are also attic-style 
examples with rooms within the roof space. There is an emphasis on simplicity 
and natural cladding materials, often relying on the contrast of material textures 
instead of applied decoration to create visual interest. The use of faux half-
timbering and tuckpointed brick survived from the Edwardian period. California 
Bungalows traditionally have a strong horizontal emphasis, often from a low-
pitched transverse gabled roof or flat-roofed porches with Japanese-inspired 
joinery. Porch supports are simple in line and range from square posts (often 
paired) to tapered dwarf piers. The Arts & Crafts Bungalow shows a greater 
English influence and often used buttressing or masonry arches around the 
entrance. The more vertically massed attic-style bungalows generally fall into 
this category.  

The comparative examples listed in the Citation have not been copied here as a 

number are not of similar construction to the subject house or are no more remote 

than the many examples provided in the appendix below that are from the 

subdivision in the grid pattern that is addressed in history of the development of the 

area as provided in the Citation. The claim that houses in the foreshore are of 

significance because of that location is not in my view substantiated in comparison 

with the many similar houses in the recognized grid pattern subdivisions south of 

Point Nepean Road. 

The central area of Rosebud's foreshore is distinguished from other seaside 
localities on the Peninsula by the presence of private homes within the 
foreshore reserve. Elsewhere this is public land set aside for camping and 
recreation only. In Rosebud's foreshore, there is a very small number of pre-
1920 houses remaining, and larger number of interwar examples though they 
are now being replaced by contemporary dwellings.  

The interwar foreshore houses are timber-framed and clad in fibro-cement 
sheet or weatherboards, or a combination of the two. The most intact examples 
of these houses are the bungalows 880 Point Nepean Road with 1 Bucher 
Place and 874 Point Nepean Road. Another back-to-back pair are the fibro-
cement clad 930 & 932 Point Nepean Road (recommended for future 
assessment). The house at the front, no. 932, has a long transverse gabled roof 
with a verandah and roof gablet on one side (suggesting it was built in two 
phases). Simple in detail, it appears to be intact with six-over- one sash 
windows. Behind it no. 930 is far more modest and its beach-front elevation is 
dominated by modern full-length windows.  

More broadly, compared to interwar bungalows already on the Heritage 
Overlay, 880 Point Nepean Road and 1 Bucher Place compare most closely 
with Rosslyn in McCrae, both in their materiality (weatherboard plus fibro-
cement) and in their modest form and size. Both Rosslyn and 880 Point Nepean 
Road make their main architectural expression through their roof form and 
window detail.  
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Conservation Policy  

Set out below is the conservation policy that is provided in the Citation and which is 

pertinent here at the point at which the nature of the significance of the property is to 

be determined.  Whilst in assessing significance, the potential for development is 

generally treated with studied ignorance so that the assessment of heritage value is 

isolated from bias.  The implications of the conservation policy as set out below 

demonstrate that the attribution of significance should however be clear so that the 

use of the place is not unreasonably restricted: 

The following conservation actions would be supported should the opportunity 
arise:  

Extent of curtilage to preferably be retained free of new buildings:  

. everything within the front and side setbacks of 880 Point Nepean Road  

. everything within the beachfront (north) and side setbacks of 1 Bucher Place, 
as the foreshore elevation should be treated as the principle facade  

Elements or design features of particular significance: 

. the two holiday houses 

. the mature Red Flowering Gum at 880 Point Nepean Road  

Extent of heritage fabric preferably retained:  

. the whole of the two houses under their hipped roofs  

Preferred location for extension: 

. to the rear (north) of 880 Point Nepean Road 

. to the rear (south) of 1 Bucher Place  

Garages and outbuildings:  

. separate from the house  

Driveways/access:  

. the current vehicle crossovers are appropriate  

Please refer to the Heritage Places and Abutting Land Policy in the Mornington 
Peninsula Planning Scheme (Clause 22.04, as amended) for the general 
heritage management guidelines for this place.  

 

In my view, should the houses be able to be shown to be important by comparison 

with other of similar class and age, the absence of contribution made by the 

outbuildings should be stated in the positive and similarly the senescent and over 

grown Melaleucas and Ti trees should be explicitly noted as not being elements of 

value, given that tree controls are proposed and the setting in the trees is mentioned 

in description.  It is noted that the existence of something of some age does not 

mean that it is to be assumed to have heritage significance worthy of requiring 

retention that may present as a considerable impost upon the use of the property. 
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It is also my view that given the house is constructed of hazardous material, this is a 

matter that must be addressed in the discussion of any conservation actions. The 

house is insinuated and unsealed so that the slow release of asbestos fiber can not 

be ruled out. Given the nature of the house it should be acknowledged in any 

conservation policy that the removal and sanitation of the asbestos from the property 

with replacement of the asbestos sheet with new fibrous cement sheet, would be an 

anticipated necessity if the building is to be retained in any longer term. 

Given the impost that a requirement to retain a dwelling would involve and the low 

utility value of the building into the future, it is important that there is no assumption 

that results in an over statement of the restriction on the use of site.  There is 

generally a reluctance to consider relocation of the building and in many situations 

there is good basis for that concern. In the subject case however, other than the fact 

of the existing location, there is nothing of historical or representative significance in 

the particular siting of the house.  Presently the house in its generally central location 

on the property unnecessarily constrains the use of the land. With the considerable 

investment that would be required to bring the house to a contemporary standard of 

safety and amenity, the house could reasonably be moved to within 1.8 metres of the 

Bucher Place northern boundary and closer to the beach frontage without in any way 

diminishing the asserted heritage value.   

Accordingly, should the Panel determine that value can be demonstrated but that 

such value is not dependent upon the specific siting that is essentially arbitrary, this 

should be addressed in the Citation under the Conservation Policy,  

 

Assessment 

In my assessment there is a very real and serious impost of the application of the 

heritage overlay to houses that may be considered by many to be at the end of their 

useful lives and not reasonably adaptable to current expectations of accommodation. 

Whilst the term ‘rigor’ has been dropped from Planning Practice Note 1 it remains 

that expectation that places should be included in the heritage overlay “provided the 

significance of the place can be shown to justify1 the application”.  Under the heading 

Applying the Heritage Overlay the Practice Note  

The heritage process leading to the identification of the place needs to 

clearly justify the significance of the place as a basis for its inclusion in the 

Heritage Overlay. The documentation for each place shall include a 
                                                 
1 Underling is my emphasis  
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statement of significance that clearly establishes the importance of the place 

and addresses the heritage criteria. 

There are in the Mornington Peninsula Shire very many houses and buildings that 

are of the same or very similar construction of the subject property. For the subject 

house to be included in the heritage overlay the test set out above really must be 

satisfied.  To achieve this, the Panel should have confidence that exactly how the 

subject house is more important than the many similar examples that are readily 

understandable to the general public.  Attribution of heritage significance requires 

demonstration, rather than assertion, that a place has importance to the identity of an 

identifiable community, be that past, present or future.   

The subject property is asserted to be of heritage importance under the Criterion A of 

Historical Significance –“a tangible reminder of the dramatic boom in tourism” and 

the “phenomenon characteristic of the Rosebud Foreshore…[it] has undergone 

private residential development … in contrast with…where the foreshore is public 

land”. The property is also asserted to be of significance under Criterion D as “intact 

representative examples…” . There are very many similar representative houses and 

building on the Peninsula that evidently express through their fibro and weather 

board construction, both the historical period of their construction and their typical 

typology.  The determination of an understandable threshold for any particular 

phenomenon so it is “clearly established” for the general public requires comparative 

analysis illustrated by examples that achieve the threshold and also of those that fall 

just short of the threshold of being considered “important”.   The Practice note states: 

In order to apply a threshold, some comparative analysis will be required to 

substantiate the significance of each place.  The comparative analysis 

should draw on other similar places within the study area, including those 

that have previously been included in heritage register or overlay. Places 

identified to be potential state significance should undergo limited analysis on 

a broader (statewide) comparative basis. 

In my assessment there are many of the houses amongst the image appended to 

this statement that are both historically and representatively just as demonstrative of 

the period and type of development, as is the subject house.  There is in my 

assessment nothing that has been advanced to demonstrate that the subject house 

has greater importance than the raft of similar houses that are not proposed for 

inclusion in the Heritage Overlay and so can be demolished at will.  
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Perhaps more particular to the subject house is that it is on the foreshore and behind 

a similar but slightly earlier and more architecturally developed neighbour.  This 

aspect of the house is not however shown to be of importance.  There are other 

groups or rows of intact houses of the typology and period that together could 

potentially be considered to collectively contribute to provide a heritage place of 

significance.  In the case of the subject house it is only that the house is a part of the 

foreshore in private rather than public ownership and that it was divided back and 

front that is advanced as being a basis for attribution of heritage importance.  It is 

however to be noted that in neither the local or the place histories that have been 

included in the Citation for this property is there mention of this “phenomenon 

characteristic of the Rosebud foreshore.” Whilst it is apparent that the pair of houses 

were likely to be built by the same builder, that this or the location is of particular 

significance, or amplifies significance, is not ‘shown’.  The house is advanced as 

being individually significant.  This is to say, its value is not amplified by its setting 

within a group or row of similar buildings that would lead to its being considered 

‘contributory’ to heritage significance of a wider heritage place or precinct. 

Accordingly the subject house is not advanced in the Council’s case as being reliant 

upon its neighbour at 880 Point Nepean Road, not vice versa.   It should also be 

noted that ‘aesthetic’ significance is not attributed to the house under Criterion E and 

this criterion is also not attributed to the more aesthetically developed neighbour with 

the main road frontage.  Historical significance addresses the pattern and period of 

development. Representativeness as a basis of heritage significance is the 

demonstration of the typical principal characteristics of a class or type of place in this 

case a house. By definition, it is spurious to claim that the subject house stands out 

as more important than many other examples of the class of which it is just 

representative.  This criterion is generally applied to groups of building that together 

form a cohesive heritage place. 

Heritage significance is to be achieved under any one criteria, distinct from other 

criterion, as a ‘silo’, and is not a cumulative exercise.   

It is my view that neither historical, nor representative significance has the subject 

house been shown to be more important than the many individual, or groups of 

houses of similar typology.   

Should the Panel be able to demonstrate from the comparative examples put before 

the Panel, that the house is shown to be above the threshold for importance of either 

criterion A or E, I have recommendations regarding the expression of what is 
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significant that has implication for the fair and reasonable management of the 

property.   

 

 
John Briggs September 2018 
John Briggs Architects Pty Ltd 
 

 

 

Appendix  of Comparative Houses  

 

 
Figure 7   3 Chatfield Ave, Capel Sound. 
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Figure 8   5 Miriam Ave, Chapel Sound. 

 
Figure 9   16 Miriam Avenue, Capel Sound 

 

Figure 10  1875 Nepean Highway, Capel Sound 
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 Figure 11  21 Park Avenue, Capel Sound 

 

 

 Figure 12  9 Terry Street, Capel Sound. 

 
Figure 13  8 Wilkinson St, Capel Sound 
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Figure 14 20 Woyna Avenue, Capel Sound 

 

 
Figure 15  50 Woyna Avenue, Capel Sound 
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Figure 16  19 First Avenue, Rosebud 

 

 
Figure 17  27 First Avenue, Rosebud 
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Figure 18  70 Foam Street, Rosebud 

 

 

 
Figure 19 74 Foam Street, Rosebud 
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Figure 20  21 & 23 Fourth Avenue, Rosebud 

 

 
Figure 21  22 Fourth Avenue, Rosebud 
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Figure 22  18 Gipps Street, Rosebud 

 

 

Figure 23  106 & 108 Jetty Road, Rosebud 

 

 

Figure 24  138 Jetty Road, Rosebud 
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Figure 25  27 McDowel Street, Rosebud 

 

 
Figure 26  33 Ocean Street, Rosebud 
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Figure 27  41 Rosebud Parade, Rosebud 

 

 
Figure 28  42 & 44 Rosebud Parade, Rosebud 
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Figure 29  19 Second Avenue, Rosebud 

 

 
Figure 30  20 Seventh Avenue, Rosebud 
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Figure 31  62 Seventh Avenue, Rosebud 

 

 
Figure 32  70 Seventh Avenue, Rosebud 
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Figure 33  31 Spray Street, Rosebud 

 

 
Figure 34  15, 17 & 19 Third Avenue, Rosebud. 
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Figure 35 8 Wilson Street, Rosebud. 

 

 

Figure 36  10 Wilson Street, Rosebud 

 

 

 

 

 

 


