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Statement of Instructions, Qualifications and Experience and Declaration 

Authorship of this report 

This statement has been prepared by Ms Kate Gray, Principal of Lovell Chen Pty Ltd, Architects and 
Heritage Consultants, Level 5, 176 Wellington Parade, East Melbourne, assisted by Ms Candice Keeling, 
Heritage Consultant, also of Lovell Chen.   

The statement incorporates material from earlier reports prepared by Lovell Chen in relation to the 
subject site as detailed below. 

The views expressed in the statement are those of Ms Kate Gray. 

Qualifications and experience 

I hold a Bachelor of Arts (Hons) and Masters of Arts (History), both from The University of Melbourne.  I 
also hold a Post-Graduate Diploma in Heritage Planning and Management from Victoria University. 

I joined Lovell Chen (then Allom Lovell & Associates) in 1989 and have been involved in heritage practice 
and management for more than 28 years.  This experience includes the preparation of numerous 
heritage appraisals and assessments of significance for individual sites and larger complexes, areas and 
precincts.  I also have extensive experience in strategic planning and policy development for heritage 
places, and the assessment of impacts on heritage places.  In my previous role as Associate Director 
(from 2005) and current role as Principal, Heritage, I am responsible for leading multi-disciplinary teams 
with expertise in architecture, history and planning.   

I have contributed in a variety of roles to numerous municipal heritage reviews including those for the 
former Cities of Fitzroy and Port Melbourne, the City of Boroondara, the City of Port Phillip and the 
Borough of Queenscliffe.  Extensive work for the City of Boroondara undertaken since 2006 has included 
managing a major project to review, assess and document a large number of individual B-graded 
predominantly residential buildings for the application of the Heritage Overlay (Amendment C64), 
advice on the development of a new local Heritage Policy and input into the review of precinct citations 
and building gradings (Amendment C66) and assessment and documentation of 22 individual heritage 
places for the Heritage Overlay (Amendment C153).  In 2008-9 I managed the preparation of the 
Queenscliffe Heritage Review for the Borough of Queenscliffe.  I also managed a review of a large HO 
precinct in Port Melbourne (HO1) in 2010 for the City of Port Phillip; this work included revisions to the 
boundaries of the area, the establishment of sub-precincts within it and recommendations for controls 
over individual sites in the area (Amendment C89). In 2014 I managed the White Hills and East Bendigo 
Heritage Study for the City of Greater Bendigo. 

In recent years I have also been responsible for a number of other major strategic heritage projects 
including a Heritage Management Strategy for the University of Melbourne (2004-5, review 2009), and a 
Heritage Strategy and related heritage management framework for the Port of Melbourne Corporation 
(2006-8, review 2013). In recent years I have led Lovell Chen teams providing specialist historical 
heritage advice to major rail and road infrastructure projects including the Metro Tunnel and West Gate 
Tunnel projects. 

I have worked on a number of typological studies, including a national survey and heritage assessment 
of air traffic control towers (undertaken under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 
Act for Airservices Australia, 2009) and a survey of inner-metropolitan hotels with Bryce Raworth (for 
the Historic Buildings Council, 1992). 

I have also been involved in the preparation of numerous conservation management plans, conservation 
analyses and heritage appraisals for places as diverse as the Capitol Theatre, Melbourne Cricket Ground, 
the Esplanade Hotel, St Kilda, the Shrine of Remembrance, Her Majesty’s Theatre, the Melbourne Club, 
State Library of Victoria, Camp Street precinct in Ballarat, Wesley Central Mission and Church complex, 
Echuca Wharf, the former Ballarat Orphanage and the former Canberra Brickworks in Yarralumla in the 



ACT.  I have also undertaken heritage appraisals of residential buildings, industrial sites and institutional 
complexes across Melbourne.  

I am a Full International Member of Australia ICOMOS.   

I am currently serving as an external member of the Heritage Council of Victoria’s specialist advisory 
committee on Archaeology and Underwater Cultural Heritage. 

Instructions 

Instructions were received from Ms Joanna Jackson of SJB Planning on behalf of the owner of the 
property, Mr Andrew Nikakis (letter dated 19 September 2018). These confirmed the scope of my 
evidence being to explain to the Panel the basis for, and substance of, the heritage advice which 
informed Mr Nikakis’s submission to Council [see below] ‘and any other matters you consider relevant 
to the Council’s amendment’. 

Lovell Chen involvement 

My involvement in this project began in July 2017 when Lovell Chen was commissioned by Mr Andrew 
Nikakis (under advice from from SJB Planning) to undertake a review of a draft Heritage Citation Report 
for the property. This citation had been provided to Mr Nikakis by the Mornington Peninsula Shire, with 
correspondence advising of the recommendation for heritage protection through the introduction of a 
Heritage Overlay (HO) and inviting comment on the draft citation. 

Preliminary heritage advice was provided to SJB Planning in a memorandum format in September 2017.  
The conclusion of the heritage advice was that Rosebud Hotel is of local historical significance (Criterion 
A) and social significance (Criterion G) and warrants the HO on that basis. The assessment was that the 
place does not meet Criteria D and E.  The memorandum recommended a reduction in the proposed 
mapped area for the HO and questioned the application of tree controls.  In addition, the memorandum 
also identified a number of inaccuracies in the draft Heritage Citation Report for the property. 

Summary of opinion 

In summary, it is my opinion that: 

• The Rosebud Hotel is of local historical and social significance (criteria A and G) and warrants 
inclusion in the Schedule to the HO in the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme on that basis 

• The place does not meet criteria D and E 
• The extent of the proposed HO is in excess of what is required to recognise and manage the 

heritage values of the place, and the area of land proposed to be included in the HO should be 
reduced in line with the recommendations in this statement 

• There are no trees on the site that are of heritage significance and tree controls should not be 
applied 

• Both the statement of significance and heritage citation should be revised to more accurately 
describe the intactness and significance of the place and significant features and elements. 

Declaration 

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.  

 

Kate Gray 

  



1.0 Introduction 

This statement of evidence has been prepared for Mr Andrew Nikakis, owner of the Rosebud Hotel 
located at 1099 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud, and relates to Amendment C214 to the Mornington 
Peninsula Planning Scheme.  As related to the subject property, the amendment seeks to include 1099 
Point Nepean Road, Rosebud in the Schedule to Clause 43.01 (Heritage Overlay) of the Mornington 
Peninsula Planning Scheme and to amend the relevant Planning Scheme Map 26HO.  

The subject property is located on the south side of Point Nepean Road between Seventh and Eighth 
avenues (Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1 Plan showing the approximate location of the subject property 
Source: www.street-directory.com.au  

2.0 Amendment C214 

Amendment C214 to the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme seeks to apply the HO to 53 new 
individual heritage places, five new ‘group heritage places’ and one new heritage precinct; it also 
proposed amendments to the listing arrangements for three existing HO places. 

The subject site is one of the 53 proposed new HO places. It is identified as HO439 in the exhibited 
version of the Schedule to the Heritage Overlay.  The Schedule indicates that tree controls would apply 
but external paint controls, internal alteration controls or outbuildings and fence controls would not 
apply.   

The extent of land that would be affected by HO439 is indicated by the exhibited HO map 26, refer to 
Figure 2, where HO439 is shown as applying to the full extent of the subject site. 

Amendment C214 also proposes that new reference documents would be added to the list at Clause 
21.12 of the planning scheme (Reference Documents). As relevant to the subject property, the proposed 
new reference documents include the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 2 Volume 2 – 
Place and Precinct Citations by Context Pty Ltd (Revised September 2017), which includes a place citation 
for the Rosebud Hotel.  

http://www.street-directory.com.au/


 

Figure 2 Detail of the exhibited Heritage Overlay map (001hoMap26) for HO439, 1099 Point 
Nepean Road, Rosebud indicated 
Source: Planning Scheme Amendments Online (sourced 17 August 2018) 

2.1 Heritage citation 

The exhibited amendment documentation includes a place citation for the Rosebud Hotel, 1099-1125 
Point Nepean Road, Rosebud prepared for Mornington Peninsula Shire by Context Pty Ltd in 2017.  A full 
copy of the citation is attached (Appendix A.2) and it is discussed in more detail below. 

The citation includes the following statement of significance for the Rosebud Hotel: 

What is Significant?  

The Rosebud Hotel, at 1099-1125 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud, is significant.  It 
was designed by architect Robert H McIntyre and constructed in 1939-40 by local 
builder Len C Barnes.  McIntyre was a successful commercial architect of the 
interwar and post-war periods who specialised in hotel design.  The original owners 
were Mr Dreever and Mr Harry Greville, one of the leading caterers in Victoria at 
the time.  It was Rosebud's first hotel. 

It is a large, clinker-brick building in the Streamlined Moderne style with a tiled 
hipped roof.  The eastern half of the facade is dominated by a large first-floor 
terrace with a curved inner corner.  Beside it is the front entrance, then a tall, 
austerely geometric tower. 

The mature Canary Island Palm in front of the hotel and the mature Norfolk Island 
Pine behind the hotel contribute to the significance of the place. 

Later additions to the front terrace, to the rear, and the bottleshop are not 
significant. 



How is it significant?  

The hotel is of local historical, social, architectural (representative) and aesthetic 
significance to the Shire of Mornington Peninsula. 

Why is it significant?  

Rosebud Hotel is significant historically and socially as a centre of Rosebud's social 
life for residents and holiday-makers for over 75 years.  It is historically significant 
as the first hotel to open in Rosebud, despite opposition from the local Prohibition 
League.  Indicative of its relatively late date of establishment, it is located to the 
south of the main commercial strip on Point Nepean Road. (Criteria A & G) 

Rosebud hotel is of architectural significance as a substantial and largely intact 
representative example of a Streamlined Moderne-style hotel.  It is one of many 
designed by Robert H McIntyre in the late 1930s in Melbourne suburbs and country 
towns.  Typical of the style, it has primarily horizontal massing, emphasised by 
concrete window hoods and a steel balustrade to the first-floor terrace and 
balanced by a vertical clock tower at the entrance, a curved corner to the first-floor 
terrace, porthole window with etched-glass, and dramatic corner window to the 
tower.  The use of gradated brickwork (clinker above brown) and roofing tiles adds 
interest to the design, as does the use of tapestry brick bats around the front entry. 
(Criterion D & E)1 

3.0 Previous heritage studies 

Rosebud Hotel was identified as a C graded building in the Shire of Flinders Heritage Study, prepared by 
Context Pty Ltd and Carlotta Kellaway in 1992.  In this study, C graded buildings were identified as being 
of local significance.  A full copy of the citation is attached (Appendix A.1). 

The building was described as follows: 

Rosebud Hotel is a large brick building, set slightly at an angle to Point Nepean 
Road. It used some of the geometric simplicity of Inter-war functionalism (such as 
the protruding tower, and wide curved balcony at the first floor level). Otherwise 
the building is domestic in its proportions and roof form. Later minor additions, 
signs and window hoods give it a cluttered appearance. 

The statement of significance is as follows: 

Local significance as Rosebud’s first hotel, stylish in its design, and providing a 
meeting place for holiday makers and local alike.2 

No statutory control was introduced to the property based on this assessment. 

4.0 History 

The Context citation provides a Locality history (overview of the development of Rosebud) and a 
comment on Hotels in Mornington Peninsula (which focuses on predominantly nineteenth century 
hotels elsewhere on the peninsula). 
 
The citation also provides an overview history of the hotel, which contains basic facts on the date of 
construction, architect, builder, original and later owners, and the key features of the building, and this 
is accepted as is:  

                                                                 

1  Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 2 Volume 2 – Place and Precinct Citations Final Report revised 

September 2017, Context Pty. Ltd. p.299-300. 

2  Context Pty Ltd and Carlotta Kellaway, Shire of Flinders Heritage Study, p. 531. 



The Rosebud Hotel at 1099-1125 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud was built in 1939-
1940 by local builder L. C. Barnes for owners Dreever and Greville (Wilson 1984:26 
& 29).  Mr Len Barnes operated a timber yard and joinery works on Point Nepean 
Road between Jetty Road and Rosebud Parade at this time.  The hotel was 
designed by architect Robert H. McIntyre of Melbourne (The Herald, 15 March 
1939).  Mr Harry Greville, the managing director of the Rosebud Hotel Proprietary 
Limited, was well known as one of the leading caterers in the State (Daily Mercury, 
27 March 1940:5). 

Robert H. McIntyre was a successful commercial architect in the interwar and post-
war periods who specialised in hotel design until his death in 1966 (Goad 2012:443-
444).  McIntyre began as an engineer, but after returning from serving in World 
War I, he studied architecture and building at the Melbourne Technical College.  In 
the 1920s he founded the architecture practice Joy & McIntyre, but in the 1930s 
had a sole practice (Allom Lovell 2003:38).  It was during this period that McIntyre 
designed many new or remodelled hotels, including rebuilding of the Prince of 
Wales Hotel, St Kilda (1936); Prospect Hill Hotel, Kew (1936); Hotel Max, Prahran 
(c1937); alterations and additions to Alpine Hotel, Bright (1938); alterations and 
additions to Cumberland Hotel, Castlemaine (1938); Railway Hotel, Yarraville 
(1938); reconstruction of City Club Hotel, Collins Street, Melbourne (1938); 
alterations to Toorak Hotel, Toorak (1938), and remodelling of the Palace Hotel, 
Racecourse Road, Flemington (1939) (Raworth PL 2010).  In 1961 Robert McIntyre 
formed a practice, RH McIntyre & Associates, with his brother, daughter-in-law and 
son, Peter.  Peter McIntyre went on to become one of the most prominent post-
war architects in Victoria (Allom Lovell 2003:38). 

Today, the hotel consists of part of what was originally Crown Portion 16 in the 
Parish of Wannaeue (Parish Plan).  The Crown Grant for the 115 acres fronting 
Point Nepean Road and extending to today's Eastbourne Road (CP 16) was granted 
to H. Stratford and J. Ridgeway in June 1856 (Parish Plan).  Crown Portion 16 was 
subdivided in 1908 as part of the Clacton-on-Sea Estate (which also included Crown 
Portion 15 of 101 acres owned by R. M. Owens, also granted in May 1856). 

In 1939, land had only been partially developed along Point Nepean Road between 
Seventh and Eighth avenues (Wilson 2008:46).  Prior to the opening of the hotel, 
residents of Rosebud had to travel to either the Dromana or Rye hotels, and the 
construction of the hotel in Rosebud was met with strong opposition by the local 
Prohibition League (Wilson 2008:46). 

The hotel was constructed in red brick with a wide street frontage of 179ft, set 
back from Point Nepean Road to allow for car parking.  The hotel is located 
opposite the former football oval on the foreshore (now the Village Green).  On its 
completion, the ground floor of the hotel contained a large public bar, an indoor 
fernery and winter garden, a main lounge, four parlours and a kitchen block.  17 
bedrooms were distributed on the first floor with hot and cold water for the utility 
blocks and the 'latest fittings from Paris' (The Herald, 15 March 1939). 

Greville and Dreever sold the licence soon after the Hotel opened to Mr Phill Bachli 
and his wife in 1941 who were assisted in the running of the hotel by their son 
Doug Bachli, a champion amateur golfer (Wilson 2008:47).  Phill Bachli died in 1953 
a year after the licence was sold to the Baker Family (The Sporting Globe, 2 June 
1954:18 & RB) 

A timber portico was constructed at ground level in 2013 obscuring the curved 
facade of the ground floor which appears to have been altered prior to 2009.  A 



drive-in bottleshop had also been added to the south end of the facade (Google 
Streetview).3 

While not referenced in this historical overview, extensive changes were made to the building in the 
mid-1990s, and these are discussed below.  

5.0 Physical Description  

The Rosebud Hotel is a two-storey clinker brick building with a prominent hipped tiled roof, with some 
features of the Interwar Functionalist or Streamlined Moderne style evident in its principal elevation to 
Point Nepean Road. Its massing is strongly horizontal and its long elevation to Point Nepean Road is 
given further emphasis by a wide first floor terrace. The horizontal massing and detailing are relieved by 
a vertical tower element at its western end, in this case featuring a vertical corner window element, and 
a projecting bay immediately west of the tower. Windows at first floor level are conventional timber 
double-hung sash. At the western end these are set either side of a wide picture window. The building 
has an original two-storey rear wing extending south towards at its eastern end. At the western end 
there is a single-storey wing, also original. The building complex has undergone a range of external 
alterations and additions. Some had occurred prior to 1994, but the majority date from significant works 
in the mid-1990s and later (after the Flinders Heritage Study assessment of 1992). 

The Context citation provides a description of the building under the heading Physical Description.  In 
the description it comments on intactness, concluding that the building is ‘largely intact apart from the 
first-floor terrace which has been altered and extended in a rather illegible manner’. The citation also 
comments on the ‘portico’ structure ‘appended to the front of the terrace, largely concealing it.’ While 
some other building alterations are mentioned in the citation, the full extent of the changes has not 
been described. 

A review of the building fabric against historical photographs and original drawings held by the State 
Library of Victoria has been undertaken and a range of external alterations (both minor and more 
significant) have been identified: 

• The form of the first floor terrace has been modified c. 1994 where the original stepped form 
has been infilled and brought forward. This work involved the demolition of the eastern section 
of the front wall and its reinstatement in a different alignment and as an angled glazed form, 
including the extension northward of the eastern wall on Eighth Street. The porthole window in 
this section of brickwork was relocated at this time 

• The original narrow band/canopy element at first floor level has been replaced with a wide 
white horizontal band projecting out from the wall surface along the length of the principal 
(north) elevation and to the top of the single-storey addition to the west of the main building 
(refer Figure 12 and Figure 13) 

• The original glazing in the corner window of the tower has been replaced with modern glass 
(refer Figure 14 and Figure 15) 

• The flagpole is a reinstated version of the original (refer Figure 14 and Figure 15) 
• Ship emblems have been added to the east and west sides of the tower  
• The terracotta chimney pots have been removed from the chimneys (refer Figure 4 and Figure 

6)  
• A steel stair has been constructed to provide access to the first floor terrace 
• A large timber-clad pergola-like structure has been constructed in front of the building 
• The original low brick fence and piers along the property boundaries have been removed and 

replaced with an alternative arrangement of brick walling (refer Figure 4 and Figure 6) 
• The original/early signage has been removed and new signage (‘ROSEBUD HOTEL’) has been 

added above the main entry door (refer Figure 14 and Figure 15 

                                                                 

3  Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 2 Volume 2 – Place and Precinct Citations Final Report revised 

September 2017, Context Pty. Ltd. p.295. 



• Windows and doors at ground floor level to the principal Point Nepean Road elevation have 
been extensively altered with large areas of glazing introduced  

• The original sash windows on the east elevation have been replaced with sheet glass (refer 
Figure 4 and Figure 17) 

• A single-storey brick addition with hipped roof has been added to the rear of the east wing and 
the brick wall along the east property boundary has been extended (refer Figure 4 and Figure 
17) 

• An original single-storey wing comprising three shops originally adjoining the west elevation of 
the hotel has been demolished and replaced with a composite one and two -storey addition 
(apparently constructed in more than one phase) west of the hotel (Figure 10); this addition 
extends back and around the original single-storey wing at the south-west corner of the 
complex (Figure 20) 

• A detached staff quarters building was documented on the original drawings, this appears to 
have been converted to a gaming room and subsequently was demolished 

• A large bottle-shop complex has been constructed to the west, this sits forward onto Point 
Nepean Road. The bottle shop site appears not to have formed part of the site originally; it 
previously supported a single-storey pair of shops, one of which was a TAB. It is not clear when 
this land was incorporated. 

Of the changes listed above, the majority have occurred at the Point Nepean Road frontage of the 
building, including extensive alterations and wholesale removal of original windows, alterations to the 
first floor terrace, the wide projecting band across the frontage, and the construction of additions sitting 
forward of the original building at its eastern end.   

The images at Figure 3 - Figure 6 provide a comparison between the hotel as originally designed, an 
early image of the hotel and the hotel as it presents today 

 

Figure 3 Front (north) elevation drawing of Rosebud Hotel, by R H McIntyre Architect, dated 21 
June 1939 
Source: State Library of Victoria, Collection of architectural drawings by Robert Henry 
McIntyre and associated practices 



 

Figure 4 Rosebud Hotel, image date c. 1930s-1954, note the east side of the single-storey shops on 
the right 
Source: State Library Victoria – The Rose Series P.1746 

 

Figure 5 View in 1994 
Source: Courtesy Andrew Nikakis 

 



 

Figure 6 Rosebud Hotel north elevation  
Source: Lovell Chen 2017 

 

Figure 7 Figure 8 View looking south-east from Point Nepean Road 
Source: Lovell Chen, 2017 



 

Figure 9 c. 1994 hotel elevation with earlier bottle-shop to the west  
Source: Andrew Nikakis 

 

Figure 10 Current single storey addition and bottle-shop  
Source: Lovell Chen, 2017 

 



 

 

 

Figure 11 Excerpts from Ground (top) and First Floor (bottom) plans showing the original stepped 
alignment of the first floor terrace 
Source: State Library of Victoria, Collection of architectural drawings by Robert Henry 
McIntyre and associated practices 

 

 



 

Figure 12 Image of curved wall to ground 
floor terrace and parlour rooms 
taken during works c. 1994 
Source: Courtesy Andrew Nikakis  

 

Figure 13 After alterations, showing the 
horizontal projection along length 
of north (principal) façade  
Source: Lovell Chen 2017 

 

Figure 14 Original windows within corner 
window of the tower c. 1994; note 
the removal of the flag pole 
Source: Courtesy Andrew Nikakis  

 

Figure 15 Modern glazing in corner window 
of tower, new lettering above 
entrance and flag pole 
Source: Lovell Chen 2017 



 

Figure 16 Side (east) elevation to Eighth Street 
Source: State Library of Victoria, Collection of architectural drawings by Robert Henry 
McIntyre and associated practices 

 

Figure 17 Altered east elevation with additions and later walling extending forward incorporating 
relocated porthole 
Source: Lovell Chen 2017 



 

Figure 18 Relocated etched glass porthole window in the eastern wall 
Source: Lovell Chen, 2017 

 

Figure 19 View of the hotel from south, the Norfolk Island Pine to centre of image since removed  
Source: Lovell Chen 2017 



 

Figure 20 Rear additions 
Source: Lovell Chen, 2017 

 

Figure 21 Part of the at-grade carpark to the rear 
Source: Lovell Chen, 2017 



 

Figure 22 Rear carpark 
Source: Lovell Chen, 2017 

The two Canary Island Palms in front of the hotel were planted as mature trees by the owner of the 
property after purchasing the hotel in 1994.  A large Norfolk Island Pine at the rear of the building and 
visible in the photographs in this report was removed in accordance with planning permit P17/1965 
issued by the Mornington Peninsula Shire on 25 October 2017. 

 



 

Figure 23 Rosebud Hotel, image date c. 1994, prior to the palms being introduced 
Source: Courtesy Andrew Nikakis 

  



6.0 Comparative analysis  

6.1 Local hotels 

The Context citation includes a comparative analysis, comparing the building with other interwar hotels 
in Mornington Peninsula Shire as follows: 

• Portsea Hotel (included in the HO – HO202) 
• Flinders Hotel (not recommended for inclusion in the HO) 
• Rye Hotel (not recommended for inclusion in the HO as it was found to fall below the threshold 

of local significance) 
• Dromana Hotel (recommended for inclusion in the HO). 

The citation notes that: 

Rosebud Hotel has a similar level of intactness to Portsea Hotel (higher than the 
remaining three).  Like Portsea Hotel, it adopted a fairly standard version of an 
architectural style popular at the time and [it] is a good representative example of 
the Streamlined Moderne style.4 

It is relevant to reference other interwar hotels in the municipality, but it may be worth noting that the 
assessment that Rosebud Hotel is more intact than the examples at Flinders, Rye and Dromana is only 
partly true.  The Rosebud Hotel is more intact than the Flinders and Rye hotel examples, both of which 
have been extensively altered.  In the case of the Dromana Hotel, however, while it has undergone a 
level of change to openings at both ground and first floor levels, it appears that building is at least as 
intact as the Rosebud Hotel, if not more so (refer for comparison Figure 24 - Figure 25).   

 

Figure 24 Dromana Hotel, image date c. 1930s-1954 
Source: State Library of Victoria Pictures Collection, Rose series; P. 10272 

                                                                 

4  Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 2 Volume 2 – Place and Precinct Citations Final Report revised 

September 2017, Context Pty. Ltd. p.297. 



 

Figure 25 Dromana Hotel 
Source: Lovell Chen 2017 

6.2 Streamlined Moderne buildings in Mornington Shire 

The exhibited citation also references other examples of the Moderne style in the study area (generally 
Dromana, Rosebud and Rye) 

• Littleton Bros General Store (now Cellarbrations), 199 Point Nepean Road, Dromana (HO166), 
see Figure 26. 

• Jennings Milk Bar (now Harcourts), 1013 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (recommended for 
inclusion in the HO) see Figure 27. 

• Ramsay Manufacturing Co. (now Tasting Station), 1489 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud 
(recommended for inclusion in the HO) see Figure 28 and Figure 29 

While not referenced in the Context citation, further Moderne examples in the Mornington Peninsula 
Shire Heritage Review would include Carrington Park Club, 40-52 Elizabeth Drive, Rosebud (HO410) see 
Figure 30, and House, 1737 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (recommended for inclusion in the HO) see 
Figure 31. 



 

Figure 26 199 Point Nepean Road, Dromana 
Source: VHD Hermes Database 

 

Figure 27 1013 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud 
Source: VHD Hermes Database 

 

Figure 28 Ramsay Manufacturing Co. 1489 
Point Nepean Road, Rosebud; early 
image showing original windows 
Source: VHD Hermes Database 

 

Figure 29 Ramsay Manufacturing Co. 1489 
Point Nepean Road, Rosebud, 
showing altered windows 
Source: VHD Hermes Database 

 

Figure 30 Carrington Park Club House 
Source: VHD Hermes Database 

 

Figure 31 1737 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud 
Source: VHD Hermes Database 

 

 

 



The Context analysis notes that 

In comparison with these other commercial buildings, Rosebud Hotel is a much 
larger and more substantial building, one of the largest in Rosebud.  The hotel has 
less of the curves and decorative details seen on the others, with effects largely 
created by various brick and tile colours and patterns.  This is symptomatic of its 
slightly later date, moving toward the extremely stripped-back Functionalism 
(exemplified by the rectangular tower). 

In regard to intactness, most of the buildings have lost some or all of their original 
windows (or shopfronts).  Rosebud Hotel retains many original windows, but 
conversely the terrace has been extended.  As a very large building, this alteration 
does not dominate its presentation.5 

These examples are broadly related stylistically but as is commented in the Context citation, they are far 
less substantial in terms of scale, vary significantly in the forms and detailing used, and are not hotels. 
On this basis, the commentary on the relative intactness of these examples as compared with the 
Rosebud Hotel does not appear to be particularly relevant to a consideration of the significance of the 
subject building.  It is perhaps more relevant to comment on the style as being one that was applied to a 
range of building types and reflects on a phase of development in the area in the interwar period.  
Furthermore it is noted that the Moderne qualities of the hotel design have been diminished by the 
extent of alterations to its principal façade.  The comment in the citation on intactness again appears to 
underplay the impact of later changes. 

Streamlined Moderne hotels 

It is also worth noting that the Rosebud Hotel is not a notable nor a particularly thoroughgoing example 
of the Streamlined Moderne as applied to a hotel building.  More typical examples from the period 
(including modest local HO level examples) feature a parapeted wall to emphasise the horizontality of 
the design rather than a prominent hipped tiled roof as seen here.  See the examples illustrated below 
(Figure 32, Figure 33, Figure 34). 

This is reflected in the comments in the 1992 Flinders Heritage Study which appear to reference the 
limitations of the design in this context: 

It used some of the geometric simplicity of Inter-war functionalism (such as the 
protruding tower, and wide curved balcony at the first floor level). Otherwise the 
building is domestic in its proportions and roof form. 

 

 

                                                                 

5  Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 2 Volume 2 – Place and Precinct Citations Final Report revised 

September 2017, Context Pty. Ltd. p.299. 



 

Figure 32 Fish Creek Hotel, 1939 
Source: Australian Image Photography  

 

 

Figure 33 Orrong Hotel, High Street Armadale 
Source: State Library of Victoria, photographer Fred Daly 



 

Figure 34 Hardimans Hotel, Kensington 
Source: Australian heritage photographic library, photographer Philip Wight 

 

6.3 Robert H McIntyre 

There is no suggestion in the citation that the building is of significance as a Robert H McIntyre 
design and no comparative analysis has been provided for McIntyre-designed hotel or hotel 
remodelling projects, of which there are many across the state. 

The examples below are included by way of context:  

• Junction Hotel, Preston (1926) see Figure 35 
• Former Railway Hotel, Malvern (c. 1927) see Figure 36 
• Essendon Hotel, Moonee Valley (1936) see Figure 37 
• Hotel Max, 30 Commercial Road, Prahran (c. 1939) see Figure 38 
• Prince of Wales Hotel, St Kilda (1937) see Figure 39 
• Railway Hotel Yarraville (1938) see Figure 40 

These examples reflect the stylistic eclecticism of the period and the variety of approaches used by 
MacIntyre in his practice, with the Essendon, St Kilda and Prahran examples in particular demonstrating 
the application of the Streamlined Moderne, with the Yarraville example a more modest example. 

 



 

Figure 35 Junction Hotel, Preston (1926) 
Source: VHD 

 

Figure 36 Former Railway Hotel, Malvern 
(1927) 
Source: VHD 

 

Figure 37 Essendon Hotel, Moonee Valley 
(1936) 
Source: VHD 

 

Figure 38 Hotel Max, Prahran (1939) 
Source: VHD 

 



 

 

Figure 39 Prince of Wales Hotel, St Kilda, Robert H McIntyre, 1936 
Source: Victorian Heritage Database (top), Harold Paynting Collection, State Library of 
Victoria (bottom) 

 

Figure 40 Railway Hotel, Yarraville (1938) 
Source: Lovell Chen, 2017 



7.0 Assessment of significance 

The exhibited heritage citation report found the Rosebud Hotel to meet four of the criteria set down in 
the VPP Practice Note Applying the Heritage Overlay, Criterion A, Criterion D, Criterion E and Criterion G.   

It is noted that the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review used the 2015 Planning Practice Note, 
whereas this assessment has used the August 2018 version of the Planning Practice Note (refer to 
Appendix B).  Note that the criteria have not changed in the new practice note.  

The following comments are made against each of the criterion: 

Criterion A: Importance to the course or pattern of our cultural or natural history (historical significance). 

Context assessment (from Statement of Significance)  

Rosebud Hotel is significant historically and socially as a centre of Rosebud's social life for residents and 
holiday-makers for over 75 years. It is historically significant as the first hotel to open in Rosebud, 
despite opposition from the local Prohibition League. Indicative of its relatively late date of 
establishment, it is located to the south of the main commercial strip on Point Nepean Road (Criteria A 
& G). 

Lovell Chen comment 

Generally agree.  The Rosebud Hotel is historically significant as the first hotel in Rosebud and for its 
long history as a social hub.  It is also demonstrative of the increased popularity and wider accessibility 
of seaside holidays in the interwar period.  While the building has been altered, it still clearly 
demonstrates its interwar origins, with key aspects of the Streamlined Moderne design remaining 
evident despite the extensive changes.   

The place is considered to meet this criterion at a local level. 

Criterion B: Possession of uncommon rare or endangered aspects of our cultural or natural history 
(rarity). 

Context assessment (from Statement of Significance)  

No reference to Criterion B 

Lovell Chen comment 

Rosebud Hotel is not a rare example of an interwar hotel or a building in the Steamlined Moderne style 
in the Mornington Peninsula Shire.   

The place is not considered to meet this criterion at a local level. 

Criterion C: Potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of our cultural or 
natural history (research potential). 

Context assessment (from Statement of Significance)  

No reference to Criterion C 

Lovell Chen comment 

This criterion typically relates to archaeological potential or to concealed physical evidence.  This is not 
considered to be relevant in this case. 

The place is not considered to meet this criterion at a local level. 

 

 

 



 

Criterion D: Importance in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of cultural or natural 
places or environments (representativeness). 

Context assessment (from Statement of Significance)  

Rosebud hotel is of architectural significance as a substantial and largely intact representative example 
of a Streamlined Moderne-style hotel. It is one of many designed by Robert H McIntyre in the late 1930s 
in Melbourne suburbs and country towns. Typical of the style, it has primarily horizontal massing, 
emphasised by concrete window hoods and a steel balustrade to the first-floor terrace and balanced by 
a vertical clock tower at the entrance, a curved corner to the first floor terrace, porthole window with 
etched-glass, and dramatic corner window to the tower. The use of gradated brickwork (clinker above 
brown) and roofing tiles adds interest to the design, as does the use of tapestry brick bats around the 
front entry. (Criterion D & E) 

Lovell Chen comment 

The Context citation considered criterion D and E together and the citation does not indicate 
what class of place/typology is being considered against Criterion D.  It is assumed that it is as a 
‘substantial and largely intact representative example of a Streamlined Moderne-style hotel’.  

While the Rosebud Hotel is recognisable as a Streamlined Moderne styled hotel, it is not an 
exemplar of the style. More significantly, there have been a range of later alterations and 
additions – predominantly to the front of the building -  that obscure and diminish an 
appreciation of the original 1939 design. This criterion is concerned with representativeness and 
on that basis places which meet Criterion D would typically have relatively high level of 
intactness.  In the case of the Rosebud Hotel, the interwar origins and the key attributes of the 
design remain evident but in its current form the building is not considered a representative 
example or to be of significance for its ability to demonstrate key attributes of the type. 

The place is not considered to meet this criterion at a local level. While the original design and 
architectural treatment are legible and important as reflecting the history of the building, it is 
considered that this is best acknowledged under Criterion A. 

Criterion E: Importance in exhibiting particular aesthetic characteristics (aesthetic significance). 

Context assessment (from Statement of Significance)  

Rosebud hotel is of architectural significance as a substantial and largely intact representative example 
of a Streamlined Moderne-style hotel. It is one of many designed by Robert H McIntyre in the late 1930s 
in Melbourne suburbs and country towns. Typical of the style, it has primarily horizontal massing, 
emphasised by concrete window hoods and a steel balustrade to the first-floor terrace and balanced by 
a vertical clock tower at the entrance, a curved corner to the first floor terrace, porthole window with 
etched-glass, and dramatic corner window to the tower. The use of gradated brickwork (clinker above 
brown) and roofing tiles adds interest to the design, as does the use of tapestry brick bats around the 
front entry. (Criterion D & E) 

Lovell Chen comment 

As for the response to Criterion D, the issue of relevance is that of intactness. 

The architectural interest of Rosebud Hotel has been compromised by the level of change that has 
occurred in the past 25 years.  Many of the alterations to the hotel have been made since the 
identification of the hotel as locally significant in the Shire of Flinders Heritage Study, 1992.   

The porthole window referenced has been relocated. The tower is not a clock tower as described here. 

The place is not considered to meet this criterion at a local level. 



Criterion F: Importance in demonstrating a high degree of creative or technical achievement at a 
particular period (technical significance). 

Not applicable. 

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 (social significance).  

A detailed investigation of social value has not been undertaken at this time (either by Context or Lovell 
Chen) but it would be expected that as for many hotels, Rosebud Hotel would be significant to the local 
community and potentially to visitors and holidaymakers as a place where people have gathered and 
socialised over a long period of time.  The place has the potential to meet this criterion at a local level. 

Criterion H: Special association with the life or works of a person, or group of persons, of importance in 
our history (associative significance). 

Rosebud Hotel is an example of the work of architect Robert H McIntyre but no evidence has come to 
light to date to suggest it should be elevated in the context of his career or other surviving examples of 
his hotels and other commercial work.  

The place is not considered to meet this criterion at a local level. 

8.0 Comment on the proposal to introduce the Heritage Overlay 

8.1 Inclusion in the HO 

Amendment C214 proposes to include the Rosebud Hotel in the Heritage Overlay to the extent of the 
whole property as defined by the title boundaries. 

Based on this review of the recommendation and supporting citation, it is considered that the place 
meets Criterion A and Criterion G at a local level and the proposal to include the hotel in the HO is 
justified on that basis. 

8.2 Mapping of the proposed HO 

The extent of the recommended HO includes the 1939 hotel building, the later additions to the rear and 
west and bottle-shop to the west, as well as the full extent of the car park to the rear of the property.  
The later additions are not-original and do not contribute to the significance of Rosebud Hotel.  
Similarly, the car park to the rear of the hotel does not contribute to the significance or setting of the 
hotel.    

Recognising that on many sites, the HO will be mapped in accordance with a title, on a site of this size it 
is considered reasonable to apply the HO with more care and this approach is supported by the VPP 
Practice Note Applying the Heritage Overlay (August 2018, refer to the section on Curtilages and 
Heritage Overlay Polygons).  The Practice Note confirms that in some cases, 

the curtilage and the Heritage Overlay polygon should be reduced in size as the 
land is of no significance. Reducing the curtilage and the polygon will have the 
potential benefit of lessening the number of planning permits that are required 
with advantages to both the landowner and the responsible authority. 

The Practice Note comments that all elements of significance should be captured within a curtilage or 
reduced HO polygon. In addition, it notes as follows:  

In addition to capturing the elements that are significant, it is almost always 
necessary to include a curtilage … to:  

• retain the setting or context of the significant building, structure, tree or 
feature  



• regulate development (including subdivision) in proximity to the 
significant building, tree or feature. 

Following this guidance a revised extent of the HO should include full extent of the original 1939 
building and the land to the front (north) of the hotel.  To the west, the boundary of the HO could be set 
off approximately 5 metres from the west edge of the original 1939 building.  Similarly, to the rear, the 
boundary of the HO could be set off approximately 5 metres from the rear wing of the original 1939 
building.  This extent is considered to be sufficient to manage the heritage values of the place, 
particularly in consideration of the fact that the primary presentation of the building is to Point Nepean 
Road. 

The remainder of the property, including the bottleshop to the west and the majority of the car park to 
the rear, could be excluded from the extent of the HO.  An indicative revised extent is shown at Figure 
42. 

This extent of land is considered sufficient to both capture all elements and fabric of significance and to 
allow for the appropriate management of future development in proximity to the building.  

While this recommended revised mapping is considered to represent an appropriate heritage curtilage, 
it is further noted that Clause 22.04 of the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme (Heritage Places  and 
Abutting Land) is applicable to both land within a HO and land abutting an HO. 

Under Cl. 22.04-3 it is policy to: 

• Assess the impact of a proposed development on the heritage values of abutting land in a 
Heritage Overlay 

Requirements for permit applications include the following: 

An application on land abutting a Heritage Overlay should be accompanied by the 
following information.  If a requirement is considered unnecessary, it may be 
waived or reduced to the satisfaction of the responsible authority. 

• An assessment of how the proposal will affect the heritage values on an 
abutting lot in terms of architectural form and layout including setbacks, 
size, height, materials, landscaping and colours.6 

Finally, the decision guidelines at Cl. 22.04-5 include a requirement to consider: 

• Whether the proposed development respects the heritage values on the abutting lot. 

These policies would be relevant to any proposal for development on the land to the rear and west of 
the hotel in the event a reduced extent was adopted for HO 439. 

                                                                 

6  Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme, Clause 22.04, p.2. 



 

Figure 41 Aerial image showing the recommended extent of the HO, nominally 5 metres from the 
south elevation of the rear wing (indicated in red) 
Source: Nearmap (base image) 

 

Figure 42 Current aerial image extent of proposed HO indicated red line; extent of revised HO 
indicated in yellow 
Source: Nearmap, August 2018 



 

8.3 Tree controls 

The amendment proposes tree controls to apply to the Canary Island Palm [unspecified] and the Norfolk 
Island Pine. 

The VPP Planning Practice Note 01,  Applying the Heritage Overlay (August 2018) provides guidance on 
the use of tree controls: 

This control is designed to protect trees that are of intrinsic significance (such as 
trees that are included on the National Trust Heritage Register), or trees that 
contribute to the significance of a heritage place (for example, trees that contribute 
to the significance of a garden or area). The control is not meant to protect trees 
for their amenity value. 

The recommendation for tree controls does not indicate which of the two Canary Island Palm trees in 
front of the hotel that it relates to.  Notwithstanding, both palm trees are relatively recent plantings 
(post-1994), have no connection with the original or early presentation of the hotel and do not 
contribute to the significance of the hotel.  The Norfolk Island pine has been removed. 

On this basis it is recommended tree controls not be applied to the proposed HO439. 

8.4 Statement of significance and heritage citation 

Statement of significance 

The VPP Practice Note (August 2018) includes the following requirement: 

A statement of significance must be incorporated in the planning scheme for each 
heritage place included in the schedule to the Heritage Overlay after 31 July 2018.  

Clause 43.01-5 notes that this does not apply to a heritage place included in the schedule by an 
amendment prepared or authorised within three months after the commencement of Amendment 
VC148 (31 July 2018). 

Amendment C214 proposes that the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review be added to the list of 
Reference Documents. Following the publication of the most recent Practice Note, however, it is also 
assumed that a statement of significance in the format prescribed in the Practice Note (What is 
significant?/How is it significant?/Why is it significant?) and generally as per the example appended to 
the practice note, may in the longer term be incorporated into the planning scheme. 

Assuming this, it is important to ensure any incorporated statement of significance be as accurate as 
possible. 

It is therefore recommended that the current statement of significance as included in the Rosebud Hotel 
citation be amended. The suggested changes are indicated below (bold indicates new text, with strike-
through indicating text recommended to be deleted. 

What is significant? 

The Rosebud Hotel, at 1099-1125 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud, is of local significance.  It 
was designed by architect Robert H McIntyre and constructed in 1939-40 by local builder 
Len C Barnes.  McIntyre was a successful commercial architect of the interwar and post-
war periods who specialised in hotel design.  The original owners were Mr Dreever and Mr 
Harry Greville, one of the leading caterers in Victoria at the time.  It was Rosebud’s first 
hotel. 

It The hotel is a large clinker-brick building broadly in the Streamlined Moderne style with 
a tiled hipped roof.  The eastern half of the façade is dominated by features a large first 
floor terrace with a curved inner corner, albeit this has been altered and extended and is 



now partly obscured by later additions.  Beside it is the front entrance, then a tall, 
austerely geometric tower. 

The building has undergone a series of alterations, including to the front elevation 
where ground floor openings have been altered and a prominent projecting band 
extended across the facade. Later additions to the front terrace, to the rear and to the 
west of the main building the bottleshop are not significant. 

The mature Canary Island Palm in front of the hotel and mature Norfolk Island Pine behind 
contribute to the significance of the place.  

How is it significant? 

The hotel is of local historical, and social, architectural (representative) and aesthetic 
significance to the Shire of Mornington Peninsula. 

Why is it significant? 

Rosebud Hotel is significant historically, architecturally and socially as a major interwar 
building in Rosebud and a centre of Rosebud’s social life for residents and holiday-makers 
for over 75 years.  It is historically significant as the first hotel to open in Rosebud, despite 
opposition from the local Prohibition League.  Indicative of its relatively late date of 
establishment, it is located to the south of the main commercial strip on Point Nepean 
Road. (Criteria A & G). Rosebud Hotel is of architectural significance as a substantial and 
largely intact representative example of a Streamlined Moderne-style hotel.  It is was one 
of many hotels designed by Robert H McIntyre in the late 1930s in Melbourne suburbs 
and country towns.  Its interwar origins are demonstrated by its form and Streamlined 
Modern architectural design, even despite alterations.  Typical of the style, it has 
primarily horizontal massing, emphasised by concrete window hoods and a steel 
balustrade to the first-floor terrace and balanced by a vertical clock tower at the entrance, 
a curved corner to the first-floor terrace, [relocated] porthole window with etched glass, 
and dramatic corner window to the tower.  The use of gradated brickwork (clinker above 
brown) and roofing tiles adds interest to the design, as does the use of tapestry brick bats 
around the front entry..(Criterion A and G) 

The recommended revised statement of significance is as follows: 

What is significant? 

The Rosebud Hotel, at 1099-1125 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud, is of local significance.  It 
was designed by architect Robert H McIntyre and constructed in 1939-40 by local builder 
Len C Barnes.  McIntyre was a successful commercial architect of the interwar and post-
war periods who specialised in hotel design.  The original owners were Mr Dreever and Mr 
Harry Greville, one of the leading caterers in Victoria at the time.  It was Rosebud’s first 
hotel. 

The hotel is a large clinker-brick building broadly in the Streamlined Moderne style with a 
tiled hipped roof.  The eastern half of the façade features a large first floor terrace with a 
curved inner corner, albeit this has been altered and extended and is now partly obscured 
by later additions.  Beside it is the front entrance, then a tall, austerely geometric tower. 

The building has undergone a series of alterations, including to the front elevation where 
ground floor openings have been altered and a prominent projecting band extended 
across the facade. Later additions to the front terrace, to the rear and to the west of the 
main building are not significant. 

How is it significant? 

The hotel is of local historical and social significance to the Shire of Mornington Peninsula. 



Why is it significant? 

Rosebud Hotel is significant historically and socially as a major interwar building in 
Rosebud and as a centre of Rosebud’s social life for residents and holiday-makers for over 
75 years.  It is historically significant as the first hotel to open in Rosebud, despite 
opposition from the local Prohibition League.  Indicative of its relatively late date of 
establishment, it is located to the south of the main commercial strip on Point Nepean 
Road. It was one of many hotels designed by Robert H McIntyre in the late 1930s in 
Melbourne suburbs and country towns.  Its interwar origins are demonstrated by its form 
and Streamlined Modern architectural design, even despite alterations.  Typical of the 
style, it has primarily horizontal massing, emphasised by concrete window hoods and a 
steel balustrade to the first-floor terrace and balanced by a vertical tower at the entrance, 
a curved corner to the first-floor terrace, [relocated] porthole window with etched glass, 
and dramatic corner window to the tower.  The use of gradated brickwork (clinker above 
brown) and roofing tiles adds interest to the design, as does the use of tapestry brick bats 
around the front entry. (Criteria A and G) 

Context citation 

Under Amendment C214 the more lengthy Context citation from the Heritage Review would 
form part of a reference document and it is recommended this also be revised and amended. In 
particular, the citation should include additional detail on the extent of alterations to the 
building, remove reference to significant trees and amend the assessment against criteria.  

This should include amending the Elements or design features of particular significance to 
remove the reference to the ‘mild steel lettering at the front entrance’ which is not original, to 
confirm that the flagpole is a reinstated or reconstructed and to note the porthole window has 
been relocated. 

9.0 Conclusions and recommendations 

Based on  review of the proposed application of the Heritage Overlay to the Rosebud Hotel, 1099 Point 
Nepean Road, Rosebud, my conclusions and recommendations are as follows: 

• The Rosebud Hotel is of local historical and social significance(criteria A and G) and warrants 
inclusion in the Schedule to the HO in the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme on that basis. 

• The place does not meet criteria D and E 
• The extent of the proposed HO is in excess of what is required to recognise and manage the 

heritage values of the place, and the area of land proposed to be included in the HO should be 
reduced in line with the recommendations in this statement 

• There are no trees on the site that are of heritage significance and tree controls should not be 
applied 

• Both the statement of significance and heritage citation should be revised to more accurately 
describe the intactness and significance of the place and significant features and elements. 

 



L O V E L L  C H E N  A  1  

APPENDIX A Heritage Citations 

A.1 Shire of Flinders Heritage Study, Significant Sites and Areas Context Pty Ltd, 1992 (extract) 

A.2 Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 2.  Volume 2 – Place and Precinct Citations 

Final report, revised September 2017, (extract) 





 

 



� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 	 
 � � 	  � � �

� �

Place No. Street Locality Page 

Carrington Park Club*1 40-52 Elizabeth Drive Rosebud 184 

Rosebud Guide Hall 21 Jetty Road Rosebud 188 

Old English Houses 48, 50 Jetty Road Rosebud 195 

Stonehaven  15 Mitchell Street Rosebud 202 

Uniting Church And 
Church Hall  

2 Murray-Anderson Road Rosebud 
210 

Residence* 96 Ocean Street Rosebud 217 

Balwick  751 Point Nepean Road Rosebud 221 

Flats 834 Point Nepean Road Rosebud 228 

Old English House 844 Point Nepean Road Rosebud 233 

Foreshore Cottages 874 & 876 Point Nepean Road Rosebud 240 

Rosebud Mechanics’ 
Institute (former) 878 Point Nepean Road Rosebud 

248 

Foreshore Cottages 880 
Point Nepean Road &  
1 Bucher Place 

Rosebud 
255 

Cottage & boathouse 3/914 Point Nepean Road Rosebud 262 

Rosebud State School 
No. 2627 

923 Point Nepean Road Rosebud 
270 

Band Room (former 
Youth Club) 

986 Point Nepean Road Rosebud 
278 

Model Dairy Milk Bar 1013 Point Nepean Road Rosebud 285 

Rosebud Hotel 1099-1125 Point Nepean Road Rosebud 291 

All Saints’ Anglican 
Church 1153-1157 Point Nepean Road 

Rosebud 
300 

Carltonia 1481-1483 Point Nepean Road Rosebud 307 

Ramsay Manufacturing 
Co., former 

1489 Point Nepean Road Rosebud 
315 

Jetty Entrance Walls    Rosebud Parade (at Foreshore) Rosebud 322 

Moderne House 4-6 Seventh Avenue Rosebud 326 

Cottage 38 South Road Rosebud 333 

Eastbourne Farmhouse 
& Dairy 

19 William Crescent Capel Sound 
338 

Houses 18 
Woyna Avenue &  
1737 Point Nepean Road 

Capel Sound 
348 

Norburne 100-104 Dundas Street   Rye 356 

Monterey Cypress  2 & 4 Locke Street Rye 363 

Rye Cemetery   22-30 Lyons Street Rye 368 

                                                      

 

1 This place has been included in the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Overlay as HO410.  
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What places should be included in the Heritage Overlay?
• Any place that has been listed on the Australian Heritage Council’s 

now closed Register of the National Estate.

• Any place that has been referred by the Heritage Council for 
consideration for an amendment to the planning scheme.

• Places listed on the National Trust Heritage Register of the National 
Trust of Australia (Victoria), provided the significance of the place can 
be shown to justify the application of the overlay.

• Places identified in a local heritage study, provided the significance 
of the place can be shown to justify the application of the overlay.

Places listed on the former Register of the National Estate or on the 
National Trust Heritage Register of the National Trust of Australia 
(Victoria) do not have statutory protection unless they are protected in 
the planning scheme.

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 
statement of significance that clearly establishes the importance of the 
place and addresses the heritage criteria.

What are recognised heritage criteria?
The following recognised heritage criteria shall be used for the 
assessment of the heritage value of the heritage place. These model 
criteria have been broadly adopted by heritage jurisdictions across 
Australia and should be used for all new heritage assessment work. 

Criterion A: Importance to the course or pattern of our cultural or 
natural history (historical significance).

Criterion B: Possession of uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of 
our cultural or natural history (rarity).

Criterion C: Potential to yield information that will contribute to 
understanding our cultural or natural history (research potential).

Criterion D: Importance in demonstrating the principal 
characteristics of a class of cultural or natural places or environments 
(representativeness).

Criterion E: Importance in exhibiting particular aesthetic 
characteristics (aesthetic significance).

Criterion F: Importance in demonstrating a high degree of creative or 
technical achievement at a particular period (technical significance).

This practice note 
provides guidance 
about the use of the 
Heritage Overlay.

Planning Practice Note 1

Applying the Heritage Overlay

AUGUST 2018

planning.vic.gov.au
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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 
(social significance). 

Criterion H: Special association with the life or works 
of a person, or group of persons, of importance in 
our history (associative significance).

The adoption of the above criteria does not diminish 
heritage assessment work undertaken before 2012 
using older versions of criteria.

The thresholds to be applied in the assessment of 
significance shall be ‘State Significance’ and ‘Local 
Significance’. ‘Local Significance’ includes those 
places that are important to a particular community 
or locality. Letter gradings (for example, “A’, “B’, “C’) 
should not be used.

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 previously included in a heritage register or 
overlay. Places identified to be of potential state 
significance should undergo analysis on a broader 
(statewide) comparative basis.

Places of significance for historical or 
social reasons
Planning is about managing the environment and 
its changes. An appropriate test for a potential 
heritage place to pass in order to apply the Heritage 
Overlay is that it has ‘something’ to be managed. 
This ‘something’ is usually tangible but it may, 
for example, be an absence of built form or the 
presence of some other special characteristic. If 
such things are present, there will be something to 
manage and the Heritage Overlay may be applied.

If not, a commemorative plaque is an appropriate 
way of signifying the importance of the place to the 
local community.

Group, thematic and serial listings
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.

This approach has been taken to the listing of 
Chicory Kilns on Phillip Island in the Bass Coast 
Planning Scheme. The kilns are dispersed across 
the island but share a common significance. Group 
listing of the kilns also draws attention to the fact 
that the kilns are not just important on an individual 
basis but are collectively significant as a group.

The group approach has also been used for the 
former Rosella Factory Complex in the Yarra 
Planning Scheme. This important factory complex 
had become fragmented through replacement 
development making it hard to justify a precinct 
listing. The group listing, with a single Heritage 
Overlay number, has meant that the extent and 
significance of the complex can still be appreciated.

Writing a statement of significance
For every heritage place (that is, a precinct or 
individual place) a statement of significance 
must be prepared using the format of ‘What is 
significant?’; ‘How is it significant?’ and ‘Why is it 
significant?’.

What is significant? – This section should be brief, 
usually no more than one paragraph or a series 
of dot points. There should be no doubt about the 
elements of the place that are under discussion. The 
paragraph should identify features or elements that 
are significant about the place, for example, house, 
outbuildings, garden, plantings, ruins, archaeological 
sites, interiors as a guide to future decision makers. 
Clarification could also be made of elements that 
are not significant. This may guide or provide the 
basis for an incorporated plan which identifies works 
that may be exempt from the need for a planning 
permit.

How is it significant? – Using the heritage criteria 
above, a sentence should be included to the 
effect that the place is important. This could be 
because of its historical significance, its rarity, 
its research potential, its representativeness, its 
aesthetic significance, its technical significance 
and/or its associative significance. The sentence 
should indicate the threshold for which the place is 
considered important.

Why is it significant? – The importance of the place 
needs to be justified against the heritage criteria 
listed above.  A separate point or paragraph should 
be used for each criterion satisfied. The relevant 
criterion reference should be inserted in brackets 
after each point or paragraph, for example 
“(Criterion G)”.  An example statement of 
significance has been prepared for guidance, see 
Appendix A. 
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The explanatory report for an amendment that 
includes a place in the Heritage Overlay (or other 
supporting documentation accompanying a 
planning scheme amendment) should: 

• state whether the place is a precinct or an 
individual place

•  identify if further controls allowed by the schedule 
to the overlay are required such as external 
paint controls or tree controls (the identification 
of further controls should be based on the 
explanation of why a heritage place is significant).

Incorporating, saving and displaying 
statements of significance
A statement of significance must be incorporated 
in the planning scheme for each heritage place 
included in the schedule to the Heritage Overlay 
after 31 July 2018. This requirement does not apply 
to a heritage place included in the schedule by an 
amendment prepared or authorised by the Minister 
for Planning under section 8(1)(b) or section 8A(4) 
of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 before 31 
October 2018. 

However, a statement of significance may be 
incorporated for any heritage place included in the 
schedule before 31 July 2018 or by an amendment 
that the exemption applies to.

If a statement of significance is incorporated in the 
planning scheme, the name of the statement must 
be specified in the schedule to the overlay.

All statements of significance (incorporated or 
otherwise) should be securely stored in the HERMES 
heritage database.  

Where a planning scheme amendment has resulted 
in the inclusion of, or amendments to, places in the 
Heritage Overlay, the strategic justification (that is, 
the heritage study documentation and statements 
of significance) needs to be updated. A statement 
of significance that has been incorporated into 
the planning scheme can only be changed by an 
amendment to the planning scheme.  If the heritage 
place does not have a statement of significance that 
has been incorporated, then any changes should 
be entered into the department’s HERMES heritage 
database.

Where a place (either a precinct or individual place) 
is included in the Heritage Overlay, the statement 
of significance for that place should be publicly 
viewable through the department’s Victorian 

Heritage Database.

Additional resources may be required
When introducing the Heritage Overlay, a council 
should consider the resources required to administer 
the heritage controls and to provide assistance 
and advice to affected property owners. This might 
include providing community access to a heritage 
adviser or other technical or financial assistance.

Drafting the Heritage Overlay schedule

What is a heritage place?

A heritage place could include a site, area, building, 
group of buildings, structure, archaeological site, 
tree, garden, geological formation, fossil site, habitat 
or other place of natural or cultural significance and 
its associated land. It cannot include movable or 
portable objects such as machinery within a factory 
or furniture within a house.

What is the planning scheme map reference 
number?

In column one of the schedule, the Planning Scheme 
Map Reference prefix should read HO1, HO2, HO3 
and so on. Each heritage place in the schedule 
will have its own identifying number. The planning 
scheme maps should also record these numbers 
as a cross reference between the maps and the 
schedule.

Street numbers and location descriptions 

Street numbers and locality addresses should be 
included for properties wherever possible. Where a 
street address is not available, plan of subdivision 
details (for example, Lot 1 of PS12345) should 
be used. Avoid using Crown Allotment details, 
Certificate of Title details or obscure location 
descriptions if possible.

How should the Heritage Overlay schedule be 
arranged? 

There are three preferred options for arranging the 
schedule: 

• Heritage places may be arranged in ascending 
numerical order by their planning scheme map 
reference number (eg HO1, HO2, HO3 and so on). 

• Heritage places may be grouped according to 
their suburb, town or location and then arranged 
alphabetically by street address within each 
grouping. 

• All places may be listed alphabetically by their 
street address irrespective of their location. 

Use the method which most assists users of the 
planning scheme to find the relevant property by a 
simple search through the schedule.
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An example of a schedule to the Heritage Overlay is 
included at Appendix B.

Application requirements

The schedule allows for application requirements to 
be specified.

Incorporated plan

Clause 43.01-3 of the Heritage Overlay allows an 
incorporated plan to be prepared to identify works 
to a heritage place that are exempt from the need 
for a planning permit. To do so, the plan must be 
specified in the schedule to the overlay and must 
also be listed in the schedule to Clause 72.04.

Statements of significance

Where a statement of significance is incorporated in 
the planning scheme, it must be given a title which 
includes the name of the heritage place or if there is 
no name specified, the full address of the heritage 
place. The title of the statement of significance must 
be specified in the schedule to the overlay. The title 
of the statement must also be listed in the schedule 
to Clause 72.04.  

Heritage design guidelines

Where detailed heritage design guidelines have 
been prepared for a heritage place, they may be 
incorporated into the planning scheme. The title of 
the incorporated document must be specified in the 
schedule to the overlay and must also be listed in 
the schedule to Clause 72.04.  

Applying external painting controls

External painting controls over particular heritage 
places can be applied in the schedule by including a 
‘yes’ in the External Paint Controls Apply? column.

Applying internal alterations controls

Internal alteration controls over specified buildings 
can be applied in the schedule by including a ‘yes’ 
in the Internal Alteration Controls Apply? column. 
This provision should be applied sparingly and 
on a selective basis to special interiors of high 
significance. The statement of significance for the 
heritage place should explain what is significant 
about the interior and why it is important.

Applying tree controls

The schedule can apply tree controls over heritage 
places. The tree controls could apply to the whole 
of a heritage place (for example, over a house site 
or an area) or a tree or group of trees could be 
specifically nominated as the heritage place.

Tree controls are applied by including a ‘yes’ in the 
Tree Controls Apply? column. Tree controls should 
only be applied where there has been a proper 

assessment.  The statement of significance for the 
heritage place should identify the particular trees 
that are significant (under “What is significant?”) 
and why the tree or trees are important.

If only one, or a few trees within a large property 
are considered significant, the ‘Tree Controls Apply’ 
column can be qualified with the relevant details.  
A planning permit would then only be required 
to remove, destroy or lop the trees that were 
specifically identified in the column.

This control is designed to protect trees that are of 
intrinsic significance (such as trees that are included 
on the National Trust Heritage Register), or trees 
that contribute to the significance of a heritage 
place (for example, trees that contribute to the 
significance of a garden or area). The control is not 
meant to protect trees for their amenity value. See 
Planning Practice Note 7 – Vegetation Protection in 
Urban Areas for alternative methods of vegetation 
protection. 

Outbuildings and fences
Councils may consider that certain outbuildings 
and/or fences on heritage sites are significant and 
can therefore require that these be subject to the 
notice and review requirements of the Planning and 
Environment Act 1987. This is achieved by including 
the word ‘yes’ in the column headed ‘Outbuildings or 
fences which are not exempt under Clause 43.01-4?’.

It is helpful to landowners and users of the planning 
scheme if the column in the schedule identifies 
the particular outbuildings and/or fences that 
are considered to be significant.  The statement 
of significance for the heritage place should also 
identify the particular outbuildings and/or fences 
that are significant (under “What is significant?”) 
and why they are important. 

How should places in the Victorian 
Heritage Register be treated in the 
schedule and map?
Section 56 of the Heritage Act 2017 (Heritage Act) 
requires that the Minister for Planning must ‘prepare 
and approve an amendment to any planning 
scheme applying to a place which is included 
or amended in the Heritage Register to identify 
the inclusion or amendment of that place in the 
Heritage Register’. This is intended as an alert to 
planning scheme users of restrictions that might 
apply to land under the Heritage Act.

Planning authorities should not amend the schedule 
or maps as they relate to places in the Victorian 
Heritage Register and certainly not without the prior 
approval of Heritage Victoria.  This is to ensure that 
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planning schemes accurately reflect the Heritage 
Register as required by the Heritage Act.

Under Clause 43.01-2, places on the Victorian 
Heritage Register are subject to the requirements 
of the Heritage Act and not the planning provisions 
of the Heritage Overlay. Where Places included 
in the Victorian Heritage Register are listed in the 
schedule, a dash should be recorded in columns 
three (external paint controls), four (internal 
alteration controls), five (tree controls) and six 
(outbuildings and fences) to avoid any possible 
confusion as to whether planning provisions apply to 
these properties. In column seven (‘Included on the 
Victorian Heritage Register ...’) the reference number 
of the property on the Victorian Heritage Register 
should be included as an aid to users of the planning 
scheme.

Allowing a prohibited use of a heritage 
place
It is possible to make a prohibited use permissible at 
a specific place by including a ‘yes’ in the Prohibited 
uses may be permitted? column.

This provision should not be applied to significant 
areas because it might result in the de facto 
rezoning of a large area. The provision should only 
be applied to specific places. For example, the 
provision might be used for a redundant church, 
warehouse or other large building complex where 
it is considered that the normally available range 
of permissible uses is insufficient to provide for 
the future conservation of the building. Currently 
this provision applies in the metropolitan area 
of Melbourne to places that are included on the 
Victorian Heritage Register.

Aboriginal heritage places
Scarred trees, stone arrangements and other places 
significant for their Aboriginal associations can 
be identified by including a ‘yes’ in the Aboriginal 
Heritage Place? column. As with any place listed in 
the Schedule to the Heritage Overlay, supporting 
justification is expected to apply this provision.

The standard permit requirements of Clause 
43.01-1 of the Heritage Overlay apply to Aboriginal 
heritage places included in the schedule. Clause 
43.01-10 reminds a responsible authority that the 
requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 
apply to these places.

How are heritage precincts and areas 
treated?
Significant precincts and areas should be identified 
in the schedule and be mapped.

How are individual buildings, trees or 
properties of significance located within 
significant areas treated?
The provisions applying to individual buildings and 
structures are the same as the provisions applying 
to areas, so there is no need to separately schedule 
and map a significant building, feature or property 
located within a significant area.

The only instance where an individual property 
within a significant area should be scheduled and 
mapped is where it is proposed that a different 
requirement should apply. For example, external 
painting controls may be justified for an individual 
building of significance but not over the heritage 
precinct surrounding the building.

Alternatively, tree controls may be justified for a 
specific tree or property within a significant precinct 
but not over the whole precinct. In such situations 
the individual property or tree should be both 
scheduled and mapped.

Significant buildings or structures within a 
significant precinct can be identified through a local 
planning policy.

Curtilages and Heritage Overlay polygons
The Heritage Overlay applies to both the listed 
heritage item and its associated land.  It is usually 
important to include land surrounding a building, 
structure, tree or feature of importance to ensure 
that any development, including subdivision, 
does not adversely affect the setting, context 
or significance of the heritage item.  The land 
surrounding the heritage item is known as a 
‘curtilage’ and will be shown as a polygon on the 
Heritage Overlay map.  In many cases, particularly 
in urban areas and townships, the extent of the 
curtilage will be the whole of the property (for 
example, a suburban dwelling and its allotment).

However, there will be occasions where the curtilage 
and the Heritage Overlay polygon should be 
reduced in size as the land is of no significance.  
Reducing the curtilage and the polygon will have 
the potential benefit of lessening the number of 
planning permits that are required with advantages 
to both the landowner and the responsible authority.  
Examples of situations where a reduction in the 
curtilage and polygon may be appropriate include:

• A homestead on a large farm or pastoral property 
where it is only the house and/or outbuildings 
that is important.  In most cases with large 
rural properties, the inclusion of large areas of 
surrounding farmland is unlikely to have any 
positive heritage benefits or outcomes.
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• A significant tree on an otherwise unimportant 
property.

• A horse trough, fountain or monument in a road 
reservation.

• A grandstand or shelter in a large but otherwise 
unimportant public park.

Suggested steps in establishing a curtilage and 
polygon include:

1. Review the heritage study documentation and 
ask the question ‘What is significant?’. The 
polygon should capture those elements of the 
place that are significant.  If there are multiple 
elements that are widely dispersed on the 
property, one option may be to have multiple 
polygons which share the same Heritage Overlay 
number.

2. In addition to capturing the elements that are 
significant, it is almost always necessary to 
include a curtilage (see definition above) to:

• retain the setting or context of the significant 
building, structure, tree or feature

• regulate development (including subdivision) 
in proximity to the significant building, tree or 
feature.

3. Where possible, uncomplicated and easily 
recognised boundaries (such as a fence line) 
leave little room for potential dispute in terms of 
the land affected by any future Overlay.

4. Use aerial photos where they exist to assist in 
identifying a reduced curtilage.

5. Where access is possible, ‘ground truthing’ may 
be of assistance.

6. Explain the basis for the reduced curtilage 
polygon in the heritage study documentation

7. Where questions might arise in the future as to 
the extent of the polygon shown on the planning 
scheme map, use the entry in the Schedule to the 
Heritage Overlay (i.e. column two) to specify the 
area covered by the polygon.  For example:

“The heritage place is the Moreton Bay Fig Tree and 
land beneath and beyond the canopy of the tree 
and extending for a distance of five metres from the 
canopy edge.”

Mapping heritage places
All heritage places must be both scheduled and 
mapped.

In each case, care should be taken to ensure that 
there is an accurate correlation between the 
Heritage Overlay schedule and the Heritage Overlay 
map.

The need for care is exemplified by the fact that the 
Heritage Overlay map will be the determining factor 
in any dispute as to whether a control applies (for 
example, in cases where there is conflict between 
the Heritage Overlay map and the property 
description or address in the Heritage Overlay 
schedule).

Councils are encouraged to review their planning 
schemes to ensure that all heritage places 
are correctly mapped and that there are no 
discrepancies between how places are identified in 
the Heritage Overlay schedule and Heritage Overlay 
maps.

© The State of Victoria Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning 2018

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International licence. You are free to re-use the work 
under that licence, on the condition that you credit the State of Victoria as author. The licence does not apply to 
any images, photographs or branding, including the Victorian Coat of Arms, the Victorian Government logo and the 
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) logo. To view a copy of this licence, visit  
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

ISBN 1-978-1-74146-710-9 (pdf)

Disclaimer
This publication may be of assistance to you but the State of Victoria and its employees do not guarantee that the 
publication is without flaw of any kind or is wholly appropriate for your particular purposes and therefore disclaims all 
liability for any error, loss or other consequence which may arise from you relying on any information in this publication. 

Accessibility
If you would like to receive this publication in an alternative format, please 
telephone the DELWP Customer Service Centre on 136 186, or email customer.
service@delwp.vic. gov.au (or relevant address), or via the National Relay Service 
on 133 677, www.relayservice.com.au. This document is also available on the 
internet at planning.vic.gov.au



Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning

Planning Practice Note 1  |  Applying the Heritage Overlay 7

APPENDIX A. Example statement of significance

GUMNUT PLANNING SCHEME

Wombat Flats Precinct Statement of Significance

Heritage Place: Wombat Flats Precinct PS ref no: HO26

[Insert photo and or map, if applicable]

What is significant?

The following features contribute to the significance of the precinct:

The houses constructed from c.1855 to c.1910, as shown on the precinct map.

 • The overall consistency of housing form (hipped roofs, single storey wall heights), materials and 
detailing (weatherboard, face brick or stucco external cladding, corrugated metal roofs, wide 
verandahs facing the street, brick chimneys), and siting (generous and consistent front and 
side setbacks).

 • Streetscape materials such as bluestone kerb and channel and concrete footpaths. Features 
that do not contribute to the significance of this place include non-original alterations and ad-
ditions to the contributory buildings shown on the precinct map and the houses at 32, 24 & 36 
Wattle Avenue. 

Contributory buildings: 

Wattle Avenue:  3,5,7,9,11,13,15,17,19

Myrtle Street: 7,11,12 

Features that do not contribute to the significance of this place include non-original alterations and 
additions to the contributory buildings shown on the precinct map and the houses at 32, 24 & 36 
Wattle Avenue.

How is it significant?

The Wombat Flats Precinct is of local, historic and aesthetic significance to Gumnut Shire.

Why is it significant?

Historically, the precinct demonstrates how the gold rush encouraged the residential development of 
this area in the mid-nineteenth century. The later Victorian and Edwardian housing demonstrates the 
next stage of development, which resulted from the establishment of improved transport links and 
industries such as the Butterscotch Factory in near-by Lilly Pilly Street. (Criterion A)

The precinct is significant for the way it demonstrates the key phases of development prior to World 
War I, characterised by mid to late Victorian era housing, supplemented by Edwardian infill, set within 
a nineteenth century subdivision with a regular allotment pattern. It is representative of the way 
residential areas in Gumnut developed during this era. (Criterion D)

The mid to late Victorian and Federation/Edwardian houses with characteristic form, materials and 
detailing are complemented by traditional public realm materials such as concrete footpaths and 
bluestone kerb and channel. (Criterion E)

Primary source

[Insert applicable study and/or citation, if applicable]

[Insert grading table for large precincts]

Number Address Grade 

7 Wattle Avenue Contributory 

This document is an incorporated document in the Gumnut Planning Scheme pursuant to section 6(2)(j) of the Planning and Environment Act 1987
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APPENDIX B. Example schedule to the Heritage Overlay 
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