
 

 

 

MORNINGTON PENINSULA 
PLANNING SCHEME 
AMENDMENT 

Statement of evidence by Natica 
Schmeder 

 

 

25 September 2018 

Prepared for 

Shire of Mornington Peninsula 



 

ii 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Context 2018  
[GML Heritage Victoria Pty Ltd, trading as Context. ABN 31 620 754 761] 

 

Natica Schmeder, Built Heritage Specialist 

Context  
22 Merri Street, Brunswick VIC 3056 

Phone 03 9380 6933  
Facsimile 03 9380 4066 

Email context@contextpl.com.au 
Web www.contextpl.com.au  
 



 

iii 

CONTENTS 

1. INTRODUCTION 1 

1.1 Purpose 1 
1.2 Instructions 1 
1.3 Preparation of this report 1 
1.4 Reports relied upon 1 
1.5 Relevant expertise 1 
1.6 Qualifications and experience 2 
1.7 Declaration 2 

2. STRATEGIC BASIS TO AMENDMENT C214 3 

3. METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 3 

3.1 Fieldwork 3 
3.2  Shortlisting places for full assessment 4 
3.3 Histories 5 
3.4 Full assessments 5 
3.5 Additional Hastings place assessments 6 

4. RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS - APPEARING 7 

4.1 Introduction 7 
4.2 Foreshore Cottages, 1 Bucher Place and 880 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud 

(Submissions 4 & 6) 7 
4.2.1 880 Point Nepean Road (Submission 4) 8 
4.2.2 1 Bucher Place Point Nepean Road (Submission 6) 10 

4.3 Old English Houses, 48 and 50 Jetty Road, Rosebud (Submission 3) 12 
4.3.1 48 Jetty Road, Rosebud (Submission 3) 13 

4.4 Rosebud Hotel, 1099-1125 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (Submission 19) 15 
4.5 18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road, Capel Sound (Submissions 

7 & 38) 19 
4.5.1 18 Woyna Avenue (Submission 7) 20 
4.5.2 1737 Point Nepean Road (Submission 38) 25 

4.6 The Avenue Precinct, McCrae (Submission 12) 33 
4.6.1 9 The Avenue (Submission 12) 34 

APPENDIX A – SUBMITTERS NOT APPEARING 38 

A.1 Mount’s Bay, 51-53 Devon Street, Dromana (Submission 28) 38 
A.2 4, 8 and 12 Atunga Terrace, Dromana (Submission 9) 41 

A.2.1 4 Atunga Terrace, Dromana (Submission 9) 43 
A.3 Beauvoir, 8 McCulloch Street, Dromana (Submission 11) 45 
A.4 Tanderry, 233 Palmerston Avenue, Dromana (Submission 23) 47 
A.5 118 Salmon Street, Hastings (Submission 26) 50 
A.6 1 Catherine Street, McCrae (Submission 13) 53 
A.7 Sumanra, 13 Outlook Road, McCrae (Submission 1) 58 
A.8 The Avenue Precinct HO421 (Submissions 5, 8, 17, 18, 18a, 20, 21, 22, 25, 29 

37 and 39) 60 
A.8.1 13 The Avenue (Submission 37) 61 
A.8.2 21 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 29) 62 
A.8.3 22 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 18 & 18a) 64 
A.8.4 33 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 8) 66 
A.8.5 34 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 39) 67 



 

iv 

A.8.6 36 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 25) 69 
A.8.7 40 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 5) 70 
A.8.8 42 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 17) 72 
A.8.9 44 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 20) 73 
A.8.10 46 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 21) 75 
A.8.11 48 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 22) 76 

A.9 Red Hill Post Office (former), 710 White Hill Road, Red Hill (Submission 27) 78 
A.10 Stonehaven, 15 Mitchell Street, Rosebud (Submission 15) 81 
A.11 Balwick, 751 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (Submissions 35 & 35a) 83 
A.12 Cottage and Boathouse, 914 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (Submissions 10, 

16, 16a and 24) 86 
A.13 Bethany, 2493 Point Nepean Road, Rye (Submission 34) 90 
A.14 Golden Sands, 6 Ozone Street, Rye (Submission 30) 93 

APPENDIX B – SELECT SOURCES 95 

 

 



MORNINGTON PENINSULA SHIRE 

1 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose 

I, Natica Schmeder, have prepared this statement of evidence for Mornington Peninsula Shire 
Council in relation to Amendment C214 to the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme.  

The amendment proposes to implement the recommendations of the ‘Mornington Peninsula 
Shire Heritage Review, Area 2’, prepared by Context in 2016 and revised in 2017.  

1.2 Instructions 

This statement of evidence was prepared in accordance with the following instructions issued 
by the Mornington Peninsula Strategic Planning Department: 

• To provide a response to the objecting submissions in regard to place and precinct 
citations, insofar as they relate to heritage issues. 

1.3 Preparation of this report 

This statement has been prepared by myself, Natica Schmeder, of Context, assisted by Louise 
Honman, of Context. The views expressed in it are my own. 

1.4 Reports relied upon 

In preparing this report, I have relied upon the ‘Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, 
Area 2’, report. It was prepared by a team of heritage consultants at Context Pty Ltd, with a 
number of citations by Built Heritage reviewed and included in the study report. I was the 
project lead at Context. 

1.5 Relevant expertise 

My area of expertise relevant to this Panel hearing is the assessment of the cultural heritage 
significance of buildings, structures and precincts in the Melbourne metropolitan area and 
country Victoria, with reference to current heritage assessment criteria and within the 
framework of local historical themes. 

I have been retained by a number of councils to appear as an expert witness on heritage-related 
matters at Independent Panel Hearings, including: City of Mornington Peninsula 
(Amendments C116, C177, C178, C183, C236, C243, C263 Pt 2, C266 & C274), City of 
Brimbank (Amendment C125), Shire of Cardinia (Amendment C161), City of Moonee Valley 
(Amendments C142, C143 & C164), City of Moreland (Amendment C149), City of 
Stonnington (Amendments C233, C238, C248 & 249) and City of Yarra (Amendments C149, 
C173, C177, C183 & C198), as well as by the National Trust (City of Yarra Amendment C163). 

I have a good understanding of the historic development and heritage of Mornington 
Peninsula through my involvement in the following projects: 

• Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Study Review - Stage 1 (Area 1), 2012. 
As part of a review of heritage throughout Mornington Peninsula Shire the area including 
Mornington, Mount Eliza and Mount Martha was selected as a pilot study for this new 
approach. I was a team member on this study, and assessed 19 Victorian, Edwardian and 
interwar places (carrying out site visits, preparing citations including description, 
comparative analysis and statement of significance). My colleague, Louise Honman, 
assessed all Modernist houses. 

• Ranelagh Precincts Assessments, 2013 
Context was engaged by Council to assess a large group of houses in the Ranelagh Estate, 
Mt Eliza. The houses fell into two general groups: those in interwar eclectic styles, and 
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examples of Modernist design from the late interwar and postwar eras. I was the project 
manager for this work, and carrying out the assessment of the three small precincts, as well 
as five individual interwar houses. My colleague, Louise Honman, assessed all Modernist 
houses. 

1.6 Qualifications and experience 

MSc (Building Conservation); Grad Dip (Architectural Conservation); BA (Architectural & Urban History) 

I am an architectural historian and buildings conservator with over 15 years’ experience in 
architectural research and assessment, materials conservation, heritage studies, conservation 
management plans and heritage advice, in Australia, the United States, England and Poland.  

I worked at Context from 2005 until June 2018 and was an Associate of that company. 
Currently, my role there is as a Built Heritage Specialist. At Context I have worked on 
numerous municipal heritage studies and reviews, many of which I led and/or acted as the 
architectural historian, including the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review (Areas 1 & 2), Central 
Richmond Heritage Gaps Study, Yariambiack Shire Heritage Study, Moonee Valley Thematic Gaps Study, 
Moonee Valley Heritage Study 2015, City of Yarra Review of 17 Precincts, City of Yarra Central Richmond 
Gaps Study, Lygon Street Heritage Study, Cardinia Shire Heritage Studies Review, City of Manningham 
Heritage Study Review, Baw Baw Shire Heritage Study, Murrindindi Shire Heritage Study, Yarra Ranges 
Shire Heritage Study Review, Moreland North of Bell Street Heritage Study, Stonnington Victorian Houses 
Study, Stonnington  Federation Houses Study, Stonnington Churches and Halls Study, Stonnington 
Residential Flats Study, and Hawthorn Heritage Precincts Study.  

I am an Alternate Member of the Heritage Council of Victoria, a member of the Built 
Environment Committee of the National Trust of Australia (Victoria) and was Chair 2012-17, 
and served as Membership Secretary for the Executive Committee of Australia ICOMOS 
(International Council on Monuments and Sites) 2009-12. I have also tutored and lectured for 
two architectural conservation subjects at the University of Melbourne (2010-16). 

1.7 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. 

Signed, 

 

Natica Schmeder 
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2. STRATEGIC BASIS TO AMENDMENT C214 

The ‘Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 2’, Volume 1 – Key Findings & 
Recommendations, and Volume 2 – Place and Precinct Citations, both dated 22 August 2016, 
revised September 2017 (the “Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review”, the “Mornington 
Study”, or “the Study”) should be taken as the strategic basis for Amendment C214. The first 
volume contains an explanation of the assessment methodology, summarises the findings and 
recommendations of the Study, and the second volume contains the heritage citations for 
places and precincts recommended for the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Overlay. 

3. METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 

In Volume 1 – Key Findings & Recommendations (hereafter “the Findings Report”) of the 
‘Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 2’ I have documented the details of each 
stage and all major tasks of the Heritage Review. I will not repeat all of that information in this 
report, but will detail who at Context was responsible for which tasks, and discuss the 
decision-making process behind the shortlisting of places to be assessed as well as how the 
actual heritage assessments were carried out. 

3.1 Fieldwork 

Council’s fieldwork 

As discussed in section 2.4 of the Findings Report, fieldwork was carried out first by Council 
planners, followed by Context consultants. This was structured in relation to the Study Area 
(“Area 2”) and the three Sub-Areas within it, all of which had been defined by Council as part 
of the initial brief. Figure 4 from the Findings Report is reproduced below, illustrating these 
areas. 

 

As noted in the Findings Report, the initial fieldwork was carried out by Mornington Peninsula 
Strategic Planner Dale Kelly, assisted by Strategic Support Planner Nicholas Robinson. They 
drove down every road in the Study Area, excepting the three township Sub-Areas, and noted 
all places of potential heritage interest. They carried out this survey from November 2014 to 
January 2015. They also solicited place nominations from local heritage groups. 
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Context’s fieldwork 

Strategic Planner Dale Kelly provided me with the list of places of interest they had identified 
during the windscreen survey.  To this they added a list of places that had been nominated by 
the community (mainly historical societies and the National Trust), and those that had been 
identified in the 1992 ‘Shire of Flinders Heritage Study’ (Context Pty Ltd with Helen Lardner) 
but not yet in the Heritage Overlay. This second group of places were mainly, but not 
exclusively, in the three township “Sub-areas”. The overall list was known as Schedule A. 

As set out in section 2.4.2 of the Findings Report, I made a street-by-street car survey of the 
three Sub-areas, stopping at all the Schedule A places and when I noticed anything else of 
potential interest. 

My colleague, Consultant Jessie Briggs, viewed all of the places outside the townships that the 
planners had identified.  

Once Ms Briggs and I had compiled our “longlists” of places worthy of further consideration, 
Director Louise Honman visited all of the post-war Modernist places, and Associate Annabel 
Neylon visited places with a horticultural or landscape component, as well as several 
homesteads where prior access had to be arranged. 

In all cases, we took photos and notes to document the places considered worthy of further 
consideration. 

3.2  Shortlisting places for full assessment 

As detailed in section 2.6 of the Findings Report, the final list of those places to be assessed 
was refined in a number of steps: 

• Community consultation meetings with members of local historical societies and the 
National Trust branch to gather further information about the longlist of places. I led these 
meetings, along with Council planner Nick Robinson, and was accompanied by Consultant 
Jessie Briggs (who later prepared place histories). Note that we did not seek any 
nominations as part of this process, as Council had already done this at the start of the 
Study. 

• Workshops held between the four of us at Context who had carried out fieldwork. 
Beforehand, I had grouped together photos of similar places, and we considered each 
typological group (e.g., Victorian houses, post-war houses, commercial buildings) 
separately. The photos were supplemented by the observations of the person who had 
visited, as well as any background information we had (from the Shire of Flinders Study, 
nominations, or the community consultation). 
Places were given the preliminary grade of “Yes” (for those with a prima facie case for local 
significance), “Maybe” (for those that required additional investigation), or “No” 
(considered poor examples). A total of 110 were given a “No” grade at this point and not 
considered further. 

• I made a presentation of our findings and preliminary recommendations to the Steering 
Committee. As there were many more places considered by Steering Committee members 
to be worthy of assessment than the budget allowed, a detailed sieving process was then 
carried out by Louise Honman. It took into account the “votes” of Steering Committee and 
Reference Group members of which places were a priority to assess (three-plus votes could 
elevate a “Maybe” place to a “Yes”), and based on how well key themes in the Peninsula’s 
history were already represented in the Heritage Overlay. 

• The final “Yes” and “Maybe” lists were then debated at a joint meeting of the Steering 
Committee and Reference Group, resulting in the final list of 56 places and 3 precincts to 
be investigated further (Schedule B). Another 44 places remained on the “Maybe” list, and 
were not recommended for further assessment.  
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3.3 Histories 

As specified in the project brief, place and precinct histories were to be prepared as an interim 
step, after which the final list of places to be assessed would be decided (Schedule C).  

As discussed in section 2.7 of the Findings Report, Consultants Jessie Briggs and Emily Piper 
carried out research and prepared place histories. 

Jessie Briggs also prepared a contextual history for each locality, as well as select place-type 
histories, drawing upon the ‘Mornington Peninsula Shire Environmental History’ (G Butler, 
ed. Context Pty Ltd, 2012), and previous heritage studies for the Peninsula (largely the ‘Shire of 
Flinders Heritage Study’, 1992, and ‘Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 1’, 
2012). 

Simon Reeves of Built Heritage was commissioned to prepare a stand-alone thematic history 
of vernacular (not architect-designed) beach houses, which forms Appendix C of the Findings 
Report. 

At the conclusion of the research, one precinct was abandoned. The remaining places and 
precincts were then assessed in full. 

3.4 Full assessments 

As noted in section 2.8 of the Findings Report, assessment of the places and precinct was 
divided according to who had visited them during the fieldwork stage. Louise Honman 
assessed Modernist places Annabel Neylon assessed those with predominantly horticultural or 
landscape values, I assessed all other places within the three township Sub-areas, and Jessie 
Briggs assessed all other places outside the Sub-areas. This approach assured that each place or 
precinct was assessed by someone who had seen it in person, and who had the requisite 
expertise to assess that place-type. 

Place and precinct citations were prepared in line with standard practice and the guidance of 
the Practice Note ‘Applying the Heritage Overlay’, including comparative analysis and an 
expression of values of local significance in the What, How Why format. Comparative analyses 
drew on the places assessed in Area 2, those already in the Heritage Overlay throughout the 
municipality, and places that illustrated specific themes noted in the ‘Environmental History’ 
(2012).  

The project brief specified that each citation should include specific conservation management 
guidance. Strategic Planner Dale Kelly prepared a template, which was then adapted by 
assessors to each individual place and precinct. This step was considered necessary as Clause 
22.04 Heritage Places and Abutting Land currently provides very little detailed guidance for 
managing heritage places and assessing planning permit applications.   

As an outcome of the full assessments, one precinct and four individual places were found to 
fall below the threshold of local significance. A further precinct (Ligar Street Precinct) was 
revisited in 2016, and recent unsympathetic alterations caused Louise Honman to recommend 
its downgrading.  

The remaining 52 places and one precinct were recommended for the Heritage Overlay. Added 
to this in the Citations Report were three places and one precinct assessed by Built Heritage. 
Context consultants had visited all of them to ensure they remained intact. 

While the Findings Report (section 2.11) foreshadowed the revision of citations following 
preliminary owner consultation, this did not happen due to staffing changes at Council.  

Some minor revisions were made to the report in September 2017 to reflect changes to place 
names (e.g., Rosebud West is now Capel Sound), supply missing extent maps, and make minor 
corrections. 
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3.5 Additional Hastings place assessments 

After ‘Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 2’ had finished, Strategic Planner 
Dale Kelly contacted me in November 2016 in regard to the assessment of three places in the 
town of Hastings (outside of Area 2).  

One of them, the Uniting Church at 121 Marine Parade, had already been assessed by 
Council’s Heritage Advisor, Lorraine Huddle, in 2015, and only required a peer review and 
update. 

Two others had been nominated by the Hastings-Western Port Historical Society: cottages at 
95 and 11 8 Salmon Street. The Society provided the following background information and 
rationale for the nominations: 

95 Salmon Street Hastings.   This was the home of Martha Robinson.  Martha worked at her 
sister, Miss Mary Reid’s shop in Main Street (now Marine Parade), that was the main shopping 
centre.  Miss Reid’s shop is featured in the book Hastings People & Places Vol. II.   Many years later the 
home was lived in by John Woolley, a descendant of the Woolley family who lived in the Hastings-
Crib Point area since the 1870s.  They were amongst the early fishermen here.  John is an historian and 
now lives at French Island. 

118 Salmon Street Hastings.  As mentioned in my earlier letter, this home was lived in for many 
years by Mr & Mrs Jimmy Mentiplay, members of the pioneering family of Mentiplay who were also 
fishermen and who came to the area in the late 1860s. 

 Both the above properties are significant to the Shire because of the age, scale and external preservation of 
the buildings.  The property at 95 Salmon Street is a slightly improved house to the simple Victorian 
fishermen’s cottages (Pioneer’s Cottage, corner Skinner & Herring Streets).   The property at 118 Salmon 
Street is a more sophisticated timber dwelling and links early local architecture to homes built after World 
War II.   Both properties have association with historic themes (fishing and early shops) and were lived in 
by pioneering families. 

My colleague Evelina Ericsson carried out the site visits and prepared full place citations 
(including the histories) for the two Salmon Street houses. I provided oversight for this 
process, and reviewed and updated the citation for the Uniting Church.  

These three places have been included as part of Amendment C214, with their place citations 
separate from the Area 2 Study report. 
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4. RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS - APPEARING 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter contains information on places where an owner or their representative will be 
appearing at the Amendment C214 panel hearing. For each place the heritage-related 
objections are summarised, and my responses provided.  

In my evidence, I will respond only to issues related to the heritage significance of the places, 
such as its intactness (and condition where this impacts upon intactness), history and 
comparison to other places. I will generally not respond to non-heritage issues, such as 
maintenance costs, property value or future development plans, as these are properly dealt with 
at the planning permit stage. 

4.2 Foreshore Cottages, 1 Bucher Place and 880 Point Nepean 

Road, Rosebud (Submissions 4 & 6)  

Background 

A preliminary citation for ‘Natsley’, 880 Point Nepean Road, was prepared as part of the Shire 
of Flinders Heritage Study, 1992 (page 525). The following information and assessment were 
provided: 

A weatherboard and cement sheet dwelling dating from the Inter-war period. It is set among tea tree on the 
Rosebud foreshore. Externally the house is substantially intact. It is an excellent example of its type, of 
which increasing numbers are being replaced by more substantial dwellings. 

The history of this house has not been researched. 

Of local significance as an intact example of the weatherboard and cement sheet holiday house vernacular 
dating from the Inter-war period. 

This house, and 1 Bucher Place which stands behind it facing the beach, were nominated for 
assessment in the current study by the National Trust local branch and the Dromana Historical 
Society. 

Recommendation 

This pair of properties was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage 
Review, Area 2, and found to be of local significance. They are recommended for inclusion in 
the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Overlay as an individual place.  

Themes and Statement of Significance 

The pair of houses illustrates the theme and subtheme from the ‘Mornington Peninsula Shire 
Thematic History’ (G Butler, ed Context, 2012):  

Building weekenders and holiday shacks (part of 7.8 Designing and building mansions, houses and holiday 
shacks). 

The statement of significance I prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 September 
2017, reads as follows: 

What is significant? 
The cottages located back-to-back in the Rosebud 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 
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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. 

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) 

4.2.1 880 Point Nepean Road (Submission 4) 

 

Figure 1. Cottage at 880 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (Context, 2015)  

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

This property is one of a pair of houses recommended for inclusion in the Mornington 
Peninsula Heritage Overlay as an individual place. 

Response to Submission 

The submitter’s points raised are provided below in italics, with my response to each issue 
provided below. 

Period of construction 

The property was not constructed in 1935-1936 for Walter Storey and it is not an interwar dwelling. The 
submitter contends that approval for its construction was not given until 1940. 
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As is set out in the place history, 880 Pt Nepean Road and the house to the rear (now 1 Bucher 
Place) were once on the same allotment. For this reason, it is possible that information related 
to one of these houses has been attributed mistakenly to the other. If the submitter can 
provide the documents that show building approval for 880 Pt Nepean Road, then this will be 
corrected in the place history. 
Note that the house would still be regarded as “interwar” in date if it was constructed up to 
1942, when bans on non-essential construction went into place due to the war effort. 

Errors in the place description 

The centre window is not a hipped bay as described in the citation, and the roof is not pyramidal since it does 
not intersect at a point. 

Photos of the house show that the shallow projecting bay at the front has a hipped roof. The 
wording in the description can be changed to a “hipped-roof bay” for additional clarity. The 
description of the roof can be changed to “near pyramidal” as well, as it is pyramidal in form 
when viewed from Point Nepean Road with very short ridge projecting back. 

No dados are present in any part of the construction. The interface between the weatherboards and fibro-cement 
is achieved with a small weatherboard stop and associated flashing.  

The word “dado” is used in reference to the weatherboards at the base of the external walls, 
set below the fibro-cement of the upper half of the walls. This accords with the standard 
definition that a dado is ‘the lower part of the wall of a room, below about waist height, when 
decorated differently from the upper part’ (Oxford Dictionary), though it has been applied to 
an external not internal wall. Another word to describe this band of weatherboards on the 
lower half of the walls is “plinth”. 

There are only two banks of double-hung sash windows and the window at the south west end is a sliding 
window. 

Photos of the house show that there are three banks of windows to the front façade, one being 
in the central bay window. 

The windows to the side elevations are not single double-hung sashes, but a mix of single, twin and corner 
double-hung sashes and fixed pane glass. 

As the side elevations are obscured by vegetation, I only see them in part when viewing the site 
from the street. The description of side windows can be changed to “a variety of single and 
paired double-hung sashes, with a larger glazed area at the back corner (possibly a former 
sleepout”. 

The mature Red Flowering Gum is exotic to the area. 

The Red Flowering Gum has been recommended for protection as part of the early garden 
plantings, so there is no need for it to be indigenous to the area. Its heritage value was assessed 
by my colleague, Annabel Neylon, who is a specialist in horticultural heritage. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The built date of 880 Point Nepean Road should be corrected to 1940 if documentary 
evidence is provided by the submitter. 

• Minor revisions regarding the roof form and side and rear windows should be made to the 
description to ensure accuracy. 

• No other changes are recommended. 
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4.2.2 1 Bucher Place Point Nepean Road (Submission 6) 

 

Figure 2. Cottage at 1 Bucher Place, Rosebud. (Context. 2015) 

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

This property is one of a pair of houses recommended for inclusion in the Mornington 
Peninsula Heritage Overlay as an individual place. 

Response to Submission 

The submitter’s points raised are provided below in italics, with my response to each issue 
provided below. 

Alteration to the property 

Alterations have been made to the property: the timber verandah, front door and front room windows are not 
original. 

I noted in the place citation that the verandah appears to be a replacement. This should be 
confirmed in the citation, and the information about the replaced front windows and front 
door should also be noted. The photos provided by the submitter show that a door or window 
on the beach-front side has been replaced with French doors. Windows to the side have 
louvers instead of sashes. 
None of these changes, however, is so extensive that it negates the heritage significance of the 
house. 

Use of asbestos 

That the property contains hazardous material. The outbuilding, constructed of timber and corrugated iron 
roofing and walling with asbestos sheeting, is in poor condition and has been sealed off as a safety risk. The 
brick garage has asbestos cement ‘Super Six’ roof cladding and has also had new doors installed. The main 
property is constructed of timber and asbestos cement sheeting. 

I agree that the buildings contain asbestos-bearing materials in the wall and roof sheeting. If 
these are damaged or heavily weathered, they should be replaced with a material of the same 
appearance, such as cement sheets with fibreglass reinforcement. This is a common 
management solution for houses of this age, and it can be reflected in the Conservation Policy 
of the place citation to provide certainty for the owners. 
I note that the brick garage is NOT indicated as a contributory heritage element (as it was built 
several decades after the house), so the replacement of the Super-Six roofing with a non-
identical material, such as corrugated steel, would not have a negative impact on heritage 
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values. The outbuilding has also NOT been identified as contributory, so its alteration or 
demolition would not have a negative impact on heritage values. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• Minor revisions should be made to the place citation to note the installation of French 
doors to the beach-side elevation and louvered windows to the side elevation.  

• Additional clarity should be provided in the citation (Statement of Significance, and 
Conservation Policy) to make it very clear that the corrugated-iron and fibro-cement shed, 
and the brick garage are both Non-contributory. 

• A note should be added to the Conservation Policy to note that replacement of the external 
asbestos-cement external sheeting to the house with non-asbestos bearing cement sheets of 
the same dimensions and appearance is acceptable. 

• No other changes are recommended. 
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4.3 Old English Houses, 48 and 50 Jetty Road, Rosebud 

(Submission 3) 

Background 

This pair was nominated for assessment in the current study by the Mornington Peninsula 
branch of the National Trust. 

Recommendation  

This pair of properties was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage 
Review, Area 2, and found to be of local significance. They are recommended for inclusion in 
the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Overlay as an individual place.  

Themes and Statement of Significance 

The pair of houses illustrates the theme from the ‘Mornington Peninsula Shire Thematic 
History’ (G Butler, ed Context, 2012):  

7.8 Designing and building mansions, houses and holiday shacks. 

The statement of significance I prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 September 
2017, reads as follows: 

What is significant? 
The pair of houses at 48 and 50 Jetty Road, Rosebud, are significant. They were built during the ownership 
of Robert Lack, between 1953 and 1956. 

The houses were designed as a pair, with the same style, massing, cladding materials and windows, but with 
variations to the minor gables to provide visual interest. Both have wide gable-fronted facades with a minor 
gable to the right-hand side. Both have terracotta tiled roofs and walls of cream brick with clinker brick 
banding, and diamond-shaped gable vents formed of terracotta airbricks and clinker brick headers. They are 
predominantly Old English in style, but this is paired with a series of Moderne-style details. 

The original brick front fences/retaining walls and divided concrete driveways to both houses and the 
concrete-block outbuilding behind 48 Jetty Road are contributory elements. 

How is it significant? 
The houses at 48 and 50 Jetty Road are of local architectural significance to the Shire of Mornington 
Peninsula. 

Why is it significant? 
Architecturally, the pair of houses are intact examples of the typical suburban Old English houses, seen in 
Melbourne from the late 1930s, translated to a Peninsula setting. As also seen in Melbourne's suburbs, 
typical Old English elements, the vergeless and corbelled gables, are paired with Moderne-style details, 
particularly the curved porch hoods and the waterfall chimney of 50 Jetty Road. (Criterion D) 
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4.3.1 48 Jetty Road, Rosebud (Submission 3) 

 

Figure 3. House at 48 Jetty Road, Rosebud. (Context, 2015) 

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

This property is one of a pair of places recommended for inclusion in the Mornington 
Peninsula Heritage Overlay as an individual place. 

Response to Submission 

The submitter’s points raised are provided below in italics, with my response to each issue 
provided below. 

Lack of Old English characteristics 

48 Jetty Road does not display principle characteristics of the Old English style (such as leadlight glazing, half-
timbering or vertical proportions) 

The property does not represent a specific identifiable architectural style but displays elements from the Old 
English, California Bungalow and Moderne styles. That the combination of architectural styles does not form a 
distinctive character of its own, or one which could be said to be synonymous with post-war development within 
Rosebud. 

While many of the earlier Old English houses of the 1910s and 1920s are characterised by 
details such as (faux) half-timbering and diamond-light windows, this changed in the 1930s. 
Instead, the later Old English houses were more commonly built entirely of face brick, which 
necessitated changes to their ornamentation. During this phase, which extended well into the 
post-war era, the most distinctive element of the Old English house is the use of a vergeless 
gable with corbelled eaves. Due both to fashion and expense, houses of the 1930s and ‘40s had 
much less fine-scale decorative detail, with a preference for clean lines, such as sash windows 
with horizontal glazing bars. 

I agree that the house combines an overall Old English form and detail, as well as details from 
the Moderne style. This was very common for suburban houses in the 1930s and ‘40s, and 
does not prevent these houses from being of architectural significance. As I noted in the place 
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citation, this was a popular suburban form during this period, and 48 & 50 Jetty Road are good 
examples of this type, though unusual in Rosebud. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• 48 and 50 Jetty Road are both successful examples of a suburban style transplanted to the 
Peninsula, and are of local architectural significance. 

• No changes are recommended. 
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4.4 Rosebud Hotel, 1099-1125 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud 

(Submission 19)  

 

Figure 4. Rosebud Hotel at 1099-1125 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud. (Context, 2015)  

Background 

A preliminary citation for Rosebud Hotel, 1099 Point Nepean Road, was prepared as part of 
the Shire of Flinders Heritage Study, 1992 (page 531). The following information and 
assessment were provided: 

Rosebud Hotel is a large brick building, set slightly at an angle to Point Nepean Road. It uses 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 Rosebud Hotel was built during 1939-40. L.C. Barnes, a local builder who operated a timber yard in 
Rosebud, was responsible for its construction. The original owners were Driever & Greville. It is Rosebud’s 
first hotel. 

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

The hotel was also nominated for assessment in the current study by the National Trust local 
branch. 

Recommendation 

This property was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 2, 
and found to be of local significance. It is recommended for inclusion in the Mornington 
Peninsula Heritage Overlay as an individual place. The reason for its significance is set out 
below. 

Themes and Statement of Significance 

Rosebud Hotel illustrates the theme from the ‘Mornington Peninsula Shire Thematic History’ 
(G Butler, ed Context, 2012):  

7.5 Lodging People. 

The statement of significance I prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 September 
2017, reads as follows: 
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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 bottle shop 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) 

Response to Submission 

The submitter’s points raised are provided below in italics, with my response to each issue 
provided below. 

Extent of Overlay 

That the extent of land proposed for inclusion in the overlay is excessive. Specifically, they note that the bottle 
shop is of no significance and should be excluded from the extent.  

The main at-grade carpark to the rear of the building is of no significance and should be excluded.  

I agree that the Bottle Shop and rear carpark are not contributory elements of the site and can 
be left out of the extent of the Heritage Overlay. 

I also agree that the revised curtilage suggested by the submitter as Figure 1 contains the entire 
significant extent of the Hotel, along with a sufficient protective curtilage to the front, rear and 
west side (retaining the property boundary as the eastern boundary). 

Tree controls 

The Norfolk Island Pine behind the building was removed in 2017. 

The Canary Island palms at the front of the building were introduced after the site changed hands in 1994 and 
are of no heritage significance.  

The aerial photo provided in the submission (as well as Google Streetview images from 
February 2018) confirms that the Norfolk Island Pine has been removed from the rear carpark. 
Because of this, there is no reason for the proposed curtilage to include its location, nor is 
there need for Tree Controls. 
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As the description in the place citation notes, the Canary Island Palm in front of the hotel are 
not visible on early photos. For this reason, the statement that they were planted (as mature 
trees) in 1994 appears reasonable. The proposed Tree Controls for the palms should be 
removed. 

Inaccuracies in the citation report 

The building’s intactness is overstated. 

The following alterations were not listed in the citation:  

- A single storey wing on the western elevation of the hotel has been removed and replaced with a new single 
storey addition between the hotel and bottle shop.  

- The canopy element at the first-floor level has been replaced with a wide horizontal rendered band. 

- The original window panes in the corner window of the tower have been replaced with sheets of plain glass.  

- The flagpole has been reinstated and is not original. 

- The ship emblems have been added to the east and west sides of the tower.  

- The terracotta chimney pots have been removed from the chimneys.   

- The original low brick fence and piers along the property boundaries have been removed and replaced with 
an alternative arrangement.  

- Original signage has been removed and replaced. 

- The original sash windows on the east elevation have been removed and replaced with sheet glass.  

- Rear additions have been made. 

For the most part, I agree that the additional alterations listed in the submission are correct, 
but I wish to make the following clarifications: 

• The narrow band/canopy at first floor level remains above the front entrance. 

• The terracotta chimney posts have been removed from the west chimney but remain on the 
central chimney. 

• I agree that the flagpole and the metal lettering above the front entrance are sympathetic 
reinstatements, but not original. For this reason, they should be removed from the list of 
‘Elements or design features of particular significance’ in the place citation. 

• I agree that the single-storey rear wing is a later addition (and not significant), but the two-
storey rear wing is an original part of the building. 

All of the changes noted in the submission, with the above clarifications, should be recorded in 
the place citation. 

Even with this level of alteration, in my professional opinion, the building is still of local 
significance. 

HERCON Criteria 

The submitter sought the advice of Lovell Chen who formed the view that the place meets the requirements for 
historical significance (Criterion A) and is likely to meet the requirements for social significance (Criterion G), 
but does not meet the criteria for representativeness (Criterion D) or aesthetic/architectural (Criterion E). 

I agree that Rosebud Hotel meets HERCON Criteria A & G.  

I do not agree that it is too altered to meet Criteria D & E as expressed in the Statement of 
Significance. All aspects of its design used to support this assessment are still intact. These 
include: its horizontal massing, concrete window hoods, steel balustrade to terrace, entrance 
clock tower, colour gradated brickwork and decorative tapestry brick around the entrance. 
Moreover, its authorship by architect Robert H McIntyre has not been called into question. 

As set out in the Comparative Analysis, its level of intactness is either closely comparable or 
better than other interwar hotels in Mornington Peninsula Shire, and to other Streamlined 
Moderne commercial buildings in the study area (Rosebud, Dromana, Rye), moreover it is the 
most substantial commercial building in Rosebud and a local landmark. 
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Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• Despite alterations, Rosebud Hotel is still highly legible as a Streamlined Moderne 
commercial building and retains its landmark and architectural value. 

• The additional alterations noted in the submission should be noted in the description of 
Rosebud Hotel and list of significant features. 

• The extent of the proposed HO boundaries should be reduced in accordance with Figure 1 
of the submission. 

• Tree Controls should be removed from the entire site, mention of the removed Norfolk 
Island Pine should be removed, and it should be noted that Canary Island Palms at front 
are recent plantings and non-contributory. 

• No other changes are recommended. 
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4.5 18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road, Capel Sound 

(Submissions 7 & 38)  

Background 

This pair of houses were identified by Strategic Planner Dale Kelly as part of the preliminary 
survey of the study area. 

Recommendation 

18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road comprise a group listing of the two 
properties. They are a pair of Moderne houses of c1945-50, built back-to-back by a single 
builder. 

This pair of properties was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage 
Review, Area 2, and found to be of local significance. It is recommended for inclusion in the 
Mornington Peninsula Heritage Overlay as an individual place.  

Themes and Statement of Significance 

The pair of houses illustrates the theme from the ‘Mornington Peninsula Shire Thematic 
History’ (G Butler, ed Context, 2012):  

7.8 Designing and building mansions, houses and holiday shacks. 

The statement of significance Louise Honman prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 
September 2017, reads as follows: 

The houses at 18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road Capel Sound built by George How 
between 1945-50, are of local historic and aesthetic significance to Mornington Peninsula Shire.  

Significant features include:  

• The form and massing  

• Exterior cladding materials and joinery  

• The Port Jackson Fig and Variegated Elm at 18 Woyna Avenue  

The two houses are examples of the boom in development in Rosebud that continued from the interwar years 
to the postwar period when both permanent and holiday homes which make up a large proportion of the 
Peninsula buildings today were built.  

Whilst it is not clear form the history whether these houses were originally built and used as permanent 
residences or holiday houses, they nevertheless demonstrate the modest phenomenon of the vernacular building 
traditions of the Peninsula where house designs were adapted, copied and embellished by local builders and 
owners.  

18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road demonstrate a particular subset of vernacular building 
that encapsulates both modernity and exuberance. The exaggerated semi-circular bay windows form a 
leitmotif of both houses and relate to a significant group of houses at Arthurs Seat that form part of a 
planned estate in the late 1930s and early 1940s by Howard Lawson.  

18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road are significant for their idiosyncratic Moderne styling 
that combines flat roof forms, semi-circular bay windows and horizontal emphasis in the window hoods and 
porch detailing. The timber window and door joinery of both houses is of significance as it appears to be 
original. The 'fish tail' timber shingles are an unusual and significant feature to the turret of 1737 Point 
Nepean Road. The Port Jackson Fig and Variegated Elm at 18 Woyna Avenue are significant. 
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4.5.1 18 Woyna Avenue (Submission 7) 

 

Figure 5. 18 Woyna Avenue, Capel Sound (Context, 2015)  

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

This property is one of a pair of places recommended for inclusion in the Mornington 
Peninsula Heritage Overlay as an individual place. 

Response to Submission 

The submitter’s points raised are provided below in italics, with my response to each issue 
provided below. 

Errors in the citation 

It is contended that there is no basis for the proposed Heritage Overlay on their property and the submitter 
claims that the citation report contained errors, omissions and assumptions. The submitter has consulted a 
heritage expert who advises that there is no basis for heritage listing and that there are errors, omissions and 
assumptions that are incorrect.   

The submission does not provide evidence of the particular errors, omissions and assumptions 
that have led to this conclusion by the heritage expert. One error noted by the submitter is that 
the render finish is a later addition to the cement sheeting, having been carried out by the 
present owner. This should be accurately noted in the description but is not a major change in 
appearance and it does not affect its overall significance.  

Historical significance 

The property is unremarkable and therefore does not meet the requirements for historical significance. 

I agree that historic significance has not been definitively established for these places and that 
aesthetic significance is a much stronger argument. Accordingly, I recommend that Criterion E 
(aesthetic significance) be strengthened in the statement of significance through additional 
reference to the comparative analysis and the distinctive features of 18 Woyna Ave and 1737 
Point Nepean Road that make them unusual. These include the combination of flat roofs, 
which were considered very modern for their time, the dominant semi-circular window form 
and in the case of 1737 Point Nepean Road, the porch supported by columns and the unusual 
cladding (for the period) of the timber shingles to the parapet. The houses display an unusual 
combination of modernity in form but also are composed with some typical suburban features 
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such as the double or triple front, canted timber-framed windows and a porch. It is the 
combination of Moderne styling overlaid over aspects of the suburban house put together that 
makes these houses unusual.  

Aesthetic significance 

The submitter disputes the aesthetic significance of their property. They question the relationship identified 
between the subject property and a group of houses on Arthurs Seat as part of Howard Lawson’s planned estate 
of the Gardens of the Moon. 

The reference to the six houses conceived as part of the Gardens of the Moon development at 
Arthurs Seat provides a reasonable assumption that the design of these highly unusual and 
idiosyncratic houses has been inspired by Lawson’s work. Built several years before, in the 
early 1940s, Howard Lawson’s houses bear a striking resemblance to 18 Woyna Avenue and 
1737 Point Nepean Road. As highly conspicuous places at Arthurs Seat, Lawson’s houses 
would have been noticed by any visitor to the tourist area. Whilst there is no direct evidence to 
link Lawson with the builder George How, the fact that these two groups of houses bear 
striking similarities and are both considered unusual in the area gives grounds for this 
comparison to be drawn.  

The similarities are illustrated by their idiosyncratic Moderne styling featuring the use of double 
or triple fronted planning, flat roofs (both with and without parapets) and the semi-circular 
bow window with canted timber window sashes that is a dominant element to each of the 
front elevations. The five houses built by Lawson all exhibit some subtle variations in form and 
detail (as do 18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road), but are recognisably a group.  

 

Figure 6. 777 Arthurs Seat Road recommended for HO as part of Peninsula Heights Residential Estate (Context 2014) 
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Figure 7. 765 Arthurs Seat Road recommended for HO as part of Peninsula Heights Residential Estate (Built Heritage, 
2010)  

 

Figure 8 757 Arthurs Seat Road recommended for HO as part of Peninsula Heights Residential Estate (Built Heritage, 
2010)  
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Figure 9. 26 Steane Avenue, 1938, recommended for HO as part of Peninsula Heights Residential Estate (Context, 
2014) 

In my professional judgement, aesthetic significance of the houses based on their unusual 
design and their idiosyncratic Moderne styling is justified based on a comparative knowledge of 
other houses of the same period within the study area or in Mount Eliza, Mornington and 
Mount Martha (Area 1 of the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review) and noted in the 
comparative analysis.  

Apart from the houses at Arthur’s Seat, and another unrelated but idiosyncratic example with a 
semi-circular plan at 96 Ocean Street, Rosebud, we were not able to identify any other 
examples like these three.  

18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road are part of the modest phenomenon of the 
vernacular beach house (encapsulating self-built dwellings, those adapted or copied from 
published sources, and prefabricated, pre-cut or standardised project house units purchased 
from commercial suppliers).These have played a significant role in the shaping of the 
municipality’s cultural landscape. While many of these humble beach houses exuded little 
architectural pretention, the influence of contemporary residential architecture was very often 
evident. Builders and their clients were necessarily familiar with the popular housing magazines 
of the day, and consequently knew what they wanted in a weekender. (Built Heritage, 2014:1)  

Unlike the majority of vernacular beach houses that were typically small in scale, rectilinear in 
planning with simple skillion or gabled roofs, 18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road 
display an idiosyncratic approach that combines Moderne styling with conventional aspects of 
the suburban house. The conclusion that can be drawn is that these houses are a small subset 
of the beach house vernacular tradition that have a foot in both camps of both 
experimentation and conformity.  
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Figure 10. 96 Ocean Street Rosebud, 1958, recommended for HO (Built Heritage, 2010) 

Later additions 

The submitter claims that the parapet was added when a new roof was built on the house by its previous (and 
original) owners. 

The ‘addition’ of the parapet needs confirmation as both 18 Woyna Ave and 1737 Point 
Nepean Road share this feature and whilst the cladding may have been replaced, the fact that 
there is a parapet appears to be an original or early design feature for both the houses.  

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that, for 18 Woyna Avenue, Capel Sound: 

• The statement of significance should be revised to rely solely on Criterion E (aesthetic 
significance), and reformatted into the standard What, How, Why format. 

• Minor clarifications should be made to the description and statement of significance 
including:  

o Note that the render finish is a later addition 

o Note that the replacement of the roof may have resulted in the parapet to the curved 
widow to be removed 

o Delete the reference to historic significance attributed to the builder George How and 
the general reference to Rosebud’s development  

o Reword aesthetic significance, drawing attention to the houses as representatives of a 
small subset of the beach house vernacular; based on an unusual combination of the 
Moderne (drawn from the examples in Howard Lawson’ Peninsula Heights Residential 
Estate) and a more suburban house typology.  

• Correct the address in the citation, under Tree Control Recommendations, to 18 Woyna 
Avenue (not Road). 

• No further changes are recommended. 
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4.5.2 1737 Point Nepean Road (Submission 38) 

 

Figure 11. 1737 Point Nepean Road, Capel sound. (Context, 2015) 

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

This property is one of a pair of places recommended for inclusion in the Mornington 
Peninsula Heritage Overlay as an individual place. 

Response to Submission 

The submitter’s points raised are provided below in italics, with my response to each issue 
provided below. 

Locality history 

The citation report stated that the boom in development of the Peninsula began in the interwar period but failed 
to acknowledge that the area has developed continuously since then. They contend that its built form and 
vegetation has changed considerably and no longer resembles the context of the ‘holiday heyday of Rosebud West’, 
as set out in the citation.  

During the Inter-war and Post-war years, holiday makers stayed in houses, flats, cabins, and camped; they did 
not only stay in houses.  

The statement about the historical context of Capel Sound (formerly Rosebud West) does not 
contend that this is still in evidence, rather that the house at 1737 Point Nepean Road is part of 
the development of that period. That the context has changed around the house tends to 
highlight its significance as one of the places that point to a previous condition of Capel 
Sound. 

Isolation and poor maintenance 

…seemingly all these have disappeared leaving many of the buildings cited in the review study as isolated 
examples, often in poor repair.  

Being an isolated example may contribute to the place being significant because it is unusual or 
rare as a survivor, thus contributing to its significance rather than reducing it. 
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Poor repair is not generally a consideration in the assessment of significance.1 There is a large 
body of advice and precedent about how the (poor) condition of a heritage place should affect 
deliberations on whether it should be given heritage protection. This is often interconnected 
with the issue of property value and development potential of ‘rundown’ buildings. 

In this regard, I refer to the following extract of the Independent Panel Report prepared for 
the Southern Grampians Planning Scheme Amendment C6 (page 20): 

The Panel takes the view that that there is a two-stage planning process in relation to management of 
heritage places – the objective identification of heritage significance (the current stage); and, second, ongoing 
management of the place having regard to such matters such as the economics of building retention and 
repair, reasonable current day use requirements etc. (consideration of permits for development). 

This framework for management of heritage places is not set out in the Act nor in the Practice Note but has 
been adopted in practice by planning panels and by the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal. The 
comments by the panel considering the Ballarat Planning Scheme Amendment C58 are instructive in this 
regard. At page 53 of their report the Panel said: 

Panels have consistently held that whenever there may be competing objectives relating to heritage and 
other matters, the time to resolve them is not when the Heritage Overlay is applied but when a decision 
must be made under the Heritage Overlay or some other planning scheme provision. The only issue of 
relevance in deciding whether to apply the Heritage Overlay is whether the place has heritage 
significance. 

This approach is also endorsed in the August 2007 report by the Advisory Committee on the ‘Review of 
Heritage Provisions in Planning Schemes’. 

Accordingly, the Panel rejects as irrelevant, or substantially discounts, those submissions or parts of 
submissions which have focused on personal impacts (or perceived impacts), the economic effects of the 
inclusion of the property in the Heritage Overlay, or on the condition of the building. 

This principle has been re-affirmed in more recent Independent Panel reports including the 
Panel appointed for Amendment C99 to consider submissions to the Boroondara Planning 
Scheme (6 Feb. 2012, p. 14) and the Panel appointed for Amendment C186 to the Melbourne 
Planning Scheme (11 July 2012, pp. 30-36). 

In relation to building condition the City of Melbourne Amendment C207 Panel also discussed 
the relevance of building condition in relation to proposed application of the HO to an 
individually significant building. In doing so it cited previous Panel decisions including 
Amendment C99 to the Boroondara Planning Scheme and Amendment C140 to the 
Whitehorse Planning Scheme and made the following comment (pp. 24-27): 

In all we were not persuaded by the arguments presented on this issue that the nature of the decision-making 
framework, including the limitations applying to decisions on permits, is such that condition should normally 
be taken into account at the listing stage. 

Having said this we do acknowledge that condition may sometimes be relevant in extreme cases of 
dilapidation where demolition is an inevitable outcome. In such circumstances, the case for demolition would 
have to be irrefutable and the communitywide costs and benefits of the demolition versus conservation 
outcomes would have to be clearly identified. 

As Mr. O’Farrell submitted: 

It is conceivable that there could be an amendment that presents sufficient negative environmental, 
social and economic effects that a Panel might find that the amendment results in a net detriment to 
the community. 

                                                      

 

1 Planning Panels Victoria, March 2018, Heritage Issues, Summaries from Panel Reports, Issue 2, 
p.34 
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He suggested that it might be found that it would be a waste of community resources to go to the permit stage 
to consider the [sic] whether demolition should be allowed. He nevertheless said that there would have to be a 
very high certainty threshold to be passed to make the decision at the amendment stage. We agree that the 
case for demolition would have to be unassailable.  

We also consider that it is possible that condition may become relevant in the circumstances where the 
necessary renovations of a building, which is being considered for listing/retention, are so extensive that the 
original fabric of the building is in large measure lost and the form and nature of the heritage place would no 
longer be able to be appreciated. In that way, the significance of the place would be degraded. Again, we 
would expect that the certainty threshold would be a very high one.  

Guidance on how to determine whether ‘demolition is an inevitable outcome’ has been 
provided by the VCAT decision CBA Building Designers v. Greater Bendigo CC [2010] VCAT 
2008, as follows: 

… to support demolition of a building with heritage values and a reasonable level of significance, its physical 
condition should be beyond repair, both physically and economically. It should be in a ruinous condition. 
Whilst this is not defined, it would reasonably mean that parts of the building would likely (50% 
probability) to collapse in the short to medium term if no remedial works are undertaken. The applicant is 
required to demonstrate the building has reached this threshold of disrepair. The assessment should also be 
undertaken by heritage practitioners … 

To conclude, in order for the condition of 1737 Point Nepean Road to be taken into account 
at the panel hearing stage, evidence must be provided to document that the house is at a point 
where ‘demolition is an inevitable outcome’. 

Continuation of the holiday trend 

Further, the area continues to be a holiday destination and there needs to be appropriate infrastructure to 
support this aspect of the history of the area. This continuation of the holiday trend is a separate consideration to 
the actual dwellings and this is an important distinction. 

I am not convinced about the continuation of holiday infrastructure to support the history of 
the area, nor the relationship of this statement to 1737 Point Nepean Road. It is a rather 
obscure point that appears to relate more to future plans for the site rather than adding 
anything to the understanding of significance. The submission notes that the development of 
Rosebud West (Capel Sound) has changed considerably in terms of its built form, and that this 
has largely resulted in a more suburban environment as opposed to one that reflects a holiday 
destination. However, the submitter notes that Rosebud West as holiday destination is 
important but that much of the holiday accommodation, landscape and self-built houses from 
earlier periods has gone. The submitter notes that this leaves 1737 Point Nepean Road as an 
isolated example that is out of context with the area. I would agree that the surrounding urban 
environment has changed, but suggest that this makes what is left of that period more 
important to acknowledge and protect.  

Redevelopment in the area 

The holiday homes built in the area were not constructed in a manner that would withstand the test of time. 
Because of this many have been demolished and replaced with modern dwellings and apartments.  

The street lacks an Inter-war or Post-war residential context, minimising the subject site’s capacity to contribute. 
The adjacent double-storey modern apartment and triple-storey apartment block dominate the streetscape. The 
adjacent building on the other side, although of the same Post-war context, was not recommended to be included 
in the Heritage Overlay.  

1737 Point Nepean Road is being assessed as a group citation with 18 Woyna Ave as they 
share the same history and characteristics that are distinct from their (redeveloped) neighbours. 
The role of other adjacent developments that do not share these characteristics does not lessen 
the significance of these two places, merely highlights a difference from the immediate 
surroundings.  
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Significance can be independent of context or reliant on it, in the case of precincts. A precinct 
designation is the correct way to describe a contiguous group of places of a similar typology or 
that share a common history, however places may be significant regardless of their context, in 
which case an individual HO may be warranted.  

The Planning Practice Note 1 on Applying the Heritage Overlay notes that: 

Places that share a common history and/or significance but which do not necessarily 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. (PPN1, 2018:2) 

I agree with the submitter’s view that there is little context for 1737 Point Nepean Road and 
that is the reason that an individual HO is recommended. 1737 Point Nepean Road and 18 
Woyna Avenue share a common history of being built by the same builder and have stylistic 
similarities which suggested the appropriate recommendation is a group listing for both places.   

Comparison with Arthurs Seat properties  

The citation’s claim that ’18 Woyna and 1737 Point Nepean Road are atypical and unusual examples of 
early Postwar architecture and their characteristic elements appear to be local variants’ is overstated. There are 
only two examples by the same builder. This cannot be considered a local variant in any significant way.  

The comparison of the two buildings at 18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road, built by builder 
George How, to a group of houses at Arthurs Seat by Howard Lawson, a noted architect, is an overstatement. 
Further, that a leitmotif implies recurrence, a continuation, or repetition not simply repetition as two examples 
which are effectively the same.  

The use of the term ‘local variant’ seems appropriate when linked with the Arthurs Seat houses 
that share their characteristics. Aesthetic significance of the houses based on their unusual 
design and their idiosyncratic Moderne styling is justified based on a comparative knowledge of 
other houses of the same period within the study area, as noted in the comparative analysis.  

Built several years before, in the early 1940s, Howard Lawson’s houses bear a striking 
resemblance to 18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road. As highly conspicuous places 
at Arthurs Seat, Lawson’s houses would have been noticed by any visitor to the tourist area. 
Whilst there is no direct evidence to link Lawson with the builder George How, the fact that 
these two groups of houses bear striking similarities and are both considered unusual in the 
area gives grounds for this comparison to be drawn. The similarities between the subject 
houses and those designed by Lawson are illustrated by their idiosyncratic Moderne styling 
featuring the use of double or triple fronted planning, flat roofs (both with and without 
parapets) and the semi-circular bow window with canted timber window sashes.  
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Figure 12. 777 Arthurs Seat Road recommended for HO as part of Peninsula Heights Residential Estate (Context 
2014) 

 

Figure 13. 765 Arthurs Seat Road recommended for HO as part of Peninsula Heights Residential Estate (Built 
Heritage, 2010)  
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Figure 14 757 Arthurs Seat Road recommended for HO as part of Peninsula Heights Residential Estate (Built 
Heritage, 2010)  

 

Figure 15. 26 Steane Avenue, 1938, recommended for HO as part of Peninsula Heights Residential Estate (Context, 
2014) 

In my professional opinion, aesthetic significance of the houses due to their unusual design 
and their idiosyncratic Moderne styling is based on a comparative knowledge of other houses 
of the same period within the study area or in Area 1 of the Mornington Peninsula Heritage 
Review, and noted in the comparative analysis.  

Apart from the houses at Arthur’s Seat, and another unrelated but idiosyncratic example with 
semi-circular plan at 96 Ocean Street, Rosebud, no other examples like these were identified in 
the study area or in Area 1 of the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review.  
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Figure 16. 96 Ocean Street Rosebud, 1958, recommended for HO (Built Heritage, 2010) 

Use of terminology 

The turret referred to in the description is not a turret but a pediment to a bow window.  

I agree with this statement and propose that the word ‘turret’ is deleted and the term ‘parapet’ 
be used. 

Use of asbestos 

That the walls are not masonry walls finished in painted render but, to the submitter’s knowledge, are in clad in 
cement sheet. It is possible that they are constructed of fibro cement sheet containing asbestos. If so, the submitter 
questions the wisdom of including such a place where the Heritage Policy on demolition (Cl.22.04-3) conflicts 
with the requirement to remove asbestos. 

I agree that the walls should be described as cement sheeting and this should be corrected. 

The assessment of heritage significance is not a trade-off between potentially conflicting 
policies2.  

Panel likens applying the Heritage Overlay to applying other overlays where trade-offs do not play a role and 
no prohibition of development applies (Greater Shepparton C103 pp.19-22) 

Whilst it is fully understood that asbestos is a problematic but widespread building material, if 
kept painted and in good condition it poses little health risk. If not in good condition, then it 
could be replaced under the Heritage Overlay with a similar cement sheet material.  

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that, for 1737 Point Nepean Road, Capel Sound: 

• The statement of significance should be revised to rely solely on Criterion E (aesthetic 
significance), and reformatted into the standard What, How, Why format.  

• Minor clarifications should be made to the description and statement of significance:  

                                                      

 

2 Planning Panels Victoria, March 2018, Heritage Issues, Summaries from Panel Reports, Issue 2, 
p.27  
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o Delete the use of the word ‘turret’ and use the term ‘parapet to the bow window’ 

o Describe the walls as being made of (rendered) cement sheet  

o Delete the reference to historic significance attributed to the builder George How and 
the general reference to Rosebud’s development  

o Reword aesthetic significance, drawing attention to the unusual and quirky holiday 
house styling that is rare in the study area using the Lawson houses and 96 Ocean Street 
as comparative examples 

• No further changes are recommended. 
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4.6 The Avenue Precinct, McCrae (Submission 12)  

Background 

The group of houses forming The Avenue Precinct were identified by Strategic Planner Dale 
Kelly as part of the preliminary survey of the study area. 

The Precinct was defined on the basis that of the 41 properties included within the boundary 
extent, that 21 were considered to be Contributory to the precinct.  

Recommendation 

The precinct was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 2, 
and found to be of local significance. It was recommended for inclusion in the Mornington 
Peninsula Heritage Overlay.  

Themes and Statement of Significance 

The precinct illustrated the theme from the ‘Mornington Peninsula Shire Thematic History’ (G 
Butler, ed Context, 2012):  

7.8 Designing and building mansions, houses and holiday shacks. 

The statement of significance Louise Honman prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 
September 2017, reads as follows: 

What is significant? 

The Avenue precinct McCrae comprises house on both sides of The Avenue including 9-23, 33-43, 12-58.  

How is it significant? 

The Avenue Precinct is of local historic and aesthetic significance to Mornington Peninsula Shire.  

Why is it significant? 

The Avenue Precinct subdivided from the Coburn estate by Ellen Coburn from 1913 and the Adams 
estate by Henry Everist Adams from 1923 represents the development of McCrae as a beachside holiday 
suburb both immediately pre and post-World War 2. Although some lots have been subdivided most are the 
same size as originally sold and developed. Historically the Avenue is a fine example of the type of 
residential development on the Peninsula begun during the interwar period and which saw the replication of 
suburban styles on new seaside estates. (Criterion A)  

The Avenue is representative of the groupings of vernacular beach houses that have played a significant role 
in the shaping of the municipality's cultural landscape. Amongst this group is included self-built dwellings, 
those adapted or copied from published sources, and occasionally prefabricated, pre-cut or standardised 
project house units purchased from commercial suppliers. The Avenue has a number of these types 
represented within its length. (Criterion D)  

The Avenue Precinct is aesthetically significant as a place with examples of 1930s, 40s, 50s, 60s house 
styles that are representative of their period, but set within mature gardens with low fences, perimeter 
planting, mature trees, wide nature strips and unsealed driveways. Overall there is a character of buildings 
and landscape within this part of The Avenue that has undergone less change than in other residential areas 
in Mornington Peninsula. The Avenue has conserved a particular landscaped setting as a result of the wide 
planted nature strip on the south side. The mature trees and informal garden settings of each house also 
contribute to the character of the area. (Criterion E)  
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4.6.1 9 The Avenue (Submission 12) 

 

Figure 17. 9 The Avenue, McCrae. (Context, January 2015) 

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

The property had a Contributory grade in the precinct proposed for the Mornington Peninsula 
Heritage Overlay by the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review. 

Response to Submission 

The submitter’s points raised are provided below in italics, with my response to each issue 
provided below. 

The submitter objects to the inclusion of the property at 9 the Avenue, McCrae, in the Heritage Overlay for the 
reasons given: 

The contribution of the subject site to the precinct 

• That the building is in poor condition and its roof and interior walls contain asbestos and Masonite 

• That the building is distinct from other buildings within the Avenue Precinct, being the only site on the 
northern side of The Avenue, west of Gellibrand Street. The building also lacks significant vegetation, 
further distinguishing it from other nominations within the Avenue Precinct. 

• That there is no apparent reason for extending the boundary of the precinct west beyond Gellibrand Street 
and the Precinct and its boundary definitions lack a coherent rationale.  

• That the Precinct’s holistic presentation and intactness will not be undermined by the exclusion of the subject 
site.  

No.9 The Avenue was originally scheduled as a Contributory place within The Avenue 
Precinct, its location marking the transition between the older houses and those that had been 
more recently redeveloped. From its design it appears to be contemporary with 41A The 
Avenue, having been constructed in the early 1960s, and of a fair integrity. Its ‘poor’ condition 
was not taken into account in this assessment, nor the materials from which it is constructed, 
except to note that those materials (fibro and Masonite) are also evident on other houses in 
The Avenue and were commonly used for vernacular beach houses.  

Before responding to this submission, Louise Honman reviewed the history of development of 
The Avenue, in particular the boundaries of the Coburn subdivision (nos.13-43 The Avenue) 
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and agreed that no. 9 is located outside of this boundary. She agreed that on this basis no. 9 
The Avenue did not have as strong an historical association as other places within the 
boundaries of the Coburn subdivision.  

In relation to the submitter’s claim that The Avenue Precinct would not be undermined by the 
exclusion of no.9, Louise Honman considered that its location on the edge of the precinct and 
as the only house beyond the Gellibrand Street intersection with The Avenue was a valid 
reason to reconsider the precinct boundary location, noting that this has been superseded by 
the review of The Avenue Precinct as a whole (see below).   

Meeting of criteria 

• That the property is not identified in the Heritage Citation Report.  

• That its heritage significance is attributed to its inclusion in the Avenue Precinct. The property, unlike 
others in the precinct recommendation, was not subdivided as part of the Coburn Estate. (Criterion A)  

• The property is not important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a 1960s beach house. 
(Criterion D) 

• That the garden is not remnant; it is unplanned and has been altered over the years. (Criterion E)  

In relation to the claim of lack of heritage significance and not meeting the criteria, Louise 
Honman considered that as a demonstration of the 1960s holiday house, the contribution of 
no. 9 The Avenue is modest, relying on its relationship with places of similar period, scale and 
form.  

Heritage significance 

• The submitter contends that use of the qualifier ‘significance’ has specific connotations that the subject 
property does not meet. They claim that the property is not a significant part of Mornington Peninsula’s 
cultural heritage. 

• That the identification of its landscaping, nature strip, and lack of fence do not relate to the building’s 
heritage significance. Further, that these elements are already managed in the Planning Scheme by other 
controls.  

• That the existing low fence has been reconstructed using new timber and that a high Paling fence has been 
erected on Gellibrand Street. 

No.9 The Avenue was considered Contributory to The Avenue Precinct. It is not considered 
significant as an individual place. The low fence and landscape are attributes shared by other 
places in the precinct but are not significant elements themselves. The construction of a high 
side fence was noted but this is considered to have a lesser impact on the precinct than the 
front fence.  

Review of The Avenue Precinct as a whole 

The Avenue is one of only two precincts put forward for the Heritage Overlay following the 
Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review, Area 2, the other being the Peninsula Heights 
Residential Estate which is mapped as a serial listing rather than a precinct with a continuous 
boundary. Three precincts were recommended by Context to be assessed, one was abandoned 
after historical research and another assessed but reviewed and abandoned after unsympathetic 
changes which took place after assessment.  

Since assessing The Avenue in 2014, nine properties have either been negatively impacted or 
have current approved plans that will impact the precinct through demolition, alterations and 
additions and the construction of new buildings. While there is no minimum recommended 
percentage of Contributory properties that is required to form a precinct, Louise Honman 
considered that as a result of the substantial number of properties impacted by changes, 
combined with the fact that the original percentage of Contributory properties was close to 
50%, a review of the precinct was required.  
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Figure 18. Record of changes either implemented or being considered to the Avenue precinct since 2014. Red sites are those 
originally scheduled as Contributory and green are Non-Contributory. Source: Mornington Peninsula, 2018 

Of the 41 places in the Avenue (20 Contributory), seven have demolition permits approved or 
applied for. Two demolition permits have been issued for adjacent Contributory properties at 
17 & 19 The Avenue and two Non-contributory properties at nos. 35 & 37. No. 17 has been 
demolished and a new house built on the site. Another permit has been granted to build a new 
house at no. 18 (this is since the above map was prepared). A further Non-contributory 
property at 28 The Avenue also has a valid demolition permit. Two demolition permits for 
contributory places have been applied for, but decisions suspended whilst Amendment C214 
proceeds.  

While the demolition of Non-contributory properties may be permitted under the Heritage 
Overlay, the replacement buildings have not necessarily been subject to the type of assessment 
for places within a Heritage Overlay, including considerations of scale, setbacks, form and 
materials. Neither Louise Honman nor I have not seen the plans for houses undergoing 
renovation or replacement. No.18 The Avenue has since had a permit issued. The site is 
currently vacant.  

However, the accumulated effect of changes to The Avenue, either already implemented or 
currently being carried out, are considered to negatively impact the 1930s-1960s vernacular 
beach house character of the precinct. When current permit applications are also considered, 
the impact is likely to be far greater. Of most concern in assessing the integrity of The Avenue 
is that demolition of no.17 has taken place and no.19 has a valid permit. These two houses are 
situated in the most consistent part of the street and once demolished will create another ‘gap’ 
in the precinct.  

I agree with Ms Honman’s conclusion that the extent of change currently happening to the 
Avenue Precinct is substantial, and that these changes have caused its integrity to fall below a 
threshold level through the loss of Contributory places and the redevelopment of sites.  

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 
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• The Avenue Precinct now falls below the threshold of local significance on the basis of the 
recent demolition and new works to the precinct as detailed in Fig. 18. 

• That The Avenue’s character has been negatively impacted by changes to the extent that it 
can no longer clearly demonstrate aesthetic significance (Criterion E) or a coherent 
grouping of vernacular beach houses (Criterion D).  

• Further demolition consents and planning permits issued will impact this further. 

• Therefore, The Avenue Precinct should not be protected in the Mornington Peninsula 
Heritage Overlay. 

  



AMENDMENT C214 

38 

APPENDIX A – SUBMITTERS NOT APPEARING 

A.1 Mount’s Bay, 51-53 Devon Street, Dromana (Submission 28)  

 

Figure 19. Mount’s Bay at 51-53 Devon Street, Dromana. (Context, 2015) 

Background 

This house was nominated for assessment in the study by the Dromana Historical Society. 

Recommendation 

This place was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review and found to be 
of local significance. It is recommended for inclusion in the Mornington Peninsula Heritage 
Overlay as an individual place. The reasons for its significance are set out below. 

Statement of Significance 

The statement of significance I prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 September 
2017, reads as follows: 

What is significant? 
Mount's Bay, also known as Devonia, at 51 Devon Street, Dromana, is significant. It was built as the 
retirement residence of Rosebud shopkeeper, Ernest Rudduck, in 1929-30. 

The house is a large rendered masonry California Bungalow with a hipped roof and return verandah to three 
sides. It retains two rendered chimneys with brick coping. A small projecting gable marks the entrance at the 
centre of the front facade. The gable is supported on paired timber posts with simple bracing, and timber 
shingles in the gable. The verandah itself is supported on similar paired posts which rest on rendered piers. 
The piers are continuous with recessed balustrade panels, also rendered, articulated with roughcast panels. 
The front entrance is reached via a flight of steps on either side, which have a similar rendered balustrade. 

The c1980s garage is not significant. 

How is it significant? 
Mount's Bay is of local architectural and historical (associative) significance to the Shire of Mornington 
Peninsula. 

Why is it significant? 
Architecturally, Mount's Bay is significant as one of the most substantial interwar houses in Dromana, 
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which is made even more visually imposing by its generous return verandah and position atop a steeply 
sloping front garden. It is also an intact example of the California Bungalow style so popular in the 1920s 
and early 1930s, with typical including the shingled entrance gable, paired timber posts to the verandah, and 
the articulation of the rendered balustrade. (Criterion D)  

Historically, Mount's Bay is significant for its associations with the Rudduck family. Nelson Rudduck was 
a shopkeeper and early resident of Dromana. The family resided in the grand Italianate mansion 'Piawola'. 
Nelson's son, Ernest, was born in Dromana in 1884. He took over the family's 'Jetty store' around 1910, 
and was successful enough to buy another two stores in the area. In 1929-30 Ernest had Mount's Bay built 
as his retirement home, but he remained active in the area, serving as a Councillor and District 
Commissioner in the 1940s and 1950s. (Criterion H) 

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

Heritage protection should 
only be applied to preserve 
‘the most significant buildings 
and areas’ and that they 
believe the aesthetic qualities 
of the subject property do not 
constitute cultural 
significance. 

The entire study area (Dromana, Rosebud, Rye and surrounding 
areas) were surveyed during Stage 1 of this heritage study, both by 
Council planners and then by heritage consultants. On this basis, the 
best examples of buildings and other places from each era 
(Victorian, Edwardian, interwar, post-war) were chosen for further 
assessment. The initial ‘long-list’ of places was then narrowed down 
to a shortlist of the very best of these places by the project steering 
committee, which included the Council Heritage Advisor, historical 
society representatives, and Council officers. The interwar house at 
51 Devon Street was nominated by a community group as a place of 
potential significance. After the above process, it was chosen for full 
assessment in Stage 2 as one of the most substantial houses of this 
era. This conclusion was borne out by the extensive comparative 
analysis contained in the place citation. In conclusion, the 
assessment of 51 Devon Street concluded that this house is, indeed, 
one of the most significant interwar buildings in the study area, and 
for this reason it is worthy of protection in the Heritage Overlay. 

The property and its gardens 
are unremarkable and 
therefore do not constitute 
cultural significance. The 
submitter comments that the 
large verandah and uphill 
siting are commonplace 
features within the Morning 
ton Peninsula area.  

I agree that no landscaping remains in the front garden of 51 Devon 
Street (and the backyard was not viewed). The importance of the 
front yard is that it provides clear views to the house from Devon 
Street. 

While an up-hill siting is, indeed, common in the hilly areas beside 
the bay, it has been the favoured position for grander houses since 
the area was first settled, as it gives them more visual prominence. 

While the verandah details are typical of 1920s bungalows in 
Victoria, this is the largest example of such a verandah identified in 
the study area, in keeping with the substantial nature of the house. 

As the garage has been 
designated a non-contributory 
element, they question why it 
is included in the proposed 
extent. 

I agree that the garage has been designated non-contributory to the 
property. This is to make management easier in the future (should 
the owners wish to alter or replace the garage). As advised by the 
Practice Note ‘Applying the Heritage Overlay’, entire suburban 
allotments, such as 51 Devon Street, are included in the Heritage 
Overlay as part of the setting. This allows Council to evaluate how 
proposed new development adjacent to the house will impact on it. 

The submitter could not find 
any reference to the name 
‘Mounts Bay’ in their own 
research on the subject 
property and opposed the use 
of this name when the 

The original name of the house, ‘Mounts Bay’, is well documented 
in the historical record, including in the newspaper in the 1950s. It is 
standard practice to record the original name of a place as the 
principle one in heritage citations, as – by their nature – they are 
looking at its origins. 
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Issue raised Response 

property has been known as 
‘Devonly’ to their family since 
they acquired it thirty years 
ago.  

If the current owners, who have had the house for some 30 years, 
call the house ‘Devonly’, then I agree that the current name of the 
house, recorded in the place citation as ‘Devonia’, is incorrect and 
should be revised. 

They are concerned they will 
not be able to carry out 
necessary works to the 
property if a Heritage Overlay 
is applied. The elderly parents 
of the submitter reside at the 
property independently. One 
of the parents is in poor 
health and requires disability 
access, this will require 
alterations being made to the 
verandah.  

I agree that mobility access changes that required external alterations 
to the house will require a planning permit. This is to ensure that 
these changes are made in the most sensitive way, and with the least 
demolition possible. But Council planners will take into account the 
residents’ needs, so that the house can continue to be of use for as 
long as possible. 
More generally, routine repairs and maintenance to buildings in the 
Heritage Overlay don’t require a planning permit. 

 

That they believe the 
property and vegetation are 
adequately protected by 
existing overlays. 

The current planning scheme controls cannot prevent the 
demolition of the house, so do not protect this aspect of the 
property at all. Hence the need for the Heritage Overlay. 

The proposed Heritage Overlay does not contain any protection of 
vegetation. 

They are concerned that the 
application of a Heritage 
Overlay will attract large 
groups of people to their 
property which will disturb 
their elderly parents. 

They note two other houses 
that are worthier of heritage 
protection. 

It is highly unlike that the application of the Heritage Overlay will 
attract people who will disturb the residents of 51 Devon Street. It 
is well understood in the Victorian community that a Heritage 
Overlay does not grant the public access to properties, apart from 
viewing them from the street. The heritage value of the house is 
already known to members of the community, as it was nominated 
to the heritage study by the Dromana Historical Society, and there is 
no indication that this has caused inconvenience for the residents. 

Note that the house at 4 McCulloch Street, Dromana, is also 
recommended for the Heritage Overlay by the same Amendment 
C214, as it is also recognised as locally significant. ‘Piawola’, at 303-
313 Nepean Hwy, Dromana, is already protected in the Heritage 
Overlay (HO168). 

The submitter communicates 
that they do not understand 
the attribution of historical 
significance to the property. 

While it is I agree that the Ruddock family is represented by a 
number of properties in the area, 51 Devon Street is considered 
worthy of protection for its association with Ernest Ruddock. It 
demonstrates Ernest’s tastes at the point when he had accumulated 
enough wealth to commission a house that suited his desires, and it 
was also built to broadcast his success in life, by its substantial size 
and prominent positioning. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The current name of 51 Devon Street should be corrected in the place citation to ‘Devonly’ 
(instead of ‘Devonia’). 

• No further changes are recommended. 
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A.2 4, 8 and 12 Atunga Terrace, Dromana (Submission 9)  

Background 

The houses at 8 and 12 Atunga Terrace were assessed in the Shire of Flinders Heritage Study, 
1992. (pages 23-26). The following information and assessment were provided for 8 Atunga 
Terrace: 

A modern holiday house identical to 12 Atunga Terrace constructed of prefabricated modular units. The 
unusual roof form and window wall create a sense of weightlessness typical of architecture of the International 
Style. 

The house was built around 1957 for Gerald and Ellen McCraith who also built 12 Atunga Ter. and the 
Butterfly House at 1 Attunga [in] 1955. The house at 1 Atunga Terrace was designed in the office of 
Chancellor and Patrick an innovative firm of designers in the 1950s who were interested in the debate over 
regionalism in Australian architecture. These houses at 8 and 12 Atunga Terrace are also believed to be the 
work of the same firm. The designs demonstrate the influence of space frame and tensile construction in the 
broader architectural debate of the modern era as expressed in many journals of the times. These houses 
demonstrate the interest in blending indoor and outdoor living in designs which make maximum use of views 
and internal space. The Dromana builder M. K. Howell could have also built this house. E. R. Hunter 
and F. S. Clarke lived in the house from 1959. 

8 Atunga Terrace has local design significance as a good example of modern holiday housing types. It is 
more intact than 12 Atunga Terrace which was originally identical and is comparable to 1 Atunga Terrace 
the Butterfly House built a couple of years earlier for the same owners. It is believed to be a good example of 
the work of the architectural firm of Chancellor and Patrick and demonstrates that firms [sic] particular 
interest in innovative engineering in the creation of tensile construction emphasising light space and views. 

And for 12 Atunga Terrace: 

An example of a modern prefabricated holiday house with typical International Style features originally 
identical to 8 Atunga Ter. Key features such as the entry and roof have been altered weighing down the 
building in a manner unsympathetic to its original aesthetics. 

Like 8 Atunga Ter this house was built for Gerald and Ellen McCraith in 1957 and is similar in 
approach to 1 Atunga Terrace. The house at 1 Atunga Terrace was designed in the office of Chancellor and 
Patrick an innovative firm of designers in the 1950s who were interested in the debate over regionalism in 
Australian architecture. These houses at 8 and 12 Atunga Terrace are also believed to be the work of the 
same firm. The designs demonstrate the influence of space frame and tensile construction in the broader 
architectural debate of the modern era as expressed in many journals of the times. These houses demonstrate 
the interest in blending indoor and outdoor living in designs which make maximum use of views and 
internal space. The Dromana builder M. K. Howell may also have built this house. The house was later 
owned by T. E. and A. M. Clarke. 

12 Atunga Ter. has local design significance as an example of prefabricated housing types of the 
International Style. It has been altered detrimentally and is comparable to 8 Atunga Ter. It is believed to be 
a good example of the work of the architectural firm of Chancellor and Patrick and demonstrates that firms 
[sic] particular interest in innovative engineering in the creation of tensile construction emphasising light 
space and views. 

The group was nominated for assessment in the current heritage study by the Dromana 
Historical Society. 

Recommendation 

This group of properties was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage 
Review, Area 2, and found to be of local significance. It is recommended for inclusion in the 
Mornington Peninsula Heritage Overlay as an individual place.  
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Statement of Significance 

The statement of significance Louise Honman prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 
September 2017, reads as follows: 

What is significant? 

The three houses at 4, 8 and 12 Atunga Terrace Dromana, developed by Gerald and Ellen McCraith 
between 1955 and 1957 are significant. Alterations to each of the houses since 1957 are not significant.  

Significant features include: 

- The original form of each house 

- Clerestory glazing  

- Vertical timber wall cladding  

How is it significant? 

4, 8 and 12 Atunga Terrace are of local historic and aesthetic significance to Mornington Peninsula Shire.  

Why is it significant? 

The development of three houses at 4, 8 and 12 Atunga Terrace is historically significant for their 
association with Gerald and Ellen McCraith whose Butterfly House at 1-3 Atunga Terrace is recognised 
as one of the finest examples of modern architecture on the Peninsula. The co-ordinated development of three 
houses for rent and sale were planned at the same time as the Butterfly House and represents part of a 
development of six houses originally planned for the site between 2-12 Atunga Terrace. In developing this 
group and the Butterfly House, the McCraiths made a significant contribution to Dromana.  

The enduring legacy of the architectural practice; started by David Chancellor in 1952 and continuing as 
Chancellor and Patrick from 1954 is exemplified by over 200 buildings designed on the Mornington 
Peninsula, forming a significant element of the built environment and a major part of the theme of 'designing 
and building mansions, houses and holiday shacks'. Through employees of the practice who later undertook 
architectural commissions of their own, a number of later buildings can also be traced back to the influence of 
Chancellor and Patrick, forming an even larger family of modern architecture in the region. (Criterion A)  

The three houses at 4, 8 and 12 Atunga Terrace are aesthetically significant as an unusual group of holiday 
houses designed by prominent Mornington Peninsula architects Chancellor and Patrick in 1955. The 
houses make a contribution to residential architecture in Mornington Peninsula Shire through their 
architectural design, one that is both modernist and grounded in the regional identity of the peninsula. The 
group of three houses demonstrate a co-ordinated approach to holiday house development and use design 
elements such as the wide overhanging eaves, walls of glass, and interesting roof compositions employed by the 
architects in some of their larger houses. Although each house has experienced some alteration, the original 
design concept of central gable with flanking wings and contrasting roof pitch is still evident in each one, as is 
the predominant wall material of vertical timber. (Criterion E)  
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A.2.1 4 Atunga Terrace, Dromana (Submission 9) 

 

Figure 20. House at 4 Atunga Terrace, Dromana. (Context, 2015) 

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

4 Atunga Terrace is part of a group of houses that together form a place of local significance 
recommended for the individual Heritage Overlay by the Mornington Peninsula Heritage 
Review, Area 2. 

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

The submitter is concerned that a 
Heritage Overlay will have an adverse 
impact on the property value and that 
the maintenance requirements of the 
house limit its market appeal. 

A Heritage Overlay will restrict 
opportunities to redevelop the land 
with a new, more sustainable house. 

The impact on market value of the property and the 
opportunities to develop the land are not considerations of 
heritage significance but taken into account at the 
management level (i.e., planning permit stage) should a 
proposal be put forward for the building or site. 

 

That the original features have been 
lost due to additions made to the 
façade which has had a negative effect 
on the property’s heritage intactness.   

4 Atunga Terrace is part of a group listing for 4, 8 and 12 
Atunga Terrace as these three houses share a common 
history and design.  

They are part of a co-ordinated development of 
demonstration holiday homes built in 1955 by Chancellor 
and Patrick. These architects had a profound influence on 
the development of houses on the Mornington Peninsula 
and are responsible for a large number of innovative and 
exceptional homes. No other houses of this type were 
found in the study area or in Area 1 of the Mornington 
Peninsula Heritage Review, although several houses by 
Chancellor and Patrick were assessed in this Review.  

The three houses are historically linked with the McCraith 
House developed by Gerald and Ellen McCraith at the 
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Issue raised Response 

same time as they were finalising their astonishing State-
listed ‘butterfly house’ across the road. Chancellor and 
Patrick were also the architects for this house.  

The co-ordinated approach to the development in Atunga 
Terrace is highly unusual for its time and the fact that all 
three houses still remain in recognisable form is significant.  

The various degrees of integrity of each house are noted in 
the description with the additions to the front of no.4 
mentioned. All three houses have extensions, although not 
to the front of the houses. I agree that the extensions to 
the front of no.4 alters its street presentation when 
compared with nos.8 and 12, however, as a group listing all 
elements of the group are important and the alterations to 
one house have correspondingly less impact across the 
whole group than for an individual house.  

 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The group citation for 4, 8 and 12 Atunga Terrace is appropriately documented with the 
changes to each house noted. 

• That significance is attributed to 4 Atunga Terrace on the basis of its contribution to the 
group as well as its individual integrity. 

• That both historic and aesthetic significance (Criteria A & E) is demonstrated by the group.  

• No changes are recommended.  
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A.3 Beauvoir, 8 McCulloch Street, Dromana (Submission 11)  

 

Figure 21. Beauvoir at 8 McCulloch Street, Dromana. (Context, 2015) 

Background 

This house was assessed in the Shire of Flinders Heritage Study, 1992. (page 314). The 
following information and assessment were provided: 

This is a substantially intact example of a symmetrical Victorian villa with bichromatic brickwork and 
more recent decorative treatment to the verandah. The windows and door contain coloured etched glass 
sidelights and rendered sills. The chimneys are particularly ornate with bichromatic stacks and rendered 
corbelling. 

This house was built late last century for early members of the Wilson family and named after a London 
Hotel the Beauvoir Arms which was leased by H. Wilson. G.B. Wilson is believed to have been the first 
owner and B. Wilson was given the house in 1913. In 1916 the house was still in the family listed under 
Rogers nee Wilson but was sold the following year to the Mannerings and later to the Baker family. L.J. 
McClane is the current occupant. 

8 McCulloch Street is a locally significant example of a Victorian house which is relatively rare in the 
Dromana region especially in bichromatic brick. It compares with 31 McCulloch Street which has been 
substantially altered. Both appear to represent a relatively early phase of permanent residential development. 
The house has important historical links with the well-known local family the Wilsons. 

It was nominated for assessment in the current heritage study by the Dromana Historical 
Society. 

Recommendation 

This place was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review and found to be 
of local significance. It is recommended for inclusion in the Mornington Peninsula Heritage 
Overlay as an individual place. The reasons for its significance are set out below. 

Statement of Significance 

The statement of significance I prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 September 
2017, reads as follows: 
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What is significant? 
Beauvoir, aka De Beauvoir, at 8 McCulloch Street, Dromana, is significant. It is a polychrome-brick 
Italianate double-fronted house of the 1890s. It was built as the home of Godfrey Wilson, who ran the 
butcher shop at No. 6 next door (demolished). His brother, also a butcher, lived at No. 4 from 1914. 
Beauvoir remained in the Wilson family until the late 1970s.  

The house retains extensive significant original fabric including its symmetrical facade of tuckpointed 
bichrome brick, a corrugated-metal clad M-profile hipped roof, bichrome brick chimneys with rendered 
cornices, eaves brackets, a four-panel Victorian door with bolection and fielded mouldings, chamfered 
surrounds and sidelights and highlights, double-hung sash windows with sidelights and colonnettes, convex 
verandah roof and verandah beam. 

The cast-iron verandah columns, and possibly the cast-iron frieze and brackets, are a sympathetic if slightly 
oversized restoration.  

How is it significant? 
Beauvoir is of local historical (associative) and aesthetic significance to the Shire of Mornington Peninsula. 

Why is it significant? 
Beauvoir is of historical significance for its association with Godfrey Wilson and the Wilson family. The 
Wilsons were one of the earliest families to settle in Dromana. Henry William Wilson purchased land there 
in 1864 to run livestock and opened one of the first butcheries in town. He soon moved has business and 
home to McCulloch Street. The business grew with help from his son Godfrey, who took over the business in 
1877, and the family became large land holders in the area, expanding to open a butcher's shop (and 
dwelling) in Sorrento in 1904, and becoming the largest butchers on the Peninsula. (Criterion H) 

Beauvoir is of aesthetic significance for its large amount of high-quality detail, which was typical of middle-
class houses in the suburbs of Melbourne at the time, but rare on the Peninsula where it was generally 
reserved for mansions. Fine detail includes the tuckpointed red bricks with cream brick dressings and diaper 
patterns, the front door and window sidelights of ruby flashed glass, the colonnettes around the front 
windows, the bichrome brick chimneys with moulded cornices, the curved eaves brackets with turned drops, 
and the verandah beam with its intricate cornice detail of dentils and tiny curved brackets. (Criterion E) 

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

The submitter does not 
support the inclusion of 
their property because they 
have concerns that a 
Heritage Overlay will 
negatively impact resale 
potential and diminish its 
property value. 

There is no evidence that a Heritage Overlay on a highly desirable 
brick Victorian house such as 8 McCulloch Street will have any 
impact on its resale value, as such houses are quite rare in the area. 
Moreover, the Heritage Overlay will not prevent future owners from 
replacing or enlarging the modern rear extension.  
Moreover, it is issues of heritage significance that are taken into 
account during the planning scheme amendment process, and the 
heritage value of this property has not been called into question. 

NB: At consultation meeting, the owners provided information about 
the intactness of the front verandah (stating that a granddaughter of 
the original owner told them the ironwork had been imported from 
England). This personal communication should be added to the place 
citation. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• Further details about the origins of the verandah cast-iron elements should be added to the 
citation. 

• No other changes are recommended. 
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A.4 Tanderry, 233 Palmerston Avenue, Dromana (Submission 23)  

 

Figure 22. Tanderry at 233 Palmerston Avenue, Dromana. (Context, 2015) 

Background 

This place was nominated for assessment in the current heritage study by the Dromana 
Historical Society. 

Recommendation 

This place was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review and found to be 
of local significance. It is recommended for inclusion in the Mornington Peninsula Heritage 
Overlay as an individual place. The reasons for its significance are set out below. 

Statement of Significance 

The statement of significance I prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 September 
2017, reads as follows: 

What is significant? 
Tanderry, at 233 Palmerston Avenue, Dromana, is significant. Built in the 1940s, most likely as a 
holiday house, the western wing was extended in the early 1960s in keeping with the original design. 

It is an Old English house in the Tudoresque manner. The roof form is complex, with a hip-roof two-storey 
central mass surrounded by gabled wings, creating an angled butterfly plan. The entrance bay is marked by 
a picturesque jerkin-head roof. There is a rendered and gabled chimney at the rear of two-storey central wing. 
The base of the walls is clad in dark-stained weatherboards, while the ground and first floor walls are half-
timbered. Foundations and the front steps are of granite rubble. Windows are timber double-hung sashes 
with six-pane top sashes featuring a depressed Tudor arch. The front door is timber with geometric glazing, 
typical of the 1930s Moderne. 

The granite rubble front fence, which matches the granite foundations and steps of the house, is also 
significant.  

How is it significant? 
Tanderry is of local architectural and aesthetic significance to the Shire of Mornington Peninsula. 

Why is it significant? 
Architecturally, it is a fine and intact example of the Tudoresque Old English Style with typical features 
including half-timbering, stained boarding, depressed window arches, and a complex tiled roof. (Criterion D) 
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Aesthetically, it is distinguished by its sophisticated butterfly plan form, introduced by leading British Arts 
& Crafts architects, picturesque decorative features including the ornate pattern of half-timbering to the 
central jettied bay and the curved timber brackets that support it, and the retention of its original stained 
finish to the timber boarding. (Criterion E) 

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

In the citation, the original 
part of the house is dated 
c1940s while the west wing is 
dated as a 1960s addition, but 
the submitter contends that 
the house was built in the 
1950s and the addition was 
made in the 1970s. They 
claim that the house was built 
in three stages, not two, and 
that the external black timber 
is painted, not stained, and 
note the recent replacement 
of the granite front fence.  

As set out clearly in the place citation, early records for this house 
are scarce, dating back only to the year 1960 (indicating that the first 
part of the house was built by then). If the submitters have 
documentation that clearly establishes that it was built in the 1950s 
(and extended in the 1970s), then this information will be added to 
the place citation.  

I agree that the granite front fence has recently been demolished and 
replaced. This should be reflected in the place citation, including the 
removal of the recommended Fence Controls. While the timber 
elements (particularly the base of the building) were certainly not 
painted when I viewed the house in 2015 (and as shown in October 
2016 real estate photos on the Ray White website), a site visit in July 
2018 has confirmed that they have been overpainted with black 
paint. As a (partial) original finishes scheme no longer survives, the 
proposed External Paint Controls should also be removed. 

The submitters call into 
doubt the house’s heritage 
significance, as it was not 
designed by a famous 
architect.  

 

I agree that no architect (much less a “famous” one) has been 
identified for the house, and it is quite possibly designed by a 
builder. There is no requirement for an architect for a building to be 
of local heritage significance. In this case, 233 Palmerston Street is a 
good example of the Tudoresque Old English style, so it satisfies 
HERCON Criterion D as a good representative example of this 
architectural style, and it also boasts fine detailing, so it has local-
level aesthetic significance (Criterion E). 

They also note that ‘Tanderry’ 
is only the name the previous 
owners used, not a historical 
name. 

If the owners have given the house a new name, this can be noted in 
the place citation. 

 

They express concern that 
they will not be able to 
complete renovations they 
had planned earlier if the 
Heritage Overlay is applied to 
the property. 

 

Changes that have already been made, prior to the introduction of 
the interim Heritage Overlay controls, do not require planning 
approval, and should be recognised in the place citation. Further 
external works planned by the submitters may require a planning 
permit (e.g., new garage, wholesale replacement of windows), while 
others will not (e.g., garden plantings, internal works, repairs and 
maintenance that do not change the external appearance of the 
building). The submitters are encouraged to meet with Council 
planners to discuss the details. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The place history should be revised if the submitters provide clear evidence of the built 
dates and extension date(s). 

• The place description should be revised to reflect changes made since the house was 
viewed in January 2015, including the replacement of the granite front fence, and the 
painting of the timber elements. 
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• The recommendation for Fence Controls and External Paint Controls should be removed 
from the draft HO Schedule. 

• No other changes are recommended. 
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A.5 118 Salmon Street, Hastings (Submission 26)  

 

Figure 23. 118 Salmon Street, Hastings. (Context, 2017) 

Background 

This place was nominated for assessment by the Hastings-Western Port Historical Society. 

Recommendations  

This place was assessed by Context and found to be of local significance. It is recommended 
for inclusion in the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Overlay as an individual place. The reasons 
for its significance are set out below. 

Statement of Significance 

The statement of significance prepared by Evelina Ericsson for this place, in the citation dated 
13 February 2017, reads as follows:  

What is significant? 
118 Salmon Street, built for local fisherman James Mentiplay in 1914, is significant.  

The house is a symmetrical, double fronted, weatherboard dwelling, with a high hipped roof with gablets at 
the top. The central front door has highlights and sidelights, and is flanked by tripartite double-hung sash 
windows. The façade has a broad band of notched weatherboards across the middle of the wall. The 
verandah has timber flooring, a bullnose corrugated iron roof, with turned timber posts, timber brackets and 
a simple ladder-back timber frieze, breaking up the plain slats with a pierced motif.  

How is it significant? 
The house is of local historical, architectural and associative significance to the Shire of Mornington 
Peninsula. 

Why is it significant? 
Historically, 118 Salmon Street illustrates Hastings’ long and important connection to the fishing industry. 
The house was built for James Mentiplay, part of the locally prominent fishing family the Mentiplays, in 
1914. It is an intact example of a modest yet comfortable Edwardian house built for Hastings fishermen 
during the beginning of the 20th century. 118 Salmon Street is significant for its association with the 
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Mentiplays. As well as being a pioneering fishing family, James was one of the leading fishermen in 
Hastings by the 1920s. The house remained in the Mentiplays ownership for close to sixty years (Criteria 
A & H). 

Architecturally, 118 Salmon Street is significant as one of the only examples of a dwelling from the 
Edwardian era within Hastings, retaining its characteristic form and details, such as the gablet hipped roof 
shape, a central front door with highlight and sidelights, and the bullnose roof front verandah with turned 
timber posts, a timber frieze and brackets. In its simple form it represents the transitional architectural style 
between the Victorian Italianate and more complex Federation Villa. (Criterion D)  

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

They have a conflicting view of the 
time bracket for Edwardian era 
architecture (which they believe falls 
within 1901-1910). 

I agree that King Edward VII reigned from 1902 to 1910, 
and this is by strict definition the Edwardian period. In 
architectural history, however, the term is stretched to refer 
to the period in the early 1900s until around the time of 
World War I. This is followed by the “interwar” period, 
which can be defined as starting in 1918, or as early as 
1914 if the architectural style/design is strongly related to 
post-1918 trends.  

In the case of 118 Salmon Street, built in 1914 the year 
WWI broke out, the term “Edwardian” was considered 
most appropriate as its stylistic details (e.g., roof form, 
chimney, verandah detail) are most closely related to the 
Edwardian Queen Anne houses built in the early 1900s. 

Alterations have been made to the 
house resulting in the loss of its 
original features. This includes: the 
replacement of the verandah flooring; 
some of the verandah posts; the front 
door; the right-hand side front window 
and most of the weatherboards and 
some of the front walls. They 
comment that the roof cladding is now 
Colorbond, that a rear extension was 
made during the 1980s, that all but one 
of the window frames at the property 
have been replaced with aluminium 
frames and that the chimney was 
possibly altered by previous owners.  

I agree that some revisions need to be made to the 
description, including clear mention of the later (non-
contributory) rear extension, and the presence of 
aluminium windows on the south side elevation. The 
asserted use of Colorbond metal on the roof must be 
confirmed. When Ms Ericsson visited in December 2016, 
the paint was chipping from the corrugated roofing, 
indicating that it is simply painted galvanised iron. If the 
new owners have re-roofed it since then, this should be 
noted.  

The other like-with-like repairs and replacements to the 
verandah floor, corner elements, and a front window, 
should also be noted, but these are repairs that have not 
changed the appearance of the house, so they do little to 
diminish its heritage significance. 

 

They note that the citation incorrectly 
describes the house as having a ‘nearly 
new side picket fence’ when the fence 
is actually a paling fence that is several 
years old.  

I agree that the (relatively) new side fence is made of 
palings, not pickets. This should be corrected in the 
description. 

 

The owners are concerned that they 
may be required to reinstate 
altered/removed elements (e.g., 
windows). 

The Heritage Overlay does not compel owners to make 
changes to their properties, it only ensures that proposed 
changes are not detrimental to heritage significance. 
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Issue raised Response 

They disagree that the HO curtilage 
should cover the rear yard of the 
property or the c1980s rear extension. 

 

For places with suburban-sized blocks, such as 118 Salmon 
Street, recommended practice (by VPP PN01 “Applying 
the Heritage Overlay” 2018) is to place the Heritage 
Overlay to the title boundaries. This allows development to 
the rear of the property to be assessed in regard to how it 
will affect the heritage significance of the original house. It 
does not mean that no changes can take place at the rear 
(with a planning permit). The place citation is used to 
indicate what is important on the site and what is not to 
guide decisions by Council planners. 

The submitter conveys that they do 
not understand the significance of the 
Mentiplay family, who owned the 
property from 1914 to the 1970s, to 
the Hastings area. 

Mentiplay was a wealthy fisherman but 
the property is modest in its 
construction. 

The significance of the Mentiplay family in the Hastings 
area is documented in local histories, as cited in the place 
history. 

I agree that the house at 118 Salmon Street is modest in 
size and design. It was built the same year that James 
Mentiplay married, so can be considered a “starter house” 
for the new family. 

The submitters comment that there are 
more intact buildings of this types 
(fisherman’s cottages) in this area and 
their interpretation of the history of 
the Mentiplay family are not 
considered relevant to the amendment 
proposal.   

In their view, the nearby house at 136 
Salmon Street is a better example of an 
early cottage than No. 118 and may 
date to the nineteenth century. 

 

Council engaged Context to assess two houses and one 
church in Hastings prior to a large-scale area heritage study 
being carried out in a few years’ time (after the current, 
Area 3, study has been completed). These single 
assessments were carried out at the request of the 
Hastings-Western Port Historical Society. They earmarked 
95 and 118 Salmon Street, Hastings, as priorities for 
assessment due to their links to pioneering families in the 
district. 

I agree that 136 Salmon Street appears to be an early 
(c1900s) cottage, and may also be of heritage significance. 
If this has not been done already, it will be looked at in 
more detail during the large Hastings area heritage study.  

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The place citation should be revised to note the like-for-like changes made to the corner of 
the house; clearly note the presence of a non-contributory rear extension; and correct the 
mention of the side fence to “paling”. 

• No other changes are recommended. 
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A.6 1 Catherine Street, McCrae (Submission 13)  

 

Figure 24. House at 1 Catherine Street, McCrae. (Context, 2015) 

Background 

This place was identified by Strategic Planner Dale Kelly during the preliminary fieldwork. 

Recommendations  

This place was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review and found to be 
of local significance. It is recommended for inclusion in the Mornington Peninsula Heritage 
Overlay as an individual place. The reasons for its significance are set out below. 

Statement of Significance 

The statement of significance Louise Honman prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 
September 2017, reads as follows: 

What is significant? 
The house at 1 Catherine Street McCrae built c.1965 for the Templeton family is significant.  

Significant features include: 

- The rectilinear form and massing  

- The exterior cladding and joinery  

How is it significant? 
1 Catherine Street is of local historic and aesthetic significance to Mornington Peninsula Shire.  

Why is it significant? 
Historically 1 Catherine Street McCrae is an excellent demonstration of the holiday house vernacular that 
has exemplified the development of the Mornington Peninsula during the 1960s. The house provides a fine 
demonstration of holiday house development after the initial post-war growth and before suburban growth 
increased its spread inland from Point Nepean Road. 1 Catherine Street is a fine example of the seaside 
holiday house or 'weekender' that is a recurring theme in the history of development of the Mornington 
Peninsula and of McCrae. (Criterion A)  

1 Catherine Street is a representative example of modern residential building influenced by contemporary 
architectural designs that were promoted in the popular press through the work of project home companies 
and The Age Small Homes Service. Owned until 1991 by the Templeton family who built 1 Catherine 
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Street c.1965 following subdivision of the site and the formation of allotments at 18-20 Bartels Street, the 
house is highly intact. (Criterion D)  

Aesthetically 1 Catherine Street has changed little until the addition of a garage and some changes to the 
deck balustrade. The house demonstrates many of the qualities of contemporary design of the 1950s and 60s 
in the use of simple rectilinear form, extended eaves supported on wing walls, floor to ceiling window wall 
units and elevated decking. Its high level of integrity and particularly restrained design is notable in McCrae 
that contains a number of examples, several of which are located in The Avenue. (Criterion E)  

Response to Submission 

Background  

A telephone discussion between the submitter and Louise Honman was held on 18 July 2018. 
Ms Honman requested that photographs be supplied that documented alterations to the house, 
and these were provided. Following a review of a series of photographs the following 
comments were made, Ms Honman concluded that the original design of 1 Catherine Street 
was compromised.  

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

Their principal objections are 
inconsistencies in the listing 
process, inaccuracies in the 
citation and the perceived impact 
the listing will have on the value 
of their property. 

The historical inaccuracies in the citation in relation to the site 
and the construction date as provided by the owner are 
acknowledged. These include that the house was built in 1964 
rather than 1965, and that the property comprising 18-20 Bartels 
Street and 1 Catherine Street was inherited by the three children 
of Dora Templeton whereupon the two blocks were subdivided 
into three.  

I also acknowledge that descriptive inaccuracies exist in the 
current citation. These include the size of the block on which 1 
Catherine Street is situated (not on a corner and smaller than the 
average size for the area).  

The submitter disputes the 
aesthetic significance of the 
property stating that the house 
was poorly built with cheap 
materials and that its stylistic 
design was not a consideration of 
the submitter’s father when he 
commissioned the construction 
of the house.  

I acknowledge that the house was collectively designed by the 
family who built it, however I would argue that when originally 
designed, 1 Catherine Street was a good example of a Modern 
beach house.  

The Post War Beach House Vernacular essay, found in Volume 
1 of the Area 2 heritage study, notes that:  

The presence of the seaside holiday house or ‘weekender’ was a 
significant and recurring theme in the development of the Mornington 
Peninsula during the twentieth century. While much has been written 
of the stylish architect-designed beach house, the more modest 
phenomenon of the vernacular beach house (encapsulating self-built 
dwellings, those adapted or copied from published sources, and 
prefabricated, pre-cut or standardised project house units purchased 
from commercial suppliers) has been equally if not more prominent, 
and has played a no less significant role in the shaping of the 
municipality’s cultural landscape)  

In the early post-war period, those who were disinclined to engage an 
architect to design a holiday house (or simply could not afford to do 
so) invariably engaged a local builder to undertake the task, or 
simply built it themselves. A typology emerged: dwellings were 
typically small in scale, rectilinear in planning and conventional in 
construction, timber framed with simple skillion or gabled roofs, and 
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Issue raised Response 

external cladding of timber boards or strapped fibro-cement sheeting. 
(Built Heritage, 2014:1) 

Aesthetic significance is not the sole preserve of professional 
architectural design. It was with this in mind that 1 Catherine 
Street was assessed, and the fact that no architect was involved 
did not lessen its significance under Criterion D.  

However, it was felt to be important that the house should 
represent the key elements of its original design which are the 
incorporation and structure of the verandah that gave the house 
its distinctive Modernist aesthetic. As the submitter has provided 
documentation demonstrating that this element is in a far from 
original state, in my professional opinion it no longer satisfies 
Criterion D at the local level. 

Citation inaccuracies are:  

• That the date of construction 
is incorrect. That the mowed 
lawns discussed in the citation 
are a feature of the 2000s, and 
that the property’s garden in 
the 1960s was typical of the 
gardens in the area, comprising 
scrub, trees and unkempt grass. 
The submitter later states that 
the property was not typical of 
the area at the time of its 
construction. 

• That the property is not 
located on a large corner 
allotment, as described in the 
citation. 

• That alterations have been 
made which have changed the 
appearance of the property. 
Alterations include: correction 
of the footings; extension of 
the verandah; replacement of 
the verandah tongue and 
groove flooring; removal of 
fascia board; the side walls 
were originally unpainted and 
unstained. The submitter 
comments that the verandah is 
no longer cantilevered and that 
railings have been installed. 

 

Careful consideration of the changes that have occurred to the 
house and its current level of integrity are discussed below.  

Correction of the footings and replacement of the verandah 
decking boards – this is considered to be repair and maintenance 
and does not impact on significance. 

The original painted or unpainted wall surfaces and the modern 
colour scheme are not seen to impact on heritage significance.  

The windows are not floor to ceiling as described but have a low 
sill height – this has not changed from the original design.  

There is an addition of a brick garage – this was noted in the 
description and was not thought to impact on significance as it 
was well sited in relation to the house.  

Alterations to the verandah are seen as more important, 
potentially having an impact on the significance of this house. 
Whilst the citation notes that the verandah railings have been 
replaced, other points in the submission about the verandah 
required further consideration. Photographs supplied by the 
owner have been inspected in order to reach the following 
conclusion: 

 

Figure 25. 1 Catherine Street c.1970 showing the cantilevered verandah 
that has the effect of the house ‘floating’ above it. This is emphasized by the 
lack of railing and the dark-painted recessed plinth boards (photo supplied 
by owner, nd)  
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Issue raised Response 

 

Figure 26. 1 Catherine Street c.1970 showing the original narrow verandah 
that fitted between the wing walls, creating a crisp ‘box’ like effect, and the 
central wider section of the verandah. (photo supplied by owner)  

The verandah has been enlarged to twice its original size – this is 
significant as the verandah is a key feature of the design for this 
simple modern house. The verandah was originally flush with 
the wing walls (Figure 26) but now extends beyond them.  

The verandah was originally cantilevered – again this is a 
significant change as the enlarging of the verandah presumably 
meant that it could no longer cantilever and needed footings and 
stumps to support the deck. There was originally no railing – as 
noted, the railing had been assumed to be non-original but the 
absence of a railing at all as a design feature is also significant as 
it affects the aesthetics of the design. Boards (assumed to be 
plinth boards rather than barge boards as described in the 
submission) have been added that change the appearance of the 
verandah from ‘floating’ to ‘grounded’. This is felt to be a 
significant change to the design of the house that relies on the 
verandah as a key design feature (compare Figure 25 to the 
current photo on p.53). The location and direction of the front 
steps have altered several times as a result of the verandah 
extensions.  

The set of design changes to the verandah have altered the 
original design intent to the extent that the house cannot be 
described as highly intact.  

The significance of 1 Catherine Street relies on its value as 
Modern house of the 1960s, not architect-designed but a good 
example of the holiday house vernacular as exemplified in the 
Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review. As such it should 
therefore represent its original key features, one of which was 
the narrow verandah that created the ‘box’ effect and the 
cantilevered verandah structure without railings that made the 
house ‘float’.  

To summarise, 1 Catherine Street was originally a good rendition 
of a modern holiday house featuring some key architectural 
ideas, of which those relating to the verandah have been 
modified significantly.  

On this basis Louise Homan concluded that 1 Catherine Street 
should be removed from the Amendment. 
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Issue raised Response 

Other issues raised include:  

• that the application of a 
Heritage Overlay will have an 
adverse impact on the value of 
the property and future resale 
opportunities.  

• that the Overlay will restrict 
development opportunities.  

• that the rear of the property 
contains asbestos material. 

• that the following general 
comments are also made as 
part of the submission: 

• the submitter’s interest in 
history and their opinions as to 
how it should be interpreted 
and managed and childhood 
memories of McCrae  

• the condition of the internal 
plumbing system.  

None of the issues raised relates to the heritage significance of 
the place.  

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The ability for 1 Catherine Street to demonstrate aesthetic significance (Criterion E) as a 
post-war Modern holiday house has been compromised by later changes, most notably to 
the verandah construction and details.  

• That the inclusion of the phrase ‘highly intact’ is not accurate in relation to Criterion D as 
noted in the documented changes to the house.  

• Therefore, the place is no longer considered to meet the threshold of local significance.  

• 1 Catherine Street should be withdrawn from Amendment C214. 
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A.7 Sumanra, 13 Outlook Road, McCrae (Submission 1)  

 

Figure 27. Sumanra at 13 Outlook Road, McCrae. (Context, 2015) 

Recommendation 

This place was assessed by Built Heritage and found to be of local significance. It was revisited 
by Context as part of the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review. It is recommended for 
inclusion in the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Overlay as an individual place. The reasons for 
its significance are set out below. 

Statement of Significance 

The statement of significance Built Heritage Pty Ltd prepared for this place, in the citation 
dated 23 August 2010, reads as follows: 

What is Significant? 

The house at 13 Outlook Road, McCrae, is a three-storey flat-roofed concrete block house in the inter-war 
Functionalist style. It was erected in 1950-51 for Harold Haines, a recently-retired electrical retailer from 
Albury, who owned the house (but resided permanently elsewhere, in Frankston) until the late 1960s. 

How is it Significant? 

The house is of aesthetic significance to the Shire of Mornington Peninsula. 

Why is it Significant? 

Aesthetically, the house is significant as a unusual, if somewhat late, example of a house in the inter-war 
Functionalist style that was popular in Victoria from the early 1930s until the late 1940s, and was 
broadly characterised by block-like massing, flat roofs and stark wall surfaces. As documented by Robin 
Boyd, the Mornington Peninsula was a particular heartland for houses in this style, which was adopted by 
eminent city architects and local builders alike. The house in Outlook Road stands out from many others for 
its middle-ground design – being less sophisticated than the finest architect-designed examples (typified by the 
1930s work of Mewton & Grounds in Mount Eliza and Frankston) but rather more sophisticated than 
the often clumsy builder's versions that can be found in Dromana and Rosebud. It is also of note for its 
unusually large scale (ie effectively three storeys) and its concrete block construction, both of which contrast 
with the more most timber-framed weekenders cited by Robin Boyd as the typical manifestations of the style. 
This large modernist dwelling, with its stepped roofline, porthole window and quirky corbelled window 
heads, remains as a striking element in the streetscape and a minor landmark overlooking the Mornington 
Peninsula Freeway. 
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Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

The submitter 
comments that they 
have been carrying out 
works since 2013 for 
the resale of the 
property which has 
included installing 
aluminium framed 
windows and external 
lights. 

The property was first visited and assessed by Simon Reeves, of Built 
Heritage, in 2010, and then by Context in January 2015. At both of these 
times, all steel windows to the front façade survived (but were repainted by 
2015). 

The property was revisited by a Council planner in July 2018, in response to 
this submission, to view the reported changes to the front windows. This 
visit confirmed that the steel picture windows with hopper highlights had 
been replaced by aluminium framed windows. The new windows replicate 
the tripartite division of the original windows (a larger picture window 
flanked by narrower casements), though they have thicker frames and no 
highlight windows. 

While this change has had some negative impact on the appearance of the 
front façade and its intactness, the overall Functionalist design is still 
entirely legible, including the massing, flat roof and stark wall surfaces, as 
well as the decorative details noted in the Statement of Significance. For 
this reason, it is still judged to be of local aesthetic significance. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The recent change to the windows should be recorded in the place citation. 

• No other changes are recommended. 
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A.8 The Avenue Precinct HO421 (Submissions 5, 8, 17, 18, 18a, 

20, 21, 22, 25, 29 37 and 39)  

Background 

The group of houses forming The Avenue Precinct were identified by Strategic Planner Dale 
Kelly as part of the preliminary survey of the study area. 

The Avenue was one of only two precincts put forward in the Mornington Peninsula Heritage 
Review Area 2, the other being the Peninsula Heights Residential Estate which is mapped as a 
serial listing rather than a precinct with a boundary. Although other streets within the study 
area were considered during fieldwork in Area 2, The Avenue was finally the only street to be 
recommended as a precinct on the basis of its vernacular beach house character, wide 
landscaped verge to one side of the street and landscape character.  

 

Figure 28. Record of changes either implemented or being considered to the Avenue precinct since 2014. Red sites are those 
originally scheduled as Contributory and green are Non-Contributory. Source: Mornington Peninsula, 2018 

Recommendation 

The precinct was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 2, 
and found to be of local significance. It was recommended for inclusion in the Mornington 
Peninsula Heritage Overlay.  

Since assessment in 2014, nine properties have either been impacted or have current approved 
plans that will impact the precinct through demolition, alterations and additions and the 
construction of new buildings.  

A brief statement addresses each submission in The Avenue (below) and a generic response 
for the review of the precinct and its recommendation is provided for all submissions.  

It was consequently recommended that The Avenue Precinct be withdrawn from Amendment 
C214.  

Statement of Significance 

The statement of significance Louise Honman prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 
September 2017, is set out in section 4.6 (page 33). 
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A.8.1 13 The Avenue (Submission 37) 

 

Figure 29. House at 13 The Avenue, McCrae (Context, 2015)  

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

The property has a Contributory grade in the precinct proposed for the Mornington Peninsula 
Heritage Overlay by the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review. 

It is one of the older houses in the precinct, built c.1940, although it has undergone a number 
of changes to the verandah and front windows. In the absence of a precinct it is not 
considered to be of individual significance.  

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

The submitters seek 
clarifications on how the 
implementation of a Heritage 
Overlay will affect them and 
their neighbours. They express 
support for the inclusion of 
their property in the Overlay 
but have concerns that they it 
will restrict them if they decide 
to extend the property in the 
future.  

The property contains asbestos 
and requires maintenance and 
repairs. The submitters are 
interested to know how they 
can achieve this while 
preserving the heritage fabric. 

There is qualified support for the Heritage Overlay and the 
protection of the landscape character of the precinct providing 
that maintenance can be carried out to asbestos and other building 
materials.  

The Avenue Precinct was defined on the basis that of the 41 
properties included within the boundary extent, that 20 were 
considered to be Contributory to the precinct. While there is no 
minimum percentage of Contributory properties that is 
recommended in any precinct, 50% is close to marginal. Since 
assessing the Avenue in 2014, nine properties have either been 
impacted or have current plans to impact the Precinct through 
demolition, alterations and additions and new buildings.  

Of those places, seven have demolition permits approved or 
suspended pending Amendment C214. Two demolition permits 
have been issued for adjacent Contributory properties at 17 & 19 
The Avenue and two Non-contributory properties at 35 & 37 The 
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Issue raised Response 

They have some concerns that 
their options will be limited 
when they repair/renovate the 
house and believe that a 
Heritage Overlay will have an 
adverse impact on the 
property’s value.  

They comment that the 
character of the streetscape and 
its semi-rural vegetation should 
be retained across the entire 
street.   

Avenue. A further Non- contributory property at 28 the Avenue 
also has a demolition permit.  

Two demolition permits for contributory places have been applied 
for, but a decision suspended whilst the Amendment proceeds.  

While the demolition of Non-contributory properties may be 
permitted, the replacement buildings may not have been subject to 
the assessment processes for places within the Heritage Overlay. 
The result may be that the new buildings have some impact on the 
heritage values of The Avenue.  

The extent of change to the Avenue Precinct as a result of both 
planning permits and demolition permits issued is substantial. It is 
considered that the changes have caused the integrity of The 
Avenue Precinct to fall below the threshold of local significance 
on the basis that there are now too many places of Non-
contributory status. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The Avenue Precinct should be withdrawn from Amendment C214 

A.8.2 21 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 29) 

 

Figure 30. House at 21 The Avenue, McCrae (Google Streetview, August 2013) 

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

The property has a Non-contributory grade in the precinct proposed for the Mornington 
Peninsula Heritage Overlay by the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review. Although 
dating from 1948, a substantial number of additions and alterations have taken place to this 
property so that its original character is obscured. 

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 
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Issue raised Response 

The Submitter expresses 
support for the Heritage 
Overlay in principle but seeks 
clarification on their property’s 
inclusion, and recommends 
amendments be made to the 
Heritage Review.  

They question what the 
heritage value of their property 
is, noting that it has been 
extensively altered, added to 
and that it retains none of its 
original 1948 design nor fabric.  
They also question what a 
Heritage Overlay will mean for 
future development 
opportunities.  

They comment that the 
Heritage Review needs to be 
updated and the properties 
listed reviewed. Several 
properties that were 
recommended for protection 
have been demolished or 
altered since the Heritage 
Review. Consequently, the 
proposed Heritage Overlay 
boundary needs to be 
appropriately adjusted. 

There is qualified support for the Heritage Overlay provided that a 
review of properties listed for demolition or actually demolished is 
carried out.  

The Avenue Precinct was defined on the basis that of the 41 
properties included within the boundary extent, that 20 were 
considered to be Contributory to the precinct. While there is no 
minimum percentage of Contributory properties that is 
recommended in any precinct, 50% is close to marginal. Since 
assessing the Avenue in 2014, nine properties have either been 
impacted or have current plans to impact the Precinct through 
demolition, alterations and additions and new buildings.  

Of those places, seven have demolition permits approved or 
suspended pending Amendment C214. Two demolition permits 
have been issued for adjacent Contributory properties at 17 & 19 
The Avenue and two Non-contributory properties at 35 & 37 The 
Avenue. A further Non- contributory property at 28 the Avenue 
also has a demolition permit.  

Two demolition permits for contributory places have been applied 
for, but a decision suspended whilst the Amendment proceeds.  

While the demolition of Non-contributory properties may be 
permitted, the replacement buildings may not have been subject to 
the assessment processes for places within the Heritage Overlay. 
The result may be that the new buildings have some impact on the 
heritage values of The Avenue.  

The extent of change to the Avenue Precinct as a result of both 
planning permits and demolition permits issued is substantial. It is 
considered that the changes have caused the integrity of The 
Avenue Precinct to fall below the threshold of local significance 
on the basis that there are now too many places of Non-
contributory status. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The Avenue Precinct should be withdrawn from Amendment C214.   



AMENDMENT C214 

64 

A.8.3 22 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 18 & 18a) 

 

Figure 31. 22 The Avenue, McCrae (Context 2014) 

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

The property has a Contributory grade in the precinct proposed for the Mornington Peninsula 
Heritage Overlay by the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review. 

The house was either built or relocated to the site between 1955 and 1968. Its style is that of a 
Victorian house, but it is likely to have either been designed to resemble this style or is an 
extension of a cottage relocated to the site. This site is the subject of a current demolition and 
planning permit application although the status of this is not known.  

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

The submitter objects to the 
recommendation to include their 
property in the Heritage Overlay because 
the buildings were built using 
substandard, second-hand materials 
including asbestos. Consequently, the 
buildings are in poor condition and, the 
submitter contends, are beyond repair.  

An independent report was prepared by 
Lovell Chen accompanying submission 
no 18. The report raises the following 
objections to the inclusion of 22 The 
Avenue in the Heritage Overlay: 

• The proposed precinct includes both 
the north and south sides of The 
Avenue which were developed 
separately. This has resulted in a street 

It is agreed that 22 the Avenue does not exhibit any 
particular characteristics that would elevate it above 
Contributory status, and in the absence of a precinct it 
does not warrant an individual Heritage Overlay.  

The Avenue Precinct was defined on the basis that of the 
41 properties included within the boundary extent, that 
21 were considered to be Contributory to the precinct. 
While there is no minimum percentage of Contributory 
properties that is recommended in any precinct, 50% is 
close to marginal. Since assessing the Avenue in 2014, 
nine properties have either been impacted or have 
current plans to impact the Precinct through demolition, 
alterations and additions and new buildings.  

Of those places, seven have demolition permits approved 
or suspended pending Amendment C214. Two 
demolition permits have been issued for adjacent 
Contributory properties at 17 & 19 The Avenue and two 
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Issue raised Response 

with two distinctive period of 
developments that are unrelated and 
separated by the central road. It is 
noted that the citation does reference 
the prefabricated houses and self-built 
styles that nos. 22 and 44 demonstrate, 
adhering to the holiday home style 
identified in the heritage citation. 

• That the heritage citation has a strong 
emphasis on the significance of the 
wide nature strips and landscaping of 
the front setbacks but that these might 
not be connected to the subdivision of 
The Avenue but to an earlier estate. 
Historical aerial photographs indicate 
that that this landscaping was present 
prior to 1955. The submitter notes 
that the mature gardens are identified 
as significant elements, but tree 
controls are not proposed within the 
precinct. 

• That the property at 22 The Avenue 
resembles a possible relocation to the 
area as the building does not appear to 
correspond with other buildings in the 
precinct presenting as a ‘historic style’. 
They note that it could be a late 
c.1950s building designed in an older 
fashion. The property is isolated from 
the surrounding contributory 
properties in the precinct and is an 
undistinguished building that does not 
exhibit any architectural or aesthetic 
qualities that would elevate its grading. 
As such, it does not contribute 
strongly to the precinct. If a precinct 
were not proposed, the dwelling 
would be unlikely to warrant an 
individual heritage overlay.  

• The citation lacks detail about the 
specific types of properties that form 
this precinct and places emphasise on 
the landscaping elements of the street 
and not the dwellings.  

• That justification for the precinct is 
not well substantiated.  

Non-contributory properties at 35 & 37 The Avenue. A 
further Non- contributory property at 28 the Avenue also 
has a demolition permit.  

Two demolition permits for contributory places have 
been applied for, but a decision suspended whilst the 
Amendment proceeds.  

While the demolition of Non-contributory properties 
may be permitted, the replacement buildings may not 
have been subject to the assessment processes for places 
within the Heritage Overlay. The result may be that the 
new buildings have some impact on the heritage values 
of The Avenue.  

The extent of change to the Avenue Precinct as a result 
of both planning permits and demolition permits issued 
is substantial. It is considered that the changes have 
caused the integrity of The Avenue Precinct to fall below 
the threshold of local significance on the basis that there 
are now too many places of Non-contributory status. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The Avenue Precinct should be withdrawn from Amendment C214.   
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A.8.4 33 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 8) 

 

Figure 32. 33 The Avenue, McCrae (Realestate.com.au, August 2013) 

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

The property had a Contributory grade in the precinct proposed for the Mornington Peninsula 
Heritage Overlay by the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review. 

The property at 33 The Avenue corresponds to the beach house vernacular of the 1950s and 
1960s. Although located on the north side of the street, it is typical of many of the houses on 
the south side and as such was included as a Contributory place. In the absence of a precinct it 
is not considered individually significant.  

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

The submitter does not support the 
inclusion of their property in the 
Heritage Overlay. The principle 
objections relate to the fabric of the 
property and the impact a Heritage 
Overlay will have on future 
development opportunities.  

The property is a Fibro cement 
construction that may contain 
asbestos. Because of the poor quality 
of the materials used in its 
construction the property needs 
extensive repairs. The submitter notes 
that the concrete tile roof is inefficient 
and an eyesore and that the fibro 
cement shed in the backyard has a 
collapsed roof.  

The condition of the house is not a consideration in the 
assessment of significance. The presence of asbestos-fibro 
cement also does not impact on heritage significance and 
can be dealt with by replacement with non-asbestos fibre 
cement sheet if required.  

It is agreed that 33 The Avenue does not possess individual 
significance. 

The Avenue Precinct was defined on the basis that of the 
41 properties included within the boundary extent, that 21 
were considered to be Contributory to the precinct. While 
there is no minimum percentage of Contributory 
properties that is recommended in any precinct, 50% is 
close to marginal. Since assessing the Avenue in 2014, nine 
properties have either been impacted or have current plans 
to impact the Precinct through demolition, alterations and 
additions and new buildings.  
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Issue raised Response 

The original windows have been 
replaced with aluminium window 
frames and the fence has been 
replaced.  

The Heritage Overlay 
recommendation to avoid sealed 
driveways is impractical for the 
property’s location, where an overflow 
of rainwater from Arthur’s Seat causes 
the property’s unsealed driveway to 
become muddy and waterlogged.  

A Heritage Overlay will have a 
negative effect on their renovation 
plans and future development 
opportunities.  

There is precedent for development in 
the area which has resulted in a variety 
of housing types existing there. 

The submitter’s opinion of what they 
believe constitutes heritage in McCrae, 
and the appearance of the area in the 
1960s, is not relevant to the 
amendment proposal.  

Of those places, seven have demolition permits approved 
or suspended pending Amendment C214. Two demolition 
permits have been issued for adjacent Contributory 
properties at 17 & 19 The Avenue and two Non-
contributory properties at 35 & 37 The Avenue. A further 
Non- contributory property at 28 the Avenue also has a 
demolition permit.  

Two demolition permits for contributory places have been 
applied for, but a decision suspended whilst the 
Amendment proceeds.  

While the demolition of Non-contributory properties may 
be permitted, the replacement buildings may not have been 
subject to the assessment processes for places within the 
Heritage Overlay. The result may be that the new buildings 
have some impact on the heritage values of The Avenue.  

The extent of change to the Avenue Precinct as a result of 
both planning permits and demolition permits issued is 
substantial. It is considered that the changes have caused 
the integrity of The Avenue Precinct to fall below the 
threshold of local significance on the basis that there are 
now too many places of Non-contributory status. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The Avenue Precinct should be withdrawn from Amendment C214.   

A.8.5 34 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 39) 

 

Figure 33. 34 The Avenue, McCrae (Google Streetview, August 2013) 
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Recommendations and Amendment C214 

The property has a Contributory grade in the precinct proposed for the Mornington Peninsula 
Heritage Overlay by the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review. 34 The Avenue was 
built between 1955 and 1968 and is part of the beach house vernacular style. In the absence of 
a precinct it is not considered individually significant.  

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

The owners of the property at 
34 The Avenue, McCrae, do 
not support the proposed 
amendment. 

They object on the basis that 
the roofing contains asbestos, 
and that the external walls, 
roofing, faux brick tiling pieces, 
and fascia board have 
deteriorated significantly. 

They express their belief that 
the building does not present 
any unique features that would 
warrant the need for its heritage 
protection. 

The condition of the house is not a consideration in the 
assessment of significance. It is agreed that 34 The Avenue does 
not possess individual significance.  

The Avenue Precinct was defined on the basis that of the 41 
properties included within the boundary extent, that 21 were 
considered to be Contributory to the precinct. While there is no 
minimum percentage of Contributory properties that is 
recommended in any precinct, 50% is close to marginal. Since 
assessing the Avenue in 2014, nine properties have either been 
impacted or have current plans to impact the Precinct through 
demolition, alterations and additions and new buildings.  

Of those places, seven have demolition permits approved or 
suspended pending Amendment C214. Two demolition permits 
have been issued for adjacent Contributory properties at 17 & 19 
The Avenue and two Non-contributory properties at 35 & 37 The 
Avenue. A further Non- contributory property at 28 the Avenue 
also has a demolition permit.  

Two demolition permits for contributory places have been applied 
for, but a decision suspended whilst the Amendment proceeds.  

While the demolition of Non-contributory properties may be 
permitted, the replacement buildings may not have been subject to 
the assessment processes for places within the Heritage Overlay. 
The result may be that the new buildings have some impact on the 
heritage values of The Avenue.  

The extent of change to the Avenue Precinct as a result of both 
planning permits and demolition permits issued is substantial. It is 
considered that the changes have caused the integrity of The 
Avenue Precinct to fall below the threshold of local significance 
on the basis that there are now too many places of Non-
contributory status. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The Avenue Precinct should be withdrawn from Amendment C214.   
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A.8.6 36 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 25) 

 

Figure 34. 36 The Avenue, McCrae (Google Streetview, August 2013) 

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

The map prepared for The Avenue Precinct shows that this property has a Non-contributory 
grade proposed for the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Overlay by the Mornington Peninsula 
Shire Heritage Review. This does conflict with the statement below and appears to be an error 
in the mapping. The response below treats the place as Contributory.  

The property at 36 The Avenue corresponds to the beach house vernacular of the 1950s and 
1960s. In the absence of a precinct it is not considered individually significant.  

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

The submitters object to the 
inclusion of their property in 
the Heritage Overlay for the 
following reasons: 

• That the building’s roof and 
external walls are constructed 
of cement sheeting 
containing asbestos. They not 
that the external walls have 
faux brick cladding 

• That the house is rectangular 
and has no main features 
from a heritage aspect. 

Photographs of the property 
have been included in the 
submission. 

The condition of the house is not a consideration in the 
assessment of significance. It is agreed that 36 The Avenue does 
not possess individual significance.  

The Avenue Precinct was defined on the basis that of the 41 
properties included within the boundary extent, that 21 were 
considered to be Contributory to the precinct. While there is no 
minimum percentage of Contributory properties that is 
recommended in any precinct, 50% is close to marginal. Since 
assessing the Avenue in 2014, nine properties have either been 
impacted or have current plans to impact the Precinct through 
demolition, alterations and additions and new buildings.  

Of those places, seven have demolition permits approved or 
suspended pending Amendment C214. Two demolition permits 
have been issued for adjacent Contributory properties at 17 & 19 
The Avenue and two Non-contributory properties at 35 & 37 The 
Avenue. A further Non- contributory property at 28 the Avenue 
also has a demolition permit.  

Two demolition permits for contributory places have been applied 
for, but a decision suspended whilst the Amendment proceeds.  

While the demolition of Non-contributory properties may be 
permitted, the replacement buildings may not have been subject to 
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Issue raised Response 

the assessment processes for places within the Heritage Overlay. 
The result may be that the new buildings have some impact on the 
heritage values of The Avenue.  

The extent of change to the Avenue Precinct as a result of both 
planning permits and demolition permits issued is substantial. It is 
considered that the changes have caused the integrity of The 
Avenue Precinct to fall below the threshold of local significance 
on the basis that there are now too many places of Non-
contributory status. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The Avenue Precinct should be withdrawn from Amendment C214.   

 

A.8.7 40 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 5) 

 

Figure 35. 40 The Avenue, McCrae (Google Streetview, August 2013) 

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

The property has a Non-contributory grade in the precinct proposed for the Mornington 
Peninsula Heritage Overlay by the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review. 

The property at 40 The Avenue was built between 1955 and 1968 but in a more suburban, 
rather than beach house vernacular style.  

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

The submitters do not support 
the recommendation that their 
property be included in the 
Heritage Overlay. For the 
reasons given: 

Future considerations for the property are not a consideration in 
the assessment of significance.  

The Avenue Precinct was defined on the basis that of the 41 
properties included within the boundary extent, that 21 were 
considered to be Contributory to the precinct. While there is no 
minimum percentage of Contributory properties that is 
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Issue raised Response 

• That a Heritage Overlay will 
limit future development 
opportunities, it will have a 
negative impact on the 
property’s value and diminish 
its market appeal. The 
submitters express concern 
that, if they choose to put the 
house on the market, they 
will be disadvantaged in 
comparison to other 
properties in the area not 
subject to Overlay controls.  

• That additional planning 
controls on the property will 
restrict their renovation 
plans, impose additional 
costs and result in lengthier 
timeframes in the planning 
process.  

The planning controls for other 
properties in the area are not 
relevant to this objection and 
have been omitted from the 
summary.  

recommended in any precinct, 50% is close to marginal. Since 
assessing the Avenue in 2014, nine properties have either been 
impacted or have current plans to impact the Precinct through 
demolition, alterations and additions and new buildings.  

Of those places, seven have demolition permits approved or 
suspended pending Amendment C214. Two demolition permits 
have been issued for adjacent Contributory properties at 17 & 19 
The Avenue and two Non-contributory properties at 35 & 37 The 
Avenue. A further Non- contributory property at 28 the Avenue 
also has a demolition permit.  

Two demolition permits for contributory places have been applied 
for, but a decision suspended whilst the Amendment proceeds.  

While the demolition of Non-contributory properties may be 
permitted, the replacement buildings may not have been subject to 
the assessment processes for places within the Heritage Overlay. 
The result may be that the new buildings have some impact on the 
heritage values of The Avenue.  

The extent of change to the Avenue Precinct as a result of both 
planning permits and demolition permits issued is substantial. It is 
considered that the changes have caused the integrity of The 
Avenue Precinct to fall below the threshold of local significance 
on the basis that there are now too many places of Non-
contributory status. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The Avenue Precinct should be withdrawn from Amendment C214.   
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A.8.8 42 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 17) 

 

Figure 36. House at 42 The Avenue, McCrae (Context, 2015) 

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

The property has a Contributory grade in the precinct proposed for the Mornington Peninsula 
Heritage Overlay by the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review. 

42 The Avenue was built soon after 1956 and corresponds to the beach house vernacular style. 
In the absence of a precinct it is not considered to be of individual significance.   

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

The submitter does not support the 
inclusion of their property in the 
Heritage Overlay for the following 
reasons. 

That the cost involved in maintaining 
a heritage property disadvantages 
owner of properties within the 
Heritage Overlay. 

• That the property was built as a 
holiday home, not one to be 
permanently lived in. 
Consequently, the property lacks 
adequate insulation. 

• That significant alterations have 
been made to the property such 
that it no longer resembles the 
original property in 1956. The 

The condition of no.42 and its subsequent alterations are 
noted. Future considerations for the site are not relevant to 
the consideration of significance.  

The Avenue Precinct was defined on the basis that of the 41 
properties included within the boundary extent, that 21 were 
considered to be Contributory to the precinct. While there is 
no minimum percentage of Contributory properties that is 
recommended in any precinct, 50% is close to marginal. 
Since assessing the Avenue in 2014, nine properties have 
either been impacted or have current plans to impact the 
Precinct through demolition, alterations and additions and 
new buildings.  

Of those places, seven have demolition permits approved or 
suspended pending Amendment C214. Two demolition 
permits have been issued for adjacent Contributory 
properties at 17 & 19 The Avenue and two Non-
contributory properties at 35 & 37 The Avenue. A further 
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Issue raised Response 

submitter comments that multiple 
extensions have been made; that 
the corrugated asbestos roof has 
been replaced with Colourbond 
roofing; that, after 1989, the 
original asbestos cement sheeting 
was replaced with Hardie Plank 
Boards and that a carport was 
built. 

• That inclusion in the Heritage 
Overlay will limit future resale 
opportunities. 

Comments about the development 
of other properties on the area and 
their planning controls are not 
relevant to this property and its 
inclusion in a Heritage Overlay.  

Photos of the property have been 
included in the submission.  

Non- contributory property at 28 the Avenue also has a 
demolition permit.  

Two demolition permits for contributory places have been 
applied for, but a decision suspended whilst the Amendment 
proceeds.  

While the demolition of Non-contributory properties may be 
permitted, the replacement buildings may not have been 
subject to the assessment processes for places within the 
Heritage Overlay. The result may be that the new buildings 
have some impact on the heritage values of The Avenue.  

The extent of change to the Avenue Precinct as a result of 
both planning permits and demolition permits issued is 
substantial. It is considered that the changes have caused the 
integrity of The Avenue Precinct to fall below the threshold 
of local significance on the basis that there are now too many 
places of Non-contributory status. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The Avenue Precinct should be withdrawn from Amendment C214.   

A.8.9 44 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 20) 

 

Figure 37. House at 44 The Avenue, McCrae (Hockingstuart, 2014) 

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

The property has a Contributory grade in the precinct proposed for the Mornington Peninsula 
Heritage Overlay by the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review. 

44 The Avenue was built between 1955 and 1968, and likely to date from c.1960. It conforms 
to the beach house vernacular style. Permits for development have been granted for this site 
but demolition permits are awaiting finalisation of Amendment C214.  
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Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

The submitters do not support 
the inclusion of their property 
within the Heritage Overlay.  

The submitters planned to 
develop their property at 44 the 
Avenue, McCrae for their 
retirement. They were denied a 
permit for the demolition of 
this property and believe that 
the refusal of the permit is 
connected to amendment 
proposal C214. They believe 
that their designs for two new 
cottages on the land is 
sympathetic to the Heritage 
Overlay controls and seek 
permission to demolish the 
existing property. 

The re-examination of their 
planning permit application 
(P16/1823) is a separate issue 
that is not relevant to the 
recommendation to include the 
property in a Heritage Overlay.  

Future considerations for the site are not relevant to the 
consideration of significance. 

The Avenue Precinct was defined on the basis that of the 41 
properties included within the boundary extent, that 21 were 
considered to be Contributory to the precinct. While there is no 
minimum percentage of Contributory properties that is 
recommended in any precinct, 50% is close to marginal. Since 
assessing the Avenue in 2014, nine properties have either been 
impacted or have current plans to impact the Precinct through 
demolition, alterations and additions and new buildings.  

Of those places, seven have demolition permits approved or 
suspended pending Amendment C214. Two demolition permits 
have been issued for adjacent Contributory properties at 17 & 19 
The Avenue and two Non-contributory properties at 35 & 37 The 
Avenue. A further Non- contributory property at 28 the Avenue 
also has a demolition permit.  

Two demolition permits for contributory places have been applied 
for, but a decision suspended whilst the Amendment proceeds.  

While the demolition of Non-contributory properties may be 
permitted, the replacement buildings may not have been subject to 
the assessment processes for places within the Heritage Overlay. 
The result may be that the new buildings have some impact on the 
heritage values of The Avenue.  

The extent of change to the Avenue Precinct as a result of both 
planning permits and demolition permits issued is substantial. It is 
considered that the changes have caused the integrity of The 
Avenue Precinct to fall below the threshold of local significance 
on the basis that there are now too many places of Non-
contributory status. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The Avenue Precinct should be withdrawn from Amendment C214.   
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A.8.10 46 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 21) 

 

Figure 38. House at 46 The Avenue, McCrae (Context, 2015) 

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

The property has a Non-contributory grade in the precinct proposed for the Mornington 
Peninsula Heritage Overlay by the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review.  

46 The Avenue was built between 1955 and 1968 but in a more suburban, rather than beach 
house vernacular style.  

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

The submitters object to the inclusion of 
their property in the Heritage overlay, 
and of the recommendation to list the 
Avenue as a precinct, for the following 
reasons: 

• That the property and properties 
within the Avenue Precinct are not 
unique to the proposed precinct and 
that the characteristics of small, post-
war holiday houses small houses on 
large blocks, with mature gardens, are 
prevalent across the Mornington 
Peninsula. On this basis they contend 
that the precinct does not meet the 
requirements for a Heritage Overlay.  

• That no 33 and 44 should not be 
nominated as contributory dwellings 
because they are derelict and a fire and 
safety hazard. They claim that the 
exclusion of these places from the 
Precinct weakens the argument for a 
Heritage Overlay in the area.  

Building condition and future management decisions are 
not a consideration in the assessment of significance.  

The Avenue Precinct was defined on the basis that of the 
41 properties included within the boundary extent, that 
21 were considered to be Contributory to the precinct. 
While there is no minimum percentage of Contributory 
properties that is recommended in any precinct, 50% is 
close to marginal. Since assessing the Avenue in 2014, 
nine properties have either been impacted or have 
current plans to impact the Precinct through demolition, 
alterations and additions and new buildings.  

Of those places, seven have demolition permits approved 
or suspended pending Amendment C214. Two 
demolition permits have been issued for adjacent 
Contributory properties at 17 & 19 The Avenue and two 
Non-contributory properties at 35 & 37 The Avenue. A 
further Non- contributory property at 28 the Avenue also 
has a demolition permit.  

Two demolition permits for contributory places have 
been applied for, but a decision suspended whilst the 
Amendment proceeds.  
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Issue raised Response 

• That their property requires extensive 
maintenance. The submitters express 
concern that they will not be able to 
afford the extra costs and restrictions 
imposed by a Heritage Overlay. 

• That a Heritage Overlay will have an 
adverse impact on the value of their 
property, reduce its market appeal and 
limit future resale opportunities.  

Planning controls for other properties 
and native vegetation in the area are not 
relevant to amendment C214 and these 
comments have been omitted.  Nor are 
the submitter’s opinions about which 
places should or should not be heritage 
protected.  

While the demolition of Non-contributory properties 
may be permitted, the replacement buildings may not 
have been subject to the assessment processes for places 
within the Heritage Overlay. The result may be that the 
new buildings have some impact on the heritage values 
of The Avenue.  

The extent of change to the Avenue Precinct as a result 
of both planning permits and demolition permits issued 
is substantial. It is considered that the changes have 
caused the integrity of The Avenue Precinct to fall below 
the threshold of local significance on the basis that there 
are now too many places of Non-contributory status. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The Avenue Precinct should be withdrawn from Amendment C214.   

A.8.11 48 The Avenue, McCrae (Submission 22) 

 

Figure 39. 48 The Avenue, McCrae (Context, 2015) 

Recommendations and Amendment C214 

The property has a Contributory grade in the precinct proposed for the Mornington Peninsula 
Heritage Overlay by the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review. 

48 The Avenue was built c.1960 in the beach house vernacular style. In the absence of a 
precinct it is not considered to be of individual significance.  

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 
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Issue raised Response 

The submitters object to the inclusion of 
their property, and others, within The 
Avenue Precinct Heritage Overlay. Their 
primary concern is the presence of 
asbestos in several of these buildings and 
the associated health risks and 
maintenance issues that arise from this. 
The following points were elaborated 
upon: 

• Because of health risks, the buildings 
containing asbestos (no 30, 34, 42, 44 
and 48) will be demolished, 
consequently this will impact the 
cohesiveness of the Precinct and 
diminish its heritage significance. They 
note that no 30 and 44 The Avenue 
are vacant and derelict.  

• The submitter’s property (48 The 
Avenue) has external walls and eaves 
made of strapped asbestos cement 
sheeting, a corrugated asbestos roof, 
several internal walls made of strapped 
asbestos sheeting and a garage 
constructed of strapped asbestos 
cement sheeting and corrugated 
asbestos roof. 

• That their property requires extensive 
maintenance, but builders and 
plumbers will not carry out works on 
the property because of the health 
risks associated with asbestos. 

• That there has been a precedent for 
new development on The Avenue and 
it would be unfair that new restrictions 
are imposed upon their property. 

• That the wide landscaped nature strip 
is natural bush, distinct from 
professional landscaping, as such, it 
should be controlled by a Vegetation 
Overlay and not a Heritage Overlay. 

Photos of the property are included in 
the submission.  

Building condition and questions of maintenance are not 
a consideration in the assessment of significance.  

The Avenue Precinct was defined on the basis that of the 
41 properties included within the boundary extent, that 
21 were considered to be Contributory to the precinct. 
While there is no minimum percentage of Contributory 
properties that is recommended in any precinct, 50% is 
close to marginal. Since assessing the Avenue in 2014, 
nine properties have either been impacted or have 
current plans to impact the Precinct through demolition, 
alterations and additions and new buildings.  

Of those places, seven have demolition permits approved 
or suspended pending Amendment C214. Two 
demolition permits have been issued for adjacent 
Contributory properties at 17 & 19 The Avenue and two 
Non-contributory properties at 35 & 37 The Avenue. A 
further Non- contributory property at 28 the Avenue also 
has a demolition permit.  

Two demolition permits for contributory places have 
been applied for, but a decision suspended whilst the 
Amendment proceeds.  

While the demolition of Non-contributory properties 
may be permitted, the replacement buildings may not 
have been subject to the assessment processes for places 
within the Heritage Overlay. The result may be that the 
new buildings have some impact on the heritage values 
of The Avenue.  

The extent of change to the Avenue Precinct as a result 
of both planning permits and demolition permits issued 
is substantial. It is considered that the changes have 
caused the integrity of The Avenue Precinct to fall below 
the threshold of local significance on the basis that there 
are now too many places of Non-contributory status. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The Avenue Precinct should be withdrawn from Amendment C214.   
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A.9 Red Hill Post Office (former), 710 White Hill Road, Red Hill 

(Submission 27)  

 

Figure 40. Red Hill Post Office (former) at 710 White Hill Road, Red Hill. (Context, 2015) 

Background 

This building was assessed in the Shire of Flinders Heritage Study, 1992 (pages 365-6). The 
following information and assessment were provided: 

There is only a small portion of the 1870 section of the Post Office remaining which includes a section of 
brick wall with baker's oven and chimney constructed of handmade bricks in the rear skillion of the 
building. There is another fireplace dating from the 1880s. All internal woodwork has been removed and 
replaced except for the beaded pine wall on the entry side which possibly hides log construction. A six pane 
sash features in the front wall and may have been relocated. 

The post office was first built on this site in 1870 by an unknown owner. In 1876 it was purchased by W. 
H. Blakely for his son-in-law, G. Cousins. Blakely built around the original log cabin in wood and added 
a store with baker's oven as a skill ion. (The building was never used as a bakery.) In 1878, the building 
was transferred to Elizabeth Wheeler who managed the post services from the building for the next 58 years. 
In 1958 the Post Office was moved to a site 30 yards from this location. Until quite recent years, the 
original 1870s log hut had remained protected within the walls of the later building. 

The Post Office is locally significant for its historical associations with an important communications base in 
the early township of Red Hill although very little physical evidence of the original structure remains. The 
building is associated with Elizabeth Wheeler, Postmistress for 58 years, and the local businessman and 
land owner, William Blakely. 

It was nominated for assessment in the current heritage study by the Dromana Historical 
Society. 



MORNINGTON PENINSULA SHIRE 

79 

Recommendation 

This place was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review and found to be 
of local significance. It is recommended for inclusion in the Mornington Peninsula Heritage 
Overlay as an individual place. The reasons for its significance are set out below. 

Statement of Significance 

The statement of significance Annabel Neylon prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 
September 2017, reads as follows: 

What is significant? 
The former Red Hill Post Office at 710 White Hills [sic] Road, Red Hill, c.1870 is significant to the 
extent of the timber Post Office and residence building fronting White Hills Road and the brick hipped roof 
building which is attached at a perpendicular angle at the rear of the timber section. The post boxes and 
telephone box at the front door are also considered to be significant. 

The modern garages, tanks and outbuildings are not significant.  

How is it significant? 
The former Red Hill Post Office at 710 White Hills Road, Red Hill is of local historic significance to the 
shire of Mornington Peninsula.  

Why is it significant? 
It is of historical significance for its continual use as the only post office servicing the Red Hill (and 
surrounding) community for over 100 years. The retention of original features which relate to this former use, 
including the three entrances, the commercial nine pane window, the post boxes and phone box, which 
demonstrate the use of this building, contribute to the significance. (Criterion A) 

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

The submitters do not support the 
inclusion of their property in the 
Heritage Overlay based on the loss of its 
original features and inaccuracies found 
in the citation report. 

They provide the following list of 
alterations that have been made to the 
original building which have had a 
negative effect on the property’s heritage 
integrity: 

• All timber flooring and stumps have 
been replaced; all roofing has been 
replaced; all weatherboards and 
external cladding, except for the 
façade, are replacements; the roof and 
frame of the front verandah have been 
replaced and the back verandah has 
been enclosed. 

• Internally, sections of the floor have 
been concreted and carpet throughout; 
internal walls have been clad with new 
timber and the original ceilings 
removed and replaced with pine; parts 
of the baker’s oven remain but the 
chimney has been removed. 

 

The citation notes that this building has been constructed 
in several stages, and has a number of small additions 
and extensions, and notes that there are windows and 
doors present in the façade from various periods.  It also 
notes that there were elements which were not easily 
viewed from the public realm, including the brick former 
baker’s oven.  

I agree that changes which have been made to the 
building have replaced much of the external roof and 
wall cladding, and the citation acknowledges that the 
original building has been extended and altered over 
time. However, the overall form of the building, and the 
elements of the façade (which contains a number of 
windows and doors from different periods, a phone box 
and post boxes) identifies the building as a former 
(domestic scaled) local post office.  None of these 
changes is so extensive that it negates the heritage 
significance of the house. 
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Issue raised Response 

The submitters claim that the citation 
report is an unreliable source because of 
the following factual errors: 

• There is no square aluminium window 
at the property. 

• One of the two doors have glass, the 
other does not and would never have 
had. 

• There is no second double-hung sash 
window.  

A review of the photographs taken on site concur that 
there is no square aluminium window at the property, 
and that one door has a glass panel and the other does 
not.  The second double hung sash window has been 
incorrectly described, and refers to the second sash 
window (a co-joined pair of sash windows) on the façade. 
This should be confirmed in the citation, and the 
information about the replaced fabric of the place more 
generally should also be noted. 

The statement of significance identifies that the exterior 
of the timber post office (including the brick baker’s 
oven [described as the brick hip roofed building]), the 
post boxes and phone box as the significant fabric of the 
place.  It also states that the significance of the place is 
based on its ability (through the retention of these 
existing features) to demonstrate its former use as a post 
office, a function which is served continuously for over 
100 years, and was a key part of the Red Hill community.  

None of these changes, however, is so extensive that it 
negates the heritage significance of the house. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The alterations to original fabric, but deliberate retention of façade and Post Office fixtures 
and fittings in façade, should be noted in the citation.  

• The loss of the baker’s oven chimney should be noted, and the brick section should be 
described as the baker’s oven. 

• The citation should be revised to remove reference to an aluminium framed square window 
and amend the description of doors to state that one has a glass panel, the other is timber 
panelled. 

• No other changes are recommended. 
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A.10 Stonehaven, 15 Mitchell Street, Rosebud (Submission 15) 

 

Figure 41. Stonehaven at 15 Mitchell Street, Rosebud. (Context, 2015) 

This house was given a preliminary assessment in the Shire of Flinders Heritage Study, 1992. 
(page 357). The following information and assessment were provided: 

A Postwar house using Dromana granite in the house fence garden beds etc and aptly named Stonehaven. 

Built by W.D. Grant for himself and his family. Grant was a skilled stonemason who worked for the 
Public Works Department prior to the Second World War. He was involved in major construction work 
such as the building of the Dromana sea wall. After the Second World War he went into private 
contracting and a number of houses in the locality contain examples of his work. 

A Postwar house illustrating the extensive use of Dromana granite a popular local material and 
demonstrating the skills of local stonemason W. D. Grant in the building of his own house. Of local 
significance. 

It was nominated for assessment in the current heritage study by the Dromana Historical 
Society. 

Recommendation 

This place was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review and found to be 
of local significance. It is recommended for inclusion in the Mornington Peninsula Heritage 
Overlay as an individual place. The reasons for its significance are set out below. 

Statement of Significance 

The statement of significance I prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 September 
2017, reads as follows: 

What is significant? 
Stonehaven, at 15 Mitchell Street, Rosebud, is significant. It was constructed of Dromana granite by local 
stonemason Walter 'Wacker' Grant in 1949-50 as his family home. 

In form, it is a typical asymmetrical post-war bungalow with a high hipped roof and projecting gabled bay to 
the facade. The house is clad in random granite rubble. This same granite rubble is used for low walls 
around the front garden and in a strip up the centre of the driveway. 

The hard landscaping, including the front fence, garden edging, and driveway paving, as well as the concrete-
block garage are contributory elements. 



AMENDMENT C214 

82 

The rear extension of 2009 and the timber carport are not of significance. 

How is it significant? 
Stonehaven is of local architectural and aesthetic significance to the Shire of Mornington Peninsula. 

Why is it significant? 
Architecturally, it is a fine and intact representative example of a post-war bungalow with typical features 
such as the asymmetric massing, the use of a massive external chimney at the centre of the projecting front 
bay as a decorative element, the Moderne-influenced cantilevered concrete window hoods continuous with the 
porch hood, and corner windows. The use of granite for the house and hard landscaping, as well as the 
concrete blocks of the garage, is characteristic of the more substantial houses in the area particularly in the 
early post-war period. (Criterion D) 

Aesthetically, Stonehaven is distinguished by the fine quality of its stone and blockwork and their 
comprehensive use on the site. The variety of materials and patterns used around the site can be considered 
an advertisement of owner-builder Wacker Grant's skill. The garden walling and house are of random 
granite rubble, the centre of the driveway is in granite crazy paving, while the driveway wing walls are of 
stacked sandstone blocks and the garage and associated wall are of two different patterns and colours of 
concrete block. All together they create a unified and lively composition. (Criterion E) 

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

They purchased the property with the 
intention of developing it. The house at 
present has inadequate living standards, 
being small, cold in winter and hot in 
summer.  

Older homes are often smaller than present-day 
requirements, and in these cases a sensitively designed 
rear addition can upgrade the house to current needs. 
The architect involved can advise on how to improve the 
liveability of the original part of the house as well (e.g., 
install hydronic heating, introduce new windows to non-
sensitive locations). External changes would, of course, 
require a planning permit. 

The application of a Heritage overlay 
would limit their development 
opportunities. 

I agree that the Heritage Overlay is put in place to 
protect the original house (and other stonework) from 
demolition. But, as noted above, this does not mean that 
the property cannot be upgraded to modern-day 
standards and size. 

Concerns about the cost of maintenance 
for an old building.  

I agree that all houses require regular maintenance, and 
older houses that have not been properly maintained 
over the years may require much more. If the house is 
enlarged with a rear extension, the maintenance issues 
can be dealt with at the same time.  

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• No changes are recommended. 
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A.11 Balwick, 751 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (Submissions 35 

& 35a) 

 

Figure 42.Balwick at 751 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud. (Context, 2015) 

Background 

I identified this house during the street-by-street survey of the Rosebud township Sub-area. 

Recommendation 

This place was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review and found to be 
of local significance. It is recommended for inclusion in the Mornington Peninsula Heritage 
Overlay as an individual place. The reasons for its significance are set out below. 

Statement of Significance 

The statement of significance I prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 September 
2017, reads as follows: 

What is significant? 
Balwick, at 751 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud, is significant. The house was built 1947-48 by Rosebud 
builder Stanley Jenkin as his home. It is a large triple-fronted masonry house with a complex roof clad in 
Marseille terracotta tiles. The roof is divided into three parts. At the middle is a tall pyramidal hipped roof, 
which is visually balanced by a projecting gable to the right-hand side of the facade and a hipped wing set 
back from the left-hand side. There is one slender clinker brick chimney on the east side elevation. The 
rendered walls also have clinker bricks accents. The front gable has shiplap timbers in it. There is a 
horizontal emphasis to the composition, created by brick banding, horizontal glazing bars to the timber sash 
windows, and a curved cantilevered porch hood, also in keeping with the Moderne style. 

The low concrete block front fence and brick garage at the front boundary are contributory. 

How is it significant? 
Balwick is of local aesthetic significance to the Shire of Mornington Peninsula. 

Why is it significant? 
Aesthetically, Balwick is distinguished by its substantial size, its intactness and retention of its setting (fence 
and garage), and in particular the fine level of detail as befits the home of a builder. Notable details include 
the tooled stucco finish to the walls, interspersed with clinker brick panels and banding. (Criterion E) 
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Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

The submitter opposes the recommendation to 
have their client’s property included in the 
Heritage Overlay because it does not 
satisfactorily meet the aesthetic/architectural 
requirements. They make the following 
argument: 

• That the building is a simple masonry house 
built in the 1940s with no known connection 
to an architect and therefor having no 
architectural merit.  

• That it does not have any significant 
components representing the Moderne Style, 
and the examples given in the citation are 
limited and unconvincing.  

• That the citation inaccurately describes the 
property as having a pyramidal hipped roof.  

• The concrete block component of the front 
fence does not appear to have been part of the 
1940s building but a later addition. It is in poor 
condition.  

• That its setting is extremely limited, given its 
incorporation within a carpark. 

• That the garage is not part of its curtilage but a 
separate, later, structure.  

• ‘Local’ or ‘Aesthetic’ interest is not sufficient 
to justify individual listing. The analysis is not 
rigorous and gives no comparative grading. 

They note that the property and its curtilage 
occupy only about 20% or less of the Certificate 
of Title in which it is situated. The majority of 
land is taken up with active caravan park sites 
and facilities. 

On behalf of the owner of the property, 
Anthemion Consultants provided heritage advice 
in relation to the proposal to include the 
property in a Heritage overlay. They oppose this 
recommendation for the given reasons: 

Setting and curtilage 

• That the property is located within a caravan 
park and curtilage proposed in the Heritage 
Overlay would restrict the operation of the 
caravan park. They give the example that the 
recommendation to locate future extensions at 
the rear of the property, hidden from public 
view, would necessitate the removal of a row 
of cabins which, in turn, would reduce the 
amount of accommodation available for low-
budget holiday-makers.  

In analysing the submissions regarding 751 Pt 
Nepean Road, I realised that the house is less 
intact than I previously thought. This concerns 
the loss of a chimney above the brick “panel” on 
the front façade. As chimneys were a major 
design feature for the less-ornamented early 
post-war houses, I consider its loss in this 
position too great an alteration for the place to 
meet the threshold of local aesthetic significance 
(Criterion E). If the garage and front fence are, 
indeed, also later elements (though no evidence 
of this has been provided), this would further 
diminish the intactness of the place. 
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Issue raised Response 

• That there is no context for the property 
afforded by either of the abutting sites and an 
addition in the front area would not necessarily 
be unacceptable in this context. 

• The restrictions relating to the curtilage are 
unnecessarily onerous and mostly unachievable 
without an adverse impact on the operation of 
the caravan park which is an important aspect 
of the broader history of Rosebud.  

Outbuildings 

• That the garage exhibits no identifiable stylistic 
features. It presents to the street as an 
overpainted brick structure with permanently 
closed doors and comprises a steel garage door 
to the rear. Its retention is contrary to the 
proposed restriction of new elements in the 
front area.  

History 

• The citation refers to the Peninsula’s Inter-war 
and Post-war development but does not 
acknowledge the continuous development of 
the area that has occurred since then. They 
claim that the built form of Rosebud has 
changed significantly and buildings from the 
Inter-war and Post-war years are now isolated 
examples interspersed by modern 
development. The submitter argues that, 
without context, their demonstrative value is 
minimal.  

Criterion 

• That the justification for Criterion E is not 
adequately substantiated. That the examples of 
the aesthetic quality given in citation are 
overstated, that there are no clinker bricks 
panels and the chimney appears to be 
truncated.  

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• 751 Pt Nepean Road should be removed from Amendment C214. 
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A.12 Cottage and Boathouse, 914 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud 

(Submissions 10, 16, 16a and 24) 

 

Figure 43. Cottage and Boathouse at 914 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (Context, 2015) 

 

Figure 44. Federation Cottage at 914 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (Context, 2015) 

Background 

This place was nominated for assessment in the current heritage study by the Dromana 
Historical Society and the Mornington Peninsula branch of the National Trust. 

Recommendation 

This place was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review and found to be 
of local significance. It is recommended for inclusion in the Mornington Peninsula Heritage 
Overlay as an individual place. The reasons for its significance are set out below. 
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Statement of Significance 

The statement of significance I prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 September 
2017, reads as follows: 

What is significant? 
The Federation cottage at 3/914 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud, is significant. It was built as a holiday 
home c1910-15 for owner John Henry Davies, an accountant of Malvern. Later owners built a two-storey 
cream-brick boat shed beside it in the 1950s. 

The cottage is a small building with a gabled hipped roof and return verandah on three sides continuous with 
the main roof, creating the classic Federation dominant roof form. There is a corbelled chimney just to the 
side of the ridge. The house and roof gables are clad with bullnose weatherboards, while the roof is clad with 
corrugated iron. Variations in window formats and French doors with Tudor arches in the glazing suggest it 
was remodelled in the 1930s. 

The boatshed is a contributory element. 

How is it significant? 
The Federation cottage is of local historical significance to the Shire of Mornington Peninsula. 

Why is it significant? 
Historically, the Federation cottage is significant as a tangible reminder of an early phase in Rosebud's 
development and particularly of the Rosebud foreshore. Unlike other localities on the Peninsula, part of the 
foreshore has undergone private residential development, and its foreshore houses are a distinguishing feature 
of Rosebud. It is of rarity value as one of only three pre-1920s houses identified in the Rosebud foreshore. 
The other two date are earlier, but have been altered to the extent that their 19th-century origins and form 
are very difficult to discern. The boatshed helps to illustrate the continued holiday use of this property in the 
20th century. (Criteria A & B) 

Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

Submission 10 

914 Point Nepean Road is 
derelict and attracts squatters 
who light fires there. The 
submitters are concerned that the 
site is a fire hazard and their 
neighbouring property is at risk.  

I agree that there has been little maintenance of the timber 
house at 914 Pt Nepean Road, and security needs to be 
increased if squatting is a problem. However, this does not mean 
that the timber house does not have heritage value warranting its 
protection in the Heritage Overlay. 

 

The building is likely to contain 
asbestos and its derelict condition 
increases the risk of asbestos 
contamination and leakage. 

I agree that damaged or weathered and friable asbestos-cement 
building materials can release hazardous fibres. However, there 
are no asbestos-bearing materials (cement sheet cladding or 
corrugated roofing) visible on the exterior of either building at 
No. 914. The timber house was built c1910-15, prior to 
widespread popularity of fibro-cement, so there may have not 
been any used (inside or out) when it was constructed. Of 
course, some may have been used in the interior with later 
renovations, and it may also be present in the interior of the 
two-storey cream brick structure (the “boat shed”). In an 
interior location there is little chance of weathering and the 
release of fibres. There are also no Internal Alteration Controls 
proposed for this property, so the owner can make any internal 
refurbishments they see fit (including replacement of asbestos-
bearing materials). In the Heritage Overlay and outside of it the 
same law regarding the safe removal and disposal of asbestos 
must be followed. 
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Issue raised Response 

The citation contains an 
inaccuracy, namely that the boat 
shed was not a boat shed but was 
built for the ageing Andrews 
couple as a dwelling.  

This information regarding what was thought to have been built 
principally as a boat shed is welcome, and that it was built as a 
secondary residence on the site should be added to the place 
citation. As such, I do not consider the cream brick building to 
illustrate the holiday-house use of the site, so its contributory 
value is minimal. On this basis, the recommendation that it be 
covered by Outbuilding Controls should be removed. 

Submission 16 & 16a 

Two submissions were made for no 16. One, written by the submitter and the other by their lawyer. 
The submissions raise the same issues and have been summarised together.  

The property’s derelict condition 
poses a safety risk and is a 
hindrance to the community.  
Because of its vacancy, the 
property attracts squatters and 
vandals who have caused damage 
to the property, and surrounding 
properties, and lit fires there. 

I agree that there has been little maintenance of the timber 
house at 914 Pt Nepean Road, and security needs to be 
increased if squatting is a problem. However, this does not mean 
that the timber house does not have heritage value warranting its 
protection in the Heritage Overlay. 

 

In its current state of disrepair 
there is an increased risk of fire 
and asbestos leakage at the 
property. 

I agree that damaged or weathered and friable asbestos-cement 
building materials can release hazardous fibres. However, there 
are no asbestos-bearing materials (cement sheet cladding or 
corrugated roofing) visible on the exterior of either building at 
No. 914. The timber house was built c1910-15, prior to 
widespread popularity of fibro-cement, so there may have not 
been any used (inside or out) when it was constructed. Of 
course, some may have been used in the interior with later 
renovations, and it may also be present in the interior of the 
two-storey cream brick structure (the “boat shed”). In an 
interior location there is little chance of weathering and the 
release of fibres. There are also no Internal Alteration Controls 
proposed for this property, so the owner can make any internal 
refurbishments they see fit (including replacement of asbestos-
bearing materials). In the Heritage Overlay and outside of it the 
same law regarding the safe removal and disposal of asbestos 
must be followed. 

The boatshed was built as a 
residence/granny flat and has no 
significance to the community. 

The information from submitters regarding what was thought to 
have been built principally as a boat shed is very useful. The 
information that it was built as a secondary residence on the site 
should be added to the place citation and the recommendation 
that it be covered by Outbuilding Controls should be removed. 

The submitter contends that the 
property is beyond repair and 
that there are no distinguishing 
features to preserve. 

 

Whether or not a building is beyond the possibility of repair 
should be determined by a structural engineer with extensive 
experience of traditional timber buildings, not based on its 
neglected external appearance. 
While small in size, is not true that the house has no 
distinguishing features. As detailed in the place citation, its roof 
and verandah form indicate its Federation stylistic origins, as do 
the verandah timber fretwork, and the corbelled brick chimney. 

The property is not visible from 
the beach side due to the 
vegetation nor the Point Nepean 
Road. 

While it is I agree that there is minimal public visibility of this 
house, particularly for those who are not aware of its presence, 
this does not mean that it isn’t of heritage significance. There are 
many places on municipal Heritage Overlays that are hidden in 
large grounds or on subdivided lots that cannot be seen at all by 
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Issue raised Response 

the general public, but which are still protected due to their 
importance in the local area. 

Submission 24 

The submitter does not support 
the inclusion of the property at 
914/916 Point Nepean Road 
because of its derelict condition 
and the health and safety risks it 
imposes upon neighbouring 
properties. 

The submitter expresses concern 
about the squatters that occupy 
the property and, consequently, 
the risk of fire and vandalism 
because of this.  

They communicate that the 
derelict condition of the 
property, which is adjacent to 
their own, has increased their 
home insurance premiums. 

I agree that there has been little maintenance of the timber 
house at 914 Pt Nepean Road, and security needs to be 
increased if squatting is a problem. However, this does not mean 
that the timber house does not have heritage value warranting its 
protection in the Heritage Overlay. 

 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The place citation should be revised to change description of cream-brick building from 
“boat shed” to granny flat; change its grading in the Statement of Significance from 
“contributory” to “non-contributory”; and remove the recommended Outbuilding 
Controls. 

• The address should be changed to 3/914 Point Nepean Road  

• No other changes are recommended. 
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A.13 Bethany, 2493 Point Nepean Road, Rye (Submission 34) 

 

Figure 45. Bethany at 2493 Point Nepean Road, Rye. (Context, 2015) 

Background 

I identified this house during the street-by-street survey of the Rye township Sub-area. 

Recommendation 

This place was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review and found to be 
of local significance. It is recommended for inclusion in the Mornington Peninsula Heritage 
Overlay as an individual place. The reasons for its significance are set out below. 

Statement of Significance 

The statement of significance I prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 September 
2017, reads as follows: 

What is significant? 
Bethany, at 2493 Point Nepean Road, Rye, is significant. The house was built in 1949-50 for Jean and 
Winifred Perdrix. 

It is clad in weatherboards with a complex hipped roof clad in the original concrete tiles. A lower projecting 
hip to the side of the front facade and a projecting hip to the east side of the house create a faceted plan 
emphasised by corner windows, indicating a Moderne influence. They are double-hung timber sashes with 
three horizontal lights in the top sashes. The house has two flat-roof porches with Tuscan columns, 
indicating a Georgian Revival influence, and an oversized cream brick external chimney to the facade. 

The front mild-steel gates with cream brick piers and the timber garage behind the house are contributory. 

How is it significant? 
Bethany is of local aesthetic significance to the Shire of Mornington Peninsula. 

Why is it significant? 
Aesthetically, Bethany is distinguished by its idiosyncratic and well-detailed form with a dynamic and faceted 
massing, the elegance of its columned porches and delicate horizontal window glazing, and the bold and 
sculptural form of its front chimney. (Criterion E) 
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Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

Aesthetic significance 

• It is a basic weatherboard house 
which has been modified and 
possesses unique styles that are not 
typical of the era in which it was 
built. 

• The citation references a Georgian 
influence but includes this as a 
suggestion, rather than an assertion. 
The submitter claims that this 
demonstrates uncertainty. They 
contend that the citation references 
features as ‘indicative of’ or 
‘influenced by’ the Moderne style, 
therefore, they are not 
demonstrating aesthetic qualities 
exceptional to this building design. 

• Hipped roofs are common 
throughout the Peninsula, and that 
concrete tiles were made regularly by 
Australian manufacturers in the 
1950s. 

• The sash windows are not double 
paned in the top half, which is 
typical of the Moderne style, but 
feature three panes.  

• The back windows have been 
replaced with a large, black 
aluminium framed window. 

• The chimney is not a waterfall 
design but an atypical design. It has 
been modified and those changes are 
clearly visible. The change has 
resulted in an increase in the height 
of the chimney and decreased its 
aesthetic appeal. It is noted that the 
chimney has poor smoke exhalation 
and exhibits scorch marks. The 
submitter expresses concern that it is 
a fire hazard and claims that it would 
require extensive works to be made 
operational.  

• The nameplate ‘Bethany’ was added 
by the Diggles family and has no 
historical meaning. 

 

Most houses built in the 1940s were simplified versions of 
styles seen before the war, forming a continuum with the 
late interwar period (the 1930s). In the 1930s, and in the 
early post-war period, there were a great many houses that 
combined elements of the most popular styles – Old 
English, Georgian and Moderne. These “mixed” designs 
were produced both by famous architects and by local 
builders who copied popular forms. This is not considered 
a drawback, but simply a distinguishing feature of these 
decades. 

I agree that the hipped roof form is an ancient one which 
has been an element of popular architectural styles for 
hundreds of years. The overall form and pitch of these 
hipped roofs differ according to their style. For instance, 
Federation-era houses often had a high hipped roof 
(sometimes with a gablet at the top) which may have 
extended over a return verandah. During the 1920s, the 
gabled roof predominated along with the bungalow styles. 
The hipped roof returned to fashion in the 1930s together 
with the Georgian Revival style, but spread beyond this 
style to become ubiquitous during this decade. In the case 
of 2493 Pt Nepean Road, the Georgian Revival influence is 
also seen in the use of classical columns to the porch. 
I agree that concrete tiles were popular during the interwar 
and post-war periods. What is of importance in this case is 
the survival of the original roofing material. 

The three-panes of the sash windows, instead of the more 
typical two, was noted as a detail that demonstrates extra 
care that went into the design of this house. It is not a 
negative feature. 

The presence of modern openings and windows at the 
back of the house can be noted in the place citation for 
future reference. Note that minor changes such as these 
are often permitted in the Heritage Overlay.  

I agree that the chimney is a highly detailed, atypical design 
and it is one of the (positive) distinguishing features of the 
house. I agree that it is not the same as the more typical 
“Waterfall” chimneys seen frequently in the 1950s. 
The new information that the less-detailed top of the 
chimney is a later addition should be noted in the citation. 
Its removal (should this be desired in the future) would not 
disrupt the original design of the chimney. 
It is understood that this chimney has not worked well in 
the past. If external changes need to be made to re-activate 
it, this could be part of a planning permit application. 

The information that the family of the current owners 
installed the house nameplate should be noted in the 
history. As this family have owned the house since 1956 (7 
years after it was built), the name is rightly part of its early 
history. 
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Issue raised Response 

Safety considerations 

• Because of the building’s age, there 
is a likelihood that its construction 
materials contain asbestos. Asbestos 
was removed from an internal wall 
in the laundry in 2016. To remain 
compliant with Australian Building 
Codes any asbestos in the structure 
will need to be removed. The 
submitter notes the possibility that 
the concrete tiles contain asbestos.   

• The roof leaks indicating that the 
inappropriate material may have 
been used in its construction.  

• There is an additional cost to repair 
features that have contaminated 
materials.  

• The glass used in the windows is 
poor quality and easily broken, and 
probably not compliant with current 
standards. The submitter conveys 
their concern that this makes the 
property vulnerable to break-ins.  

There are no Internal Alterations Controls proposed for 
2493 Pt Nepean Road, so works removing and replacing 
asbestos-bearing materials inside can continue as before. 
The replacement of aged roof cladding can also be carried 
out without a planning permit if it is replaced with the 
same roofing materials (concrete tiles). If this is not 
practical, the owner can get a planning permit to replace 
them with something similar in appearance. Note that the 
costs are the same for legal removal of asbestos-bearing 
materials whether it is part of a renovation or wholesale 
demolition of a house. This cost exists whether or not the 
house is in the Heritage Overlay. 

Note that the roof is nearly 70 years old, so is likely nearing 
the end of its life. This does not indicate that inappropriate 
materials have been used, simply that they have a limited 
lifespan. 

No older buildings (even a decade or two old) meet all 
current construction standards, as these standards regularly 
change. There is no requirement for a house of this age to 
meet the current standards. 

If security is a concern, security screens can be installed 
over the windows. There are many types that do not 
obscure views to the windows. 

Historical significance 

There is no particular reference to its 
historical significance in Rye, and it is 
not a place well known and celebrated 
by the community. 

I agree that some places in the Heritage Overlay have been 
nominated by community members or groups because they 
are well-known landmarks or historical sites. There is 
another function of the Heritage Overlay, which is to 
protect the best places of their kind in the municipality. 
This means, among other things, the best residential 
buildings of all eras, including Victorian, Edwardian, 
interwar and post-war. It is in this process that 2493 Pt 
Nepean Road has been chosen as one of the best early 
post-war houses. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• The citation should be revised to note the presence of large aluminium-framed windows to 
the rear, and an extension to the top of the chimney in the description. 

• The citation should be revised to note that the Diggles family installed the ‘Bethany’ 
nameplate. 

• No other changes are recommended. 
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A.14 Golden Sands, 6 Ozone Street, Rye (Submission 30) 

 

Figure 46.Golden Sands at 6 Ozone Street, Rye. (Context, 2015) 

Background 

I identified this house during the street-by-street survey of the Rye township Sub-area. 

Recommendation 

This place was assessed as part of the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review and found to be 
of local significance. It is recommended for inclusion in the Mornington Peninsula Heritage 
Overlay as an individual place. The reasons for its significance are set out below. 

Statement of Significance 

The statement of significance I prepared for this place, in the citation dated 28 September 
2017, reads as follows: 

What is significant? 
Golden Sands, at 6 Ozone Street, Rye, is significant. This concrete-block house was built between 1947 
and 1951 for owner Elsie Parry. 

It takes a typical bungalow form as was popular in the 1930s and '40s. This comprises a tiled hipped roof 
with a projecting hipped bay creating an asymmetrical facade composition. Walls are of vermiculated concrete 
blocks (painted). The two bays of the facade have large steel windows comprising a fixed picture window 
between operational casements with horizontal glazing bars. The front porch at the centre of the facade has a 
simple timber-framed flat roof with mild-steel trellis supports. Apart from the texture of the concrete blocks 
and the name mounted on the facade, the house is unembellished. 

How is it significant? 
Golden Sands is of local architectural significance to the Shire of Mornington Peninsula.  

Why is it significant? 
Architecturally, is an intact and representative example of a house constructed of concrete blocks, which was 
a defining material for Peninsula buildings - particularly holiday houses and outbuildings - during the 
interwar and early post-war periods. The surface of the blocks was often enlivened with a rusticated or 
vermiculated pattern. While concrete block production was mechanised in the 1950s, many owners cast their 
own blocks on site, using patented moulds, gradually building their holiday home. (Criterion D) 
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Response to Submission 

The following comments respond to the heritage issues raised by the submission: 

Issue raised Response 

The submitter does not 
support the inclusion of 
their property in the 
Heritage Overlay because it 
is restricting and devaluing. 

 

I agree that the Heritage Overlay puts into place certain restrictions 
whose aim is preserving those things that make the property so 
special.  But it should also be noted that internal alterations can still be 
carried out without any special permissions, and a permit application 
can be made to make external changes to ensure that the house is still 
a desirable place to live. 

They note that the 
submitter helped build the 
property and retains a 
special interest in it. 

Thank you for the information that the current owner was involved in 
the construction of the house in the 1940s. If he would like to make 
any corrections to the history or add any interesting details, the place 
history can be revised to include them. The care and respect with 
which the submitter has treated the property is clear to see. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

It is my opinion that: 

• No changes are recommended. 
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APPENDIX B – SELECT SOURCES 

The following pages include digital copies of records regarding 18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 
Point Nepean Road, Rosebud West (Capel Sound). 

They are the following: 

• 1737 Point Nepean Road (Lot 9) – Certificate of Title Vol. 4158 Fol. 511 
On the second page is the transfer to George William How on 18 May 1942 (until 1969). 

• 18 Woyna Avenue (Lot 65) – Certificate of Title Vol. 6866 Fol. 196 
On the first page is the transfer to George William How, Builder, on 28 March 1946 (until 
1965). 

• 1737 Point Nepean Road (Lot 9) – Shire of Flinders rate records, 1947-52 

• 18 Woyna Avenue (Lot 65) – Shire of Flinders rate records, 1947-52 


