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Executive summary 

(i) Summary 

Marine villas, holiday estates and holiday shacks are a significant heritage theme for the 
Mornington Peninsula.  The Peninsula has been referred to as ‘Playground’ for holiday-
makers from Melbourne and beyond.  The number of beach houses grew considerably 
during the interwar period after the motor car became more popular.  These buildings 
ranged from the most basic such as many houses at Rosebud and Dromana to the ‘grand’ at 
Mount Eliza, Portsea and Sorrento. 

The Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 2 Volume 2 – Place and Precinct 
Citations, 22 August 2016 (Revised September 2017) (2017 Heritage Study) includes houses 
in Area 2 comprising Safety Beach, Dromana, Arthurs Seat, McCrae, Rosebud, Capel Sound, 
Tootgarook, Rye and St Andrews Beach. 

Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme Amendment C214 (the Amendment) proposes to 
implement the findings of the 2017 Heritage Study and additional separately prepared 
citations.  The Amendment was exhibited from 17 May to 29 June 2018 and attracted 40 
submissions. 

Key issues raised in submissions related to property value; financial implications; health and 
safety; building condition; building materials including asbestos; restriction on development 
opportunities; extent of alterations; inaccuracies in the heritage citations; and property 
owners’ consent to apply the Heritage Overlay. 

The Panel has considered all written submissions made in response to the exhibition of the 
Amendment, observations from site visits, and submissions, evidence and other material 
presented to it during the Hearing. 

Seeking to apply the Heritage Overlay to interwar and post-war dwellings with a seaside and 
holiday theme is relatively more complicated than seeking to protect older buildings with a 
uniform architectural theme.  This is further complicated when a building like a ‘holiday 
shack’ is not perceived as grand or worthy of heritage protection compared to older 
examples already in the Heritage Overlay. 

Council is commended for how it approached the 2017 Heritage Study from its inception and 
communication through to its final heritage assessments and recommended properties to 
apply Heritage Overlay.  The Study’s methodology is consistent with guidance in Planning 
Practice Note 1 (Applying the Heritage Overlay). 

The 2017 Heritage Study strategically supports the Amendment and will provide a sound 
basis for assessing future permit applications.  The Amendment is supported by, and 
implements, the relevant sections of the Planning Policy Framework.  It is consistent with 
relevant Ministerial Directions and Planning Practice Note 1, is well founded and strategically 
justified. 
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Common issues 

Common issues raised in submissions, namely property value and financial implications are 
not relevant when considering whether a place has sufficient local heritage significance to 
justify the Heritage Overlay.  Other matters which are not relevant to heritage significance 
include building condition, materials, demolition and development opportunities are not 
relevant when considering whether a place has sufficient local heritage significance to justify 
the Heritage Overlay.  However, building condition may be relevant if a building’s inevitable 
demolition means that there will be ultimately no heritage fabric to meet local significance. 

The Panel notes that the Heritage Overlay permits demolition and development, subject to 
proposals being assessed through a planning permit application. 

Heritage precinct and groups 

There are insufficient contributory properties in The Avenue, McCrae to consider the subject 
properties as a heritage precinct.  Accordingly, there is insufficient local significance to justify 
applying the Heritage Overlay (HO421) to properties in The Avenue. 

4,8 and 12 Atunga Terrace, Dromana (HO404), 48 and 50 Jetty Road, Rosebud (HO425), 18 
Woyna Avenue, 874 and 876 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (HO432) and 1737 Point Nepean 
Road, Capel Sound (HO447) have sufficient local significance to justify the Heritage Overlay 
for each of group.  All of these heritage citations, except for HO404, should be revised to 
more accurately reflect properties in their respective heritage group. 

Kalimna Farm Complex and Farm Landscape (HO288) 

The HO288 Heritage Citation should be revised to explain the homestead relocation and 
additional development, and to reformat the statement of significance into the standard 
What?, How? And How? format.  Council should consider further investigating the nine Elms 
to determine their significance as potential candidates for the Heritage Overlay.  However, 
the tree control in the Heritage Overlay Schedule (HO288) should not be applied through the 
Amendment.   

51 Devon Street, Dromana (HO405) 

51 Devon Street meets the local significance threshold and the Heritage Overlay is justified.  
The Heritage Overlay should apply to the entire property.  The Heritage Citation should be 
revised to more accurately describe the place. 

233 Palmerston Avenue, Dromana (HO411) 

233 Palmerston Avenue meets the local significance threshold to justify the Heritage 
Overlay.  The Fence and External Paint Controls in the Heritage Overlay Schedule (HO411) 
should not apply because the original fence has been replaced and the timber has been 
painted (is not stained).  The Heritage Citation should be revised to add information 
provided by the current property owner. 

1 Catherine Street, McCrae (HO417) 

1 Catherine Street’s most significant features no longer exist after years of alterations.  It no 
longer has sufficient local significance because it does not achieve any of the HERCON 
criteria which is required to make it a candidate for the Heritage Overlay. 
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710 White Hill Road, Red Hill (HO422) 

710 White Hill Road has sufficient local significance to justify the Heritage Overlay.  The 
Heritage Citation should be revised to more accurately describe the place. 

751 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (HO429) 

After losing its dominating feature, the front chimney, 751 Point Nepean Road is not 
sufficiently intact to meet the significance threshold or to justify the Heritage Overlay. 

1 Bucher Place and 880 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (HO434) 

1 Bucher Place and 880 Point Nepean Road meet the local significance threshold and the 
Heritage Overlay is justified.  The Heritage Citation should be revised to note that replacing 
the external asbestos cement sheets with non-asbestos sheets of the same dimensions is 
acceptable.  It should also include additional place history for 880 Point Nepean Road 
provided by Mr Goodman. 

1099-1125 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (HO439) 

The Heritage Overlay should be reduced to include only the contributing elements of the 
Rosebud Hotel and its Schedule should no longer apply the HO439 Tree controls.  The 
Heritage Citation would benefit from changes to the place history, physical description and 
statement of significance. 

2493 Point Nepean Road, Rye (HO455) 

2943 Point Nepean Road has sufficient local significance and the Heritage Overlay is justified.  
The Heritage Citation should be revised to more accurately reflect the place. 

118 Salmon Street, Hastings (HO458) 

118 Salmon Street, Hastings has sufficient local significance to justify the Heritage Overlay.  
The Heritage Overlay should apply to the entire property and the Heritage Citation should be 
revised to more accurately reflect the place. 

Other heritage places 

The Panel agrees with Council’s proposed post-exhibition changes to the following heritage 
citations: 

• HO297 (Soldiers Memorial) 

• HO412 (151-153 Point Nepean Road) to correct the address 

• HO419 (13 Outlook Road, McCrae) 

• HO427 (2 Murray Anderson, Rosebud) to correct the address 

• HO435 (3/914 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud) to correct the address, replace 
references to the ‘boatshed’ with ‘granny flat’, make other corrections, and no 
longer recommend applying the Outbuildings/Fences controls. 

• HO448 (100-104 Dundas Street, Rye) to correct the address. 

(ii) Recommendations 

Based on the reasons set out in this Report, the Panel recommends that Mornington 
Peninsula Planning Scheme Amendment C214 be adopted as exhibited subject to the 
following: 
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 Amend the Heritage Overlay Schedule to: 
a) delete HO421 (The Avenue McCrae Precinct) 
b) no longer apply the Fence Control and External Fence Control to HO411 (233 

Palmerston Avenue, Dromana) 
c) delete HO417 (1 Catherine Street, McCrae) 
d) delete HO429 (751 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud) 
e) no longer apply the Tree Control to HO439 (1099-1125 Point Nepean Road, 

Rosebud). 

 Amend the Heritage Overlay mapping to: 
a) delete HO421 (The Avenue McCrae Precinct) 
b) delete HO417 (1 Catherine Street, McCrae) 
c) delete HO429 (751 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud). 

 Delete the following Heritage Citations: 
a) HO421 (The Avenue McCrae Precinct) 
b) HO417 (1 Catherine Street, McCrae) 
c) HO429 (751 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud). 

 Amend the following Heritage Citations, as shown in Appendix B: 
a) HO297 (Soldiers Memorial) 

b) HO432 (874 and 876 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud) 
c) HO447 (18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road, Capel Sound) 
d) HO288 (Kalimna Farm Complex and Farm Landscape) 

e) HO405 (51 Devon Street, Dromana) 
f) HO409 (8 McCulloch Street, Dromana) to add information about the verandah 

and make associated changes 
g) HO411 (233 Palmerston Avenue, Dromana) 
h) HO412 (151-153 Point Nepean Road) to correct the address 

i) HO419 (13 Outlook Road, McCrae) 

j) HO422 (710 White Hill Road, Red Hill) 
k) HO427 (2 Murray Anderson, Rosebud) to correct the address 

l) HO434 (1 Bucher Place and 880 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud) 
m) HO439 (1099-1125 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud) 
n) HO455 (2493 Point Nepean Road, Rye) to note the rear aluminium-framed 

window, extension to the chimney and the ‘Bethany’ nameplate 

o) HO458 (118 Salmon Street, Hastings) to note the like-for-like changes at the 
corner of the house and the non-contributory rear extension and replace 
‘picket’ side fence with ‘paling’ 

p) HO435 (3/914 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud) to correct the address, replace 
references to the ‘boatshed’ with ‘granny flat’, make other corrections, and 
no longer recommend applying the Outbuildings/Fences controls 

q) HO448 (100-104 Dundas Street, Rye) to correct the address. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 The Amendment  

The Amendment proposes to: 

• implement the findings of the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 2 
Volume 2 – Place and Precinct Citations, 22 August 2016 (revised September 2017) 
(2017 Heritage Review) by permanently applying the Heritage Overlay to places in 
Table 1 

• implement the findings of additional separately prepared citations 

• update the Heritage Overlay Schedule and mapping details of some existing 
heritage places 

• re-order the list of heritage places in Heritage Overlay Schedule to improve 
navigation. 

Table 1 Exhibited heritage precinct, groups and places and submissions received 

Precinct Criteria* HO Ref Submission number 

The Avenue McCrae 
9, 11-24, 26, 28, 30, 32-35, 35A, 36-38, 40, 
41, 41A, 42-44, 46, 48, 50, 52, 54, 56 and 
58 The Avenue, and 11 Gellibrand Street, 
McCrae 

A, D, E HO421 5, 8, 12, 17, 18, 20, 21, 
22, 25, 29, 31, 37, 39 

Group Criteria* HO Ref Submission number 

757, 759, 765, 767 & 777 Arthurs Seat 
Road and 26 Steane Avenue, Arthur’s Seat 

A, D, E HO401 14 

4, 8 and 12 Atunga Terrace, Dromana A, E HO404 9 

48 and 50 Jetty Road, Rosebud D HO425 3 

874 and 876 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud A, D HO432 40 

1737 Point Nepean Road and 18 Woyna 
Avenue, Capel Sound 

A, E HO447 38, 7 

Place Criteria* HO Ref Submission number 

Arthurs Seat    

1065 Arthurs Seat Road A, E HO402 - 

4 Nestle Court, Arthurs Seat A, D, E, H HO403 - 

Dromana    

51 Devon Street D, H HO405 28 

Granite Sea Wall 

Anthony’s Nose, Dromana Foreshore 

A, E HO461 - 

20 Grant Street A, D, E HO462 - 

4 McCulloch Street H HO408 - 
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30 McCulloch Street A, B, D HO410 - 

8 McCulloch Street H, E HO409 11 

233 Palmerston Avenue D, E HO411 23 

151 Point Nepean Road A, E, G, H, E HO412 - 

10 Seaview Street A, E HO413 - 

Fingal    

297 Browns Road A, B, E HO141 - 

Main Ridge    

431 Main Creek Road G HO415 -- 

McCrae    

5 Beverley Road A, D, E HO416 - 

1 Catherine Street A, D, E HO417 13 

13 (11a) Outlook Road E HO419 1 

591 Point Nepean Road A, D, E HO420  

Red Hill    

710 White Hill Road A HO422 27 

Rosebud    

22 Boneo Road A HO423 - 

21 Jetty Road A, G, H HO424 - 

15 Mitchell Street D, E HO426 15 

2-8 Murray Anderson Road A, E, F, G HO427 - 

96 Ocean Street E HO428 - 

751 Point Nepean Road E HO429 35 

834 Point Nepean Road A, E HO430 - 

844 Point Nepean Road D, E HO431 - 

878 Point Nepean Road A, D, G HO433 - 

1 Bucher Place and 880 Point Nepean Road A, D HO434 4, 6 

914 Point Nepean Road A, B HO435 10, 16, 24 

923 Point Nepean Road A, G HO436 - 

986 Point Nepean Road A, E HO437 - 

1013 Point Nepean Road A, D HO438 - 

1099-1125 Point Nepean Road A, D, E, G HO439 19 

1153-1157 Point Nepean Road A, E, G HO440 - 

1481-1483 Point Nepean Road D, E HO441 - 
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1489 Point Nepean Road D HO442 - 

Jetty Entrance Walls 

Rosebud Parade 

A HO443 - 

4-6 Seventh Avenue D HO444 - 

38 South Road A, D HO445 - 

Capel Sound    

19 William Crescent A, D, H HO446 - 

Rye    

100 Dundas Street D, E, H HO448 - 

2 and 4 Locke Street 

82 Flinders Street 

A, B, E HO449 - 

22-30 Lyons Street A, G, H HO450 - 

12 Napier Street G HO451 - 

6 Ozone Street D HO452 30 

Grace Sullivan Memorial changing rooms 
(former), Rangers Office 

Point Nepean Road, Rosebud Foreshore at 
Lyons Street  

H HO453 - 

2467 Point Nepean Road D HO454 - 

2493 Point Nepean Road E HO455 34 

Rye Foreshore Pavilion 

2560 Point Nepean Road (off) 

D, E HO456 - 

Hastings    

121 Marine Parade D2, H1, G1, E1 HO459 - 

95 Salmon Street A, D, E HO457 - 

118 Salmon Street A, D, H HO458 26 

Somerville    

Soldiers Memorial A4, F1, G1 HO297 36 

Fruit Growers Reserve 328 Jones Road  HO297 

HO296 

36 

Merricks    

3649 Frankston-Flinders Road B2, D2, G1, H1 HO288 - 

Portsea    

34-36 Back Beach Road C HO460 - 

* Model criteria specified in Planning Practice Note 1 (see Chapter 2.4) 
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The submissions of Ms McCarthy and Mr Holding and National Trust (Victoria) and 
(Mornington Peninsula Branch) generally supported the Amendment. 

1.2 Procedural matters 

Merlin Industries made a verbal submission at the Hearing on 5 October 2018.  Merlin 
Industries was represented by Peter Sprekos and no expert evidence was called.  On 8 
October 2018, Mr Sprekos submitted an email with further comments and an initial heritage 
report prepared by Lovell Chen.  This email was forwarded to the Panel and Council.  Council 
responded that it did not agree to the Lovell Chen report being circulated because they had 
not been given an opportunity to cross-examine the expert witness at the Hearing.  Mr 
Sprekos was provided with an opportunity to respond early in the Hearing process.  The 
Panel accepted the report as submission but not as an expert witness statement. 

1.3 Background 

The following chronology of events was included in Council’s Part A submission. 

Table 2 Chronology of events 

2006 Council commissioned a desktop review of the Shire’s heritage places.   

2008 Graeme Butler & Associates completed the Mornington Peninsula Shire 
Thematic History 

July 2013 Context Pty Ltd edited the Mornington Peninsula Shire Thematic History 

August 2016 Context Pty Ltd completed the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, 
Area 2, Volume 1 – Key Findings & Recommendations 

July 2017 Following the completion of the final draft of Stage 2, place citations were 
sent to affected owners.  The letters did not form part of formal exhibition 
of the study and did not result in any changes to the study or its citations. 

22 August 2017 Heritage review study final report was completed (revised September 2017) 

16 October 2017 With respect to progressing the Amendment, Council’s Planning Services 
Committee (Council) resolved to: 

- adopt the Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 2, Volume 2 – 
Place and Precinct Citations by Context P/L and additional separately 
prepared citations 

- write to the Minister for Planning seeking approval for an interim Heritage 
Overlay through section 20(4) of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 
(the Act) (known as Amendment C215). 

- Council, in accordance with section 19 of the Act, undertakes exhibition 
following authorisation 

- exhibit the amendment following authorisation. 

23 March 2018 A delegate of the Minister for Planning authorised Council to prepare the 
Amendment subject to conditions 
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1.4 Issues dealt with in this Report 

The Panel considered all written submissions made in response to the exhibition of the 
Amendment, observations from site visits, and submissions, evidence and other material 
presented to it during the Hearing. 

The Panel has reviewed a large volume of material.  The Panel has had to be selective in 
referring to the more relevant or determinative material in the Report.  All submissions and 
materials have been considered by the Panel in reaching its conclusions, regardless of 
whether they are specifically mentioned in the Report. 

This Report deals with the issues under the following headings: 

• Planning context 

• Strategic justification 

• Common issues 

• Heritage precinct and groups 

• Heritage places. 
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2 Planning context 

Council provided a response to the Strategic Assessment Guidelines as part of the 
Explanatory Report. 

The Panel has reviewed Council’s response and the policy context of the Amendment and 
has made a brief appraisal in Chapter 3. 

2.1 Planning Policy Framework 

Council submitted the following on how the Amendment response to the Planning Policy 
Framework. 

(i) State planning policies 

The Amendment is supported by Clause 15.03-1S (Heritage) which seeks to “ensure the 
conservation of places of heritage significance” through the following strategies: 

• Identify, assess and document places of natural and cultural heritage 
significance as a basis for their inclusion in the planning scheme. 

• Provide for the conservation and enhancement of those places that are of, 
aesthetic, archaeological, architectural, cultural, scientific, or social 
significance. 

The Amendment is consistent with the Mornington Peninsula Localised Planning Statement, 
particularly: 

Protecting the character and role of the settlements, towns and villages. 

The Amendment seeks to protect heritage values to guide future development and to be 
consistent with the preferred character of townships. 

(ii) Local planning policies 

The Amendment supports the following local planning objectives: 

Clause 21.07-2 (Local area character) which seeks to ensure that development respects 
neighbourhood and heritage values.  A key strategy to achieve this objective is: 

To identify sites and areas of State and regional heritage significance based on 
existing heritage studies, to promote greater understanding of the value of 
these sites and to develop more specific provisions for their effective and 
equitable conservation. 

The third strategy in this clause encourages the subdivision and development proposals 
within existing townships to demonstrate regard to, among other matters, sites and areas of 
cultural significance.  The Heritage Overlay can be applied in parts of the township to 
implement this strategy. 

Clause 21.07-2 (Policy and exercise of discretion) which seeks to consider cultural heritage 
significance when assessing planning permit applications through local policies Clause 22.04 
(Cultural heritage places) and Clause 22.05 (Aboriginal cultural heritage). 
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Clause 21.07-2 (Further Strategic Work) which states “Completing the exhibition of proposed 
Heritage Overlays that implement the recommendations of existing Heritage Studies”. 

Clause 22.04 (Heritage Places and Abutting Land) which seeks to “Conserve and 
appropriately manage identified heritage places”.  Preparing and implementing the Heritage 
Review Report and separate citations, implements the policy to: 

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

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

• Support the conservation of heritage places. 

2.2 Relevant planning strategies and policies 

The Mornington Peninsula Shire Thematic History was prepared by Graeme Butler & 
Associates in 2008 and edited by Context Pty Ltd (Context) in July 2013.  The report was an 
initial step in explaining the physical historic environment on the Mornington Peninsula.  The 
history is arranged by historical themes based on the Australian Historical Theme structure.  
It states that the thematic history is important for managing heritage places and overlays 
because: 

1. It ensures that the places that are identified for conservation reflect and 
represent the historical development of the area. 

2. It can provide knowledge of places of historical importance that might not 
otherwise come to be identified or for which there may be little if any visible 
evidence (such as potential historic and archaeological sites). 

3. It is a useful tool when undertaking comparative assessments of the 
significance of particular places. 

2.3 Heritage Overlay 

The Amendment proposes to apply the Heritage Overlay to many properties and precincts 
throughout the municipality.  The Heritage Overlay purposes are: 

• To implement the Municipal Planning Strategy and the Planning Policy 
Framework. 

• To conserve and enhance heritage places of natural or cultural significance. 

• To conserve and enhance those elements which contribute to the 
significance of heritage places. 

• To ensure that development does not adversely affect the significance of 
heritage places. 

• To conserve specified heritage places by allowing a use that would 
otherwise be prohibited if this will demonstrably assist with the 
conservation of the significance of the heritage place. 
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2.4 Ministerial Directions and Practice Notes 

Council submitted that the Amendment meets the relevant requirements of: 

• Ministerial Direction 9 (Metropolitan Planning Strategy) 

• Ministerial Direction 11 (Strategic Assessment of Amendments) 

• Ministerial Direction 17 (Localised Planning Statements) 

• Ministerial Direction on the Form and Content of Planning Schemes under section 
7(5) of the Act referred to as Ministerial Direction 7(5) in this report. 

Planning Practice Note 1 (Applying the Heritage Overlay) 

Planning Practice Note 1, August 2018, provides guidance about using the Heritage Overlay.  
It states that the Heritage Overlay should be applied to, among other places: 

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

Planning Practice Note 1 specifies that documentation for each heritage place needs to 
include a statement of significance that clearly establishes the importance of the place and 
addresses the heritage criteria.  It recognises the following model criteria (referred to as 
PPN01 criteria in this report) that have been adopted for assessing the value of a heritage 
place: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Criterion G:  Strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group 
for social, cultural or spiritual reasons.  This includes the significance of a 
place to Indigenous peoples as part of their continuing and developing 
cultural traditions (social significance). 

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

Planning Practice Note 1 advises: 

• thresholds to be applied in the assessment of significance are ‘State Significance’ 
and ‘Local Significance’ 

• letter gradings (for example, ‘A’, ‘B’, ‘C’ should not be used). 
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The Planning Practice provides guidance on mapping places of heritage significance, 
including consideration of adequate curtilages. 
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3 Strategic justification 

3.1 Heritage Study approach 

The municipal review of existing heritage places, existing heritage studies and potential 
heritage places was divided into four study stages: 

• Stage 1 – Area including Mount Eliza, Mornington and Mount Martha 

• Stage 2 – Area including Safety Beach, Dromana, Arthurs Seat, McCrae, Rosebud, 
Capel Sound, Tootgarook, Rye and St Andrews Beach 

• Stage 3 – Area including Blairgowrie, Sorrento and Portsea 

• Stage 4 – The majority of the Watson, Cerberus, Red Hill wards, including the 
Townships of Somerville, Moorooduc, Hastings, Red Hill, Flinders, Fingal, and Cape 
Schanck. 

The 2017 Heritage Study was prepared by Context Pty Ltd and assessed properties in the 
Stage 2 areas.  As identified in the Thematic History, camping, foreshore activities and 
holidaying by the beach are a few of the important themes in Area 2. 

A few submissions questioned how the properties were selected through the 2017 Heritage 
Study, questioned the method of driving through the area to ‘glimpse’ at houses from the 
road, and considered the selection to be inconsistent. 

Council responded that “the intention of the Heritage Review is to address the inconsistent 
application of the Heritage Overlay, by undertaking a comprehensive Shire-wide assessment 
of local heritage and to update the Heritage Overlay accordingly”. 

Council explained that the places and precincts was assessed in accordance with Planning 
Practice Note 1 and Clause 22.04 and were found to meet the threshold for justifying the 
Heritage Overlay. 

The Panel notes that the methodology outlined in the Heritage Review is consistent with 
what would be expected when preparing a heritage study.  There was no information 
presented to the Panel that would make it question the study’s methodology. 

Seeking to apply the Heritage Overlay to interwar and post-war dwellings with a seaside and 
holiday theme is relatively more complicated than seeking to protect older buildings with a 
uniform architectural theme.  This is further complicated when a building, which may have 
originally designed as a ‘holiday shack’, is not perceived as grand or worthy of heritage 
protection compared to older examples already in the Heritage Overlay.  Planning Practice 
Note 1 provides guidance on how each proposed precinct, group or place should be assessed 
to determine whether they have sufficient local heritage significance to justify applying the 
Heritage Overlay. 

Council is commended for how it approached the Heritage Study from its inception and 
communication through to its final heritage assessments and recommended properties to 
apply Heritage Overlay.  The methodology is consistent with guidance in Planning Practice 
Note 1. 

Of the 40 submissions received in response to the exhibited Amendment, a considerable 
proportion objected to the Heritage Overlay being applied to their property and considered 
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that there were inaccuracies in the heritage citations.  These are discussed in the following 
chapters. 

3.2 Policy support 

The Amendment is clearly support by policy in the Planning Policy Framework.  The 2017 
Heritage Study identifies, assesses and documents a precinct, groups and places which are 
recommended to be protected through the Heritage Overlay.  Local policy in the Planning 
Scheme has a specific strategic to exhibit proposed Heritage Overlays which implement the 
recommendations of heritage studies. 

The Amendment applies the principles, processes and practices of the Burra Charter in the 
practice of local heritage protection.  In line with local planning policy, the Amendment, 
subject to considering issues raised in submissions, will record the significance of a heritage 
precinct, group and place to past, present and future generations.  It will also support the 
conservation of heritage places. 

Council submitted that the Amendment is consistent with Planning Practice Note 1 (PPN01) 
Applying the Heritage Overlay.  The Panel agrees. 

3.3 Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• The 2017 Heritage Study strategically supports the Amendment and will provide a 
sound basis for assessing future permit applications. 

• The Amendment is: 
- supported by, and implements, the relevant sections of the State and Local 

Planning Policy Framework 
- consistent with the relevant Ministerial Directions and Practice Notes 
- well founded and strategically justified. 

• The Amendment should proceed subject to addressing the more specific issues 
raised in submissions as discussed in the following chapters. 
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4 Common issues 

This chapter considers issues which were common across submissions.  A heritage place is 
not specifically referred to later in this report where all issues for that place are discussed in 
this chapter. 

4.1 Property value, financial implications and health and safety 

(i) The issue 

The issue is whether property value and financial implications are relevant when considering 
whether a place has sufficient local heritage significance to justify the Heritage Overlay. 

(ii) Evidence and submissions 

Several submissions considered that applying the Heritage Overlay would devalue their 
property and have financial implications.  Financial implications included impact on 
insurance premiums.  Health and safety related to squatters occupying the property, fire risk 
and vandalism. 

Council referred to a planning objective1 which seeks “to provide for the fair, orderly, 
economic and sustainable use, and development of land.”  It also referred to its duty2 to 
consider the Amendment’s social effects and economic effects.  Council submitted that 
private financial impacts do not translate to public economic effects.  It added that there is 
no direct correlation between applying Heritage Overlay and private financial constraints 
because there are many planning provisions which may be considered the cause this 
implication.  Council submitted that there are other variables which can affect property 
value including the nature of the housing market and other physical or geographical 
conditions.  To support its submission, it referred to several planning panel findings. 

Frankston PSA C53 [2010] PPV: 

... the question of personal economic impact or potential constraint on 
development are seen as matters for the next stage of the planning process 
i.e. at the time a permit is applied for. 

Southern Grampians C6 [2009] PPV: 

The Panel takes the view 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). 

  

                                                      
1  section 4(1)(a) of the Act 
2  section 12(2)(c) of the Act 
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Melbourne PSA C207 [2014] PPV: 

The Panel agrees with Mr Morris [who appeared for an objecting submitter], 
relying on Gantidis, that the social and economic effects most likely to be 
relevant at the Amendment stage are those of a broad community nature 
rather than of a personal kind.  Personal economic and social impacts, as 
against effects for the community as a whole, are generally not matters taken 
into account in planning decisions.  This is also recognised in the Panel report 
on Amendment C50 to the Campaspe Planning Scheme at Section 5.10. 

… 

The Panel recognises that the changes to s.12(2)(c) of the Act in relation to 
preparing amendments have implications for the manner in which various 
social and economic matters raised in relation to heritage amendments are to 
be treated.  Where the social and economic effects raised in submissions are of 
a community nature, they may well be relevant matters.  To meet the 
requirements of the Act, planning authorities and Panels will have to 
endeavour to consider those matters when preparing an amendment along 
with other relevant issues. 

At the Hearing, National Trust supported Council’s submission on property value and 
financial implications. 

(iii) Discussion 

When preparing a planning scheme amendment, the Act requires a planning authority to 
take into account its social and economic effects.  The Panel considers that the economic 
effects relate to the broad community and does not narrow to personal effects.  The Panel 
was not presented with evidence to directly correlate the Heritage Overlay with property 
value.  There are other variables which affect property values such as other planning 
provisions, building condition, property size, location and development aspirations and it is 
often difficult to single out an individual contributor. 

The Panel was not presented with information to explain how applying the Heritage Overlay 
would affect insurance premiums, squatters occupying the property, fire risk and vandalism. 

Discussion about property value and financial implications is common to all subject 
properties, and these matters are not discussed further in this report. 

(iv) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes that property value and financial implications are not relevant when 
considering whether a place has sufficient local heritage significance to justify the Heritage 
Overlay. 
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4.2 Building condition, materials, demolition and development 
opportunities 

(i) The issue 

The issue is whether building condition, demolition and development opportunities are 
relevant when considering whether a place has sufficient local heritage significance to justify 
the Heritage Overlay. 

(ii) Evidence and submissions 

Several submitters opposed the Heritage Overlay being applied to their property because 
the building was in poor condition and because asbestos existed in cladding or other building 
materials.  They considered that applying the Heritage Overlay to their property would 
restrict the ability to redevelop or demolish the building in the future.  Some submitters 
were concerned about the health risks associated with asbestos in building materials.  One 
submitter questioned why the Heritage Overlay was being applied to a dwelling with 
asbestos because he considered that Clause 22.04-3 (Heritage places and abutting land) 
conflicts with the need to remove asbestos. 

Ms Schmeder gave evidence that poor repair is generally not considered when assessing 
heritage significance.  She referred to extracts from the following planning panel reports and 
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal decisions which aligned with her statement: 

• Boroondara PSA C99 [2012] PPV 

• Melbourne PSA C186 [2012] PPV 

• Melbourne PSA C207 [2014] PPV 

• Southern Grampians PSA C6 [2009] PPV 

• Whitehorse PSA C140 [2011] PPV 

• CBA Building Designers v Greater Bendigo CC [2010] VCAT 2008. 

Ms Schmeder stated that in order for the condition of a building to be taken into account at 
the panel hearing stage, evidence must be provided to demonstrate that it is at a point 
where “demolition is an inevitable outcome”. 

Regarding asbestos, Ms Schmeder provided a consistent response for nine different places.  
She considered it acceptable to replace the external asbestos-cement external sheeting with 
non-asbestos cement sheets of the same dimensions and appearance.  For 1 Bucher Place 
(HO434), she recommended that this be noted in the Conservation Policy of its Heritage 
Citation.  At the Hearing, National Trust supported Ms Schmeder’s evidence on asbestos. 

Council submitted that development and demolition potential are considered in the 
planning permit application process and not through a planning scheme amendment.  It 
added that the Amendment is to “consider whether a place is of significance as assessed 
against the Burra Charter, and whether the place is significant in keeping with the thematic 
themes that outline the history and heritage of the Shire”. 

Council explained that the Heritage Overlay enables a planning permit application to 
redevelop or demolish and that this process ensures that each application has been properly 
assessed by the responsible authority (Council).  It acknowledged that the preferred location 
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and extent of development specified in each heritage citation may limit development which 
is inconsistent with heritage values. 

Council referred to Clause 22.04 of the Planning Scheme which: 

• discourages total demolition of a heritage place 

• discourages partial demolition of a heritage place unless it can be demonstrated 
that it will: 
- not adversely affect the significance of the place 
- assist in the long-term conservation of the place 
- support the viability of the existing use or will facilitate a new use that is 

compatible with ongoing conservation of the place 
- remove non-contributory elements such as alterations or additions. 

(iii) Discussion 

The Amendment seeks to apply the Heritage Overlay to places which are considered to have 
local heritage significance.  Poor building condition, asbestos in the building material and 
aspirations to develop or demolish are outside the scope of the Amendment.  A building in 
poor condition may have entirely, or mostly, intact heritage fabric which achieves sufficient 
significance to consider the Heritage Overlay. 

The Panel accepts Ms Schmeder’s evidence that there must be evidence that the building is 
at a point where demolition is inevitable so that it can be considered during the Amendment 
stage.  For all other places, the Panel was not presented with evidence that any building’s 
condition was at a point where it had to be demolished.  This matter is relatively more 
complicated for 1737 Point Nepean Road, Capel Sound and this is discussed in Chapter 5.5.3.   

The Heritage Overlay enables a permit application to demolish, construct a new building or 
alter an existing building.  It envisages future development, while providing the ability to 
assess proposals in response to existing heritage fabric.   

A permit application to alter an existing building may seek to replace existing building 
materials such as asbestos cladding with another suitable material.  Asbestos exists in many 
residential buildings throughout Victoria.  It is beyond the scope of the Amendment and the 
Panel’s scope to consider how existing asbestos may cause health issues or whether it 
should remain in a building.  This matter is administered through separate State and 
Commonwealth legislation. 

Clause 22.04 specifies Council’s policy on heritage places and abutting land.  While it 
discourages total demolition and partial demolition in certain circumstances, this policy is 
not a mandatory provision.  Like any policy, Clause 22.04 is Council’s statement of intent or 
expectation to help a permit applicant understand how the proposal will be considered.  
While the policy represents a municipal-wide response, there may be individual 
circumstances where its position may vary. 

Development and demolition are not considered further in this report, unless details specific 
to a property require further discussion. 
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(iv) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• Building condition, materials, demolition and development opportunities are not 
relevant when considering whether a place has sufficient local heritage significance 
to justify the Heritage Overlay. 

• The Heritage Overlay permits demolition and development, subject to proposals 
being assessed through a planning permit application. 

4.3 Property owners’ consent 

(i) The issue 

The issue is whether property owners’ consent to apply the Heritage Overlay is relevant 
when considering whether a place has sufficient local heritage significance to justify the 
overlay. 

(ii) Submissions 

Several submissions considered that a property owner should consent to the Heritage 
Overlay being applied to their land.  One submitter referred to a 2013 survey conducted in 
Mornington Peninsula which found that 38 per cent of respondent considered the Heritage 
Overlay on their property to be a burden. 

Council submitted that requiring owners consent would likely conflict with Victorian 
planning objectives in section 4(1)(d) of the Act “to conserve and enhance those buildings, 
areas or other places which are of scientific, aesthetic, architectural or historical interest, or 
otherwise of special cultural value’, and would likely result in lost or compromised heritage 
values”. 

Council added that the Amendment’s exhibition process and planning panel process 
provides an owner with the opportunity to: 

• understand Council’s strategic justification for proposing to apply the Heritage 
Overlay 

• make a submission in response, and for the submission to be considered by a 
planning panel.  

Council submitted: 

The amendment seeks to benefit the community by improving the 
understanding of local cultural history and thereby contributing to ‘sense of 
place’ and local identity.  Accordingly, the amendment seeks to apply the 
Heritage Overlay for the public benefit, even if a property owner is not 
consenting. 

(iii) Discussion 

The Panel agrees with Council that requiring owner’s consent to apply the Heritage Overlay 
would conflict with planning objectives.  Clause 72.02-1 of the Planning Scheme states: 
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The Planning Policy Framework seeks to ensure that the objectives of planning 
in Victoria (as set out in section 4 of the Act) are fostered through appropriate 
land use and development planning policies and practices that integrate 
relevant environmental, social and economic factors in the interests of net 
community benefit and sustainable development. 

Individual interests do not always align with the interests of net community benefit.  
Therefore, not applying the Heritage Overlay to a heritage place with local significance 
would not be in the interest of net community benefit. 

(iv) Conclusion 

The Panel concludes that property owners’ consent to apply the Heritage Overlay is not 
relevant when considering whether a place has sufficient local heritage significance to justify 
the overlay. 
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5 Heritage precinct and groups 

5.1 The Avenue McCrae Precinct (HO421) 

(i) The Precinct 

  Statement of significance 

 

 

 

 

What is significant? 

The Avenue McCrae Precinct 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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(ii) The issue 

The Amendment proposes to apply the Heritage Overlay to 9, 11-24, 26, 28, 30, 32-35, 35A, 
36-38, 40, 41, 41A, 42-44, 46, 48, 50, 52, 54, 56 and 58 The Avenue, and 11 Gellibrand 
Street, McCrae. 

The issue is whether The Avenue McCrae Precinct has sufficient local significance and 
whether the Heritage Overlay is justified. 

(iii) Evidence and submissions 

Approximately one quarter of all submissions objected to the Heritage Overlay being applied 
to The Avenue McRae Precinct.  Several submissions, including the National Trust of 
Australia (Victoria), supported the proposal.  One submitter did not object to the Heritage 
Overlay but sought guidelines or expert advice on how to preserve the affected dwellings. 

Council submitted that since the properties affected by the proposed Heritage Overlay 
(HO431) were assessed in 2014, five demolition permits have been issued3, two are pending 
and eight planning permits have been issued.  Table 3 provides further details. 

Table 3 Changes since The Avenue McCrae Precinct properties were assessed 

Property Attribute Demolition permit Planning permit 

17 The Avenue adjacent Contributory Issued Issued 

18 The Avenue Non-contributory - Issued 

19 The Avenue adjacent Contributory Issued Issued 

22 The Avenue Contributory Pending Issued 

28 The Avenue Non-contributory Issued - 

35 The Avenue adjacent Contributory Issued Issued 

37 The Avenue adjacent Contributory Issued Issued 

44 The Avenue Contributory Pending Issued 

54 The Avenue Non-contributory - Issued 

At its 6 August 2018 meeting and in response to submissions to the Amendment, Council 
resolved to: 

• no longer apply the Heritage Overlay to The Avenue McCrae Precinct 

• investigate the heritage significance of 16 The Avenue and 23 The Avenue, McCrae 
for individual application of the Heritage Overlay through Stage 3 or Stage 4 of the 
Heritage Review. 

Ms Schmeder gave evidence that she considered the exhibited precinct to be marginal 
because it had only 20 of the 41 properties contributing to the precinct.  She explained that 
the replacement buildings for the non-contributory properties were not assessed as places 
in the Heritage Overlay.  This may result in new buildings impacting on the heritage values of 

                                                      
3  Through section 29 of the Building Act 1993 
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The Avenue.  She considered that the Heritage Overlay should not apply to The Avenue 
because: 

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. 

Council adopted Ms Schmeder’s evidence for The Avenue McCrae Precinct. 

At the Hearing, Mr Iser of Planning & Property Partners Pty Ltd represented the owner of 9 
The Avenue and called expert evidence on heritage from Ms Riddett of The Anthemion 
Group.  Mr Iser submitted that the property owner supports Council’s proposal to no longer 
apply the Heritage Overlay to the precinct. 

Ms Riddett agreed with Council’s proposal and stated that “the Precinct lacks the requisite 
integrity for inclusion in a Heritage Overlay”.  She added that the Heritage Overlay is not 
justified for 9 The Avenue as an individual place.  She considered that the HO421 Heritage 
Citation had several errors and its reference to the Coburn subdivision does not give the 
property any significance. 

There was general alignment between the submissions of National Trust (Victoria) and 
National Trust (Mornington Peninsula Branch).  National Trust’s original submission to the 
Amendment supported the proposal to apply the Heritage overlay to The Avenue McCrae 
Precinct.  At the Hearing, it expressed its disappointment that Council resolved to no longer 
apply the Heritage Overlay.  National Trust requested that Council prioritise its resolution to 
investigate 16 and 23 The Avenue for individual protection and apply interim heritage 
protection.  National Trust added: 

We would also support Council in considering whether the streetscape of the 
deep nature reserve and associated vegetation on the southern side is a 
significant heritage feature worthy of protection. 

Council responded that 16 and 23 The Avenue will have their heritage significance 
investigated through Stage 3 or 4 of the Heritage Review.  Council explained that it is 
currently conducting a neighbourhood character study which will assess the character of 
areas throughout the municipality.  It added that a combination of local policy, zone and, 
where supported, Neighbourhood Character Overlay, would be the most appropriate 
planning provisions to implement the outcomes of the neighbourhood character study. 

Council submitted that it owns and manages the nature reserve referred to by the National 
Trust.  It explained that Environmental Significance Overlay Schedule 17, which applies to 
drainage infrastructure land and requires a permit to remove vegetation, had resulted in 
remnant thick coastal vegetation.  Council submitted a Melbourne Water drainage map 
showing the drainage infrastructure alignment on the west side of The Avenue.  It submitted 
that an investigation into the nature reserve’s heritage significance is not warranted. 
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(iv) Discussion 

The Panel accepts the evidence of Ms Schmeder and Ms Riddett that The Avenue McCrae 
Precinct has insufficient significance to be considered a heritage precinct.  The significant 
extent of approvals and activity to the subject properties has resulted in insufficient 
contributing properties to consider them as a heritage precinct.  The properties collectively 
do not, and will not, read as a heritage precinct which was marginal when originally 
assessed. 

The Panel considers that it would be premature to comment on whether an individual 
property has sufficient significance to apply the Heritage Overlay as a place, before Council 
investigates the individual properties it resolved to pursue at its 6 August 2018 meeting.  The 
Panel also does not comment whether the Heritage Overlay should not apply to an 
individual place because this is not proposed by the Amendment. 

Accordingly, the Heritage Overlay should not be applied to 9, 11-24, 26, 28, 30, 32-35, 35A, 
36-38, 40, 41, 41A, 42-44, 46, 48, 50, 52, 54, 56 and 58 The Avenue, and 11 Gellibrand 
Street, McCrae for the purposes of a heritage precinct. 

The nature reserve was not assessed through the 2017 Heritage Study and was not exhibited 
with the Amendment.  Therefore, the Panel does not comment on whether Council should 
investigate its heritage significance and notes that Council considers such an investigation to 
be unwarranted. 

(v) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• There are insufficient contributory properties to consider the subject properties as a 
heritage precinct. 

• There is in sufficient local significance to justify applying the Heritage Overlay to a 
precinct in The Avenue, McCrae. 

• Guidelines or expert advice on how to preserve the heritage dwellings in The 
Avenue, McCrae are not required. 

(vi) Recommendations 

The Panel recommends: 

Amend the Heritage Overlay Schedule to: 
a) delete HO421 (The Avenue McCrae Precinct) 

Amend the Heritage Overlay mapping to: 
a) delete HO421 (The Avenue McCrae Precinct) 

Delete the following Heritage Citation: 
a) HO421 (The Avenue McCrae Precinct). 
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5.2 4, 8 and 12 Atunga Terrace, Dromana (HO404) 

(i) The Group 

  Statement of significance 

 

 

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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(ii) The issue 

The issue is whether 4 Attunga Terrace, Dromana has sufficient local significance and 
whether the Heritage Overlay is justified. 

(iii) Evidence and submissions 

The property owner submitted that the Heritage Overlay should not be applied to 4 Atunga 
Terrace because the dwelling has been altered and there are better and more intact 
examples which should be protected.  She explained that the dwelling has had two front 
bedrooms and a carport added. 

Ms Schmeder gave evidence that 4, 8 and 12 Atunga Terrace share a common history and 
design because they were demonstration holiday homes designed by Chancellor and Patrick.  
She explained: 

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. 

Ms Schmeder stated that the three-dwelling development is significant because it was highly 
unusual for its time and remains in a recognisable form.  She added that the additions 
highlighted in the owner’s submission were considered when assessing the property are 
were included in the HO404 Heritage Citation.  She recommended no change to the 
exhibited Amendment for this heritage group. 

Council accepted Ms Schmeder’s evidence for 4 Atunga Terrace. 

(iv) Discussion and conclusion 

The Panel considers that 4 Atunga Terrace, Dromana has sufficient local significance and the 
Heritage Overlay is justified for reasons provided in Ms Schmeder’s evidence and Council’s 
submission. 
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5.3 48 and 50 Jetty Road, Rosebud (HO425) 

(i) The Group 

  Statement of significance 

 

 

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) 

(ii) The issue 

The issue is whether 48 Jetty Road, Rosebud has sufficient local significance and whether the 
Heritage Overlay is justified. 

(iii) Evidence and submissions 

Merlin Industries Pty Ltd (Merlin) considered that the Heritage Overlay was not justified for 
its property because it did not meet Criterion D.  It disagreed with the Heritage Citation 



Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme Amendment C214  Panel Report  4 December 2018 

 

Page 25 of 128 

 

 

describing the dwelling as predominantly Old English style, paired with Moderne-style 
details.  Merlin added that the dwelling does not display Old English characteristics such as 
lead light glazing, half-timbering or vertical proportions and submitted: 

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.  

Ms Schmeder gave evidence that many earlier Old English houses of the 1910s and 1920s 
are characterised by details such as (faux) half-timbering and diamond-light windows.  Since 
the 1930s, Old English houses were more commonly built entirely of face brick, which 
changed their ornamentation.  Ms Schmeder stated that the most distinctive element of the 
later Old English house is the use of a vergeless gable with corbelled eaves.  She explained 
that due both to fashion and expense, houses of the 1930s and 1940s had much less fine-
scale decorative detail, with a preference for clean lines, such as sash windows with 
horizontal glazing bars. 

Ms Schmeder agreed that the house combines an overall Old English form and detail, as well 
as details from the Moderne style.  She considered this to be very common for suburban 
houses in the 1930s and 1940s and did not prevent them from being of architectural 
significance.  Ms Schmeder concluded that 48 and 50 Jetty Road are successful examples of a 
“suburban style transplanted to the Peninsula” and are of local architectural significance 
which justified the Heritage Overlay. 

Council adopted Ms Schmeder’s evidence as its response and provided the Panel with 
excerpts from Australian House Styles4 and Our Interwar House5.  Australian House Styles 
illustrated a traditional Old English home and compared it with an English Cottage Revival 
Style (c1940s).  The latter has similar features to 48 and 50 Jetty Road. 

Our Interwar House included an example of an Old English style home at 210 Melville Road, 
Pascoe Vale South which had clinker brick, decorative brick bands, similar windows and 
vergeless gables with corbelled eaves – again similar to the two subject dwellings. 

(iv) Discussion 

The Panel considers that 48 and 50 Jetty Road are a more modern response to Old English 
style from an earlier architectural era with moderne features.  The clinker brick banding and 
diamond style gable vents on both dwellings are typical Old English details, the curved porch 
hood and waterfall chimney at 50 Jetty Road are Moderne-style, whereas the cream bricks 
reflect a more contemporary era. 

Overall, the dwellings can be regarded as predominantly Old English with Moderne details 
blended in with contemporary era bricks.  These architectural details have been blended into 
a cohesive architectural response and translated to its Peninsula setting. 

                                                      
4  Australian House Styles, M & I Stapleton, 2003, pp78-80 
5  Our Interwar Houses: How to Recognise, Restore and Extend the Houses of the 1920s and 1930s, B 

Raworth for the National Trust (Victoria), 1991, pp14-15 
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While Robert Lack’s relationship with the two dwellings is not cited as significant, his 
approach to construct both dwellings in the same style and with similar architectural 
detailing strengthens their significance. 

The Panel considers that the two adjoining dwellings achieve sufficient architectural 
significance to justify the Heritage Overlay as a group.  It therefore accepts Ms Schmeder’s 
evidence and Council’s submission. 

(v) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes that the place comprising 48 and 50 Jetty Road, Rosebud has sufficient 
local significance to justify the Heritage Overlay. 
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5.4 874 and 876 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (HO432) 

(i) The Group 

  Statement of significance 

  

 

What is significant? 

The fibro holiday cottages at 874 and 876 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud, are significant. The 
cottages share what was once a single block of land in Rosebud's foreshore, the first (no. 876) built 
first in the early 1920s in the prime beachfront position for owner Florence Clarke of Caulfield. A 
second cottage, facing the road at no. 874, was built by later owner, builder Victor Harris of North 
Balwyn, in the 1950s. It was converted to business use, as the PetVet, in 2014. 

Both cottages have light-weight construction with a timber frame clad with fibro-cement sheet, as 
was common for holiday houses in the interwar and post-war periods. Each is a simple version of 
the popular styles of their time. No. 876 is a simple gable-fronted California Bungalow with the 
front porch set below the gable, resting on brick piers. No. 874 is T-shaped in plan with a gabled 
roof. The main architectural features are the stepped cream brick chimney to the front projecting 
gable and the use of corner windows with horizontal glazing bars. 

How is it significant? 

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

Why is it significant? 

Historically, the foreshore cottages are significant as a tangible reminder of the dramatic boom in 
tourism that took place on Mornington Peninsula in the interwar and early post-war periods. They 
also represent the phenomenon characteristic of the Rosebud Foreshore where the central area, 
around Jetty Road, has undergone private residential development. This is in contrast with other 
areas on the Peninsula where the foreshore is public land. The difference in built-date of the two 
houses, with the first built facing the beach, illustrates the importance of this frontage, while the 
main road was the 'secondary' frontage. (Criterion A) 
Architecturally, the cottages are intact representative examples of the simple holiday homes built 
along Rosebud's foreshore during the interwar and early post-war periods. They illustrate the 
popularity of fibro-cement sheet cladding during this period, used with simplified versions of 
popular house types seen in Melbourne's suburbs. (Criterion D) 
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(ii) The issues 

The issues are: 

• whether 874 and 876 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud meet the local significance 
threshold and whether the Heritage Overlay is justified 

• whether HO432 Heritage Citation accurately reflects 874 and 876 Point Nepean 
Road. 

(iii) Evidence and submissions 

The property owners submitted that the Heritage Overlay should not be applied to 874 and 
876 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud because they have been extensively altered.  They 
explained that No 876 has been extended from a single concrete-block room to the current 
larger structure with a pitched roof.  They considered to have a ‘mock appearance’. 

The owners submitted that No 874 has been converted from a dwelling to a vet clinic.  This 
included the installation of a concrete ramp to the front porch and changing the residential 
garden to a paved carparking area. 

At the Hearing, one of the property owners provided many photographs to show the extent 
of alterations. 

Council responded that No 876 appears to be a typical interwar house with a hipped roof 
ending in a front gable when viewed from Point Nepean Road and from the beach.  It added 
that later alterations including the lean-tos are referenced in the HO432 Heritage Citation. 

Council submitted that the ramp and car parking area to No 874 were considered when 
assessing the place’s heritage significance when it concluded that the house “was still judged 
to illustrate the phenomenon of foreshore beach houses as well as retain the typical 
architectural design of the 1950s”. 

Council noted that the addresses in the Heritage citation are incorrect and should be 
reversed. 

At the Hearing, the property owner agreed to an accompanied site inspection with the 
Panel, Council and Ms Schmeder.  The inspection included internal inspections of the 
buildings at 874 and 876 Point Nepean Road which confirmed alterations, including 
extensions. 

Following the inspections, Council maintained its position to apply the Heritage Overlay and 
provided a revised Heritage Citation.  The revised citation included additional information 
about the place’s context and alterations in the Place History, Description, and statement of 
significance. 

(iv) Discussion 

The Panel acknowledges that both original holiday homes are constructed on what was a 
single property.  While No 874 has been extensively altered to convert it into a vet clinic, it 
continues to read as an interwar dwelling.  The Panel considers that the extent of alterations 
to No 876 do not diminish its significance below the threshold needed to justify the Heritage 
Overlay.  The Panel agrees with Council that the Heritage Overlay should apply to 874 and 
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876 Point Nepean Road and that the Heritage Citation should be revised to better reflect 
information provided by the property owners and confirmed by the site inspection. 

(v) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• 874 and 876 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud meet the local significance threshold and 
the Heritage Overlay is justified 

• HO432 Heritage Citation should be revised to more accurately reflect 874 and 876 
Point Nepean Road. 

(vi) Recommendation 

The Panel recommends: 

Amend the following Heritage Citations, as shown in Appendix B: 
a) HO432 (874 and 876 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud). 
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5.5 18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road, Capel Sound (HO447) 

(i) The Group 

  Statement of significance 

 

 

What is significant? 

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.  

How is it significant? 

- 

Why is it significant? 

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 leit motif 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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5.5.2 18 Woyna Avenue 

(i) The issues 

The issues are: 

• whether 18 Woyna Avenue has sufficient local significance and whether the 
Heritage Overlay is justified 

• whether the HO447 Heritage Citation accurately reflects 18 Woyna Avenue. 

(ii) Evidence and submissions 

The 18 Woyna Avenue property owner submitted that the Heritage Overlay should not 
applied to his property because it does not have historic or aesthetic significance.  He said 
the HO447 Heritage Citation did not accurately describe the property and added: 

Mr Peter Andrew Barrett visited my home and discussed the citation report 
with me. His conclusion was the report contained errors, omissions and 
assumptions. Mr Barrett advises in his view, no basis for the proposed 
Heritage Overlay on my home. 

Mr Barrett accompanied the property owner at the Hearing. 

The property owner considered the dwelling’s historic significance to be unremarkable and 
said that the HO447 Heritage Citation’s description could apply to any home in Victoria at 
any time.  He questioned how the dwelling’s aesthetic significance would be compared to 
dwellings in Arthurs Seat, located about five kilometres away.  He added: 

The claim is further overstated by a comparison with a planned estate at 
Arthurs Seat designed by the eminent and prolific interwar Architect Howard 
Lawson. 

The owner submitted that the Heritage Citation incorrectly referred to the dwelling having 
external masonry walls that are finished in painted render, whereas it is timber-framed clad 
with asbestos sheeting.  He explained that he rendered the walls himself in recent years.  
The owner said that discussions with the previous owners confirmed that the family which 
built the dwelling added the parapet when the new roof was built.  He considered that the 
parapet was there to hide the gap between the two different roof levels. 

Ms Schmeder acknowledged that the Heritage Citation incorrectly referred to masonry walls 
instead of cement sheets but stated that the submitter did not provide evidence of errors, 
omissions or assumptions.  She agreed that the historic significance (Criterion E) needs to 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. 

Ms Schmeder recommended that the Heritage Citation be revised to: 

• rely only on Criterion E (aesthetic significance) for 18 Woyna Avenue in the state of 
significance 

• reformat the statement of significance into the standard What, How and Why 
format 

• note that the render finish is a later addition 
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• note that when the roof was replaced, the parapet to be curved roof may have 
been removed 

• delete reference to historic significance attributed to builder George How and 
delete the general reference to Rosebud’s development 

• 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’s Peninsula Heights 
Residential Estate) and a more suburban house typology 

• correct the address in the Tree Control Recommendation to 18 Woyna Avenue 
instead of Road. 

Council accepted Ms Schmeder’s evidence for 18 Woyna Avenue. 

(iii) Discussion 

The Panel was not presented with any information to persuade it that 18 Woyna Avenue 
does not have sufficient significance to justify the Heritage Overlay.  Ms Schmeder’s 
recommended changes, as accepted by Council, satisfactorily address inaccuracies in the 
HO447 Heritage Citation, as identified by the property owner.  The Panel considers that the 
identified alterations do not diminish the property’s heritage significance below the required 
threshold.  The property should be included in the group listing of the Heritage Overlay 
subject to revising the citation. 

(iv) Findings 

The Panel finds: 

• 18 Woyna Avenue has sufficient local significance to justify the Heritage Overlay. 

• The HO447 Heritage Citation should be revised to more accurately reflect 18 Woyna 
Avenue. 

5.5.3 1737 Point Nepean Road 

(i) The issues 

The issues are: 

• whether 1737 Point Nepean Road, Capel Sound (HO447) meets the local 
significance threshold and whether the Heritage Overlay is justified 

• whether the HO447 Heritage Citation accurately describes the place. 

(ii) Evidence and submissions 

The Anthemion Group prepared a submission on behalf of Robkar Bare Holdings Pty Ltd.  It 
submitted the Heritage Overlay should not be applied to 1737 Point Nepean Road because: 

• many holiday homes were not constructed to “stand physical demands of the test of 
times” and “seemingly all these have disappeared leaving many of the buildings 
cited in the review study as isolated examples, often in poor repair” 

• the dwelling’s contribution is minimal 

• the HO477 Heritage Citation is inaccurate because: 
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- the dwelling’ architecture and characteristic elements are overstated or 
described inaccurately 

- the dwelling walls are cladded in cement sheet and are not masonry walls with 
render 

- the comparison between George How (builder) and Lawson (architect) are 
overstated 

• should the cement sheets contain asbestos, Clause 22.04-3 discourages total 
demolition of a heritage place. 

At the Hearing, Ms Armstrong of Counsel represented Robkar Bare Holdings and called 
expert evidence on heritage from Ms Riddett of The Anthemion Group and on structural 
engineering from Mr Grimmond of Consulting Engineering Pty Ltd. 

Ms Riddett gave evidence that the Heritage Overlay should not be applied to 1737 Point 
Nepean Road because it does not meet any of the HERCON criteria, including Criterion E 
referred to in the HO447 Heritage Citation.  She considered that: 

• the Heritage Citation had several errors, such as masonry structure, which may have 
resulted in unsubstantiated conclusions 

• the aesthetic descriptors are not sufficiently substantial to satisfy Criterion E 

• all but one comparative analysis examples do not inform about the aesthetic 
significance of 1737 Point Nepean Road. 

Mr Grimmond gave evidence that the building is in very poor condition, unsuitable to be 
used as a residence, its additions did not comply with current building regulations and is 
economically unviable to repair compared to demolition and rebuild.  He reached this 
conclusion after inspecting the property twice and after sighting that the dwelling has: 

• rusted roof sheeting resulting in roof leaks 

• rusted and damaged roof flashings resulting in roof leaks 

• lack of flashings to windows and doors, resulting in water leaks into the 
house 

• excessive wood rot to timber windows and doors 

• non-compliant plumbing works to kitchen and bathrooms 

• non-compliant electrical works throughout the house 

• timber fascia to front of the building had excessive rot 

• water damage to internal ceilings caused by leaking roof. Damaged ceilings 
pose a threat to safety due to the risk of collapse of the ceiling caused by 
failure of glue/nail fixings 

• damaged render finish to fibro sheeting, fixed to rotted timber frame, (fibro 
sheeting is asbestos sheeting) 

• excessive mould throughout the house, potential to cause health issues for 
any tenants 

• timber floor uneven caused by possible stump and bearer wood rot 

• evidence of vermin infestation in building walls and roof space. 

In response to questions from the Panel, Mr Grimmond said that it was technically possible 
to repair these defects, however, labour costs and materials made it economically unviable.  
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He added that the extent of repairs would result in replacing virtually all the original 
structure. 

Ms Schmeder gave evidence that the Heritage Citation’s historical context of Capel Sound 
does not assert that the area still presents as it did during the interwar period.  The 
statement seeks to highlight the dwelling’s significance as part of that period.  She added 
that being an isolated example of that era contributes to its significance. 

Ms Schmeder considered that Howard Lawson’s houses in Arthurs Seat resemble 1737 Point 
Nepean Road.  She added: 

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. 

Regarding the building’s condition, Ms Schmeder referred to VCAT decision CBA Building 
Designers v. Greater Bendigo CC [2010] VCAT 2008 to conclude that for the dwelling’s 
condition to be considered at the Hearing, there must be evidence to document that the 
dwelling is at a point where “demolition is an inevitable outcome”. 

Ms Schmeder recommended that the Heritage Citation to: 

• replace ‘turret’ with ‘parapet to the bow window’ 

• describe the external walls as rendered cement sheet 

• delete reference to historic significance attributed to builder George How and 
delete the general reference to Rosebud’s development 

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

Council adopted Ms Schmeder’s evidence. 

At the Hearing, the property owner agreed to allow Council onsite so that it could conduct a 
more detailed inspection.  The property was inspected by David Kotsiakos, Municipal 
Building Surveyor, and Jarrad Gray, Building Surveyor on 7 November 2018.  He prepared a 
report on 12 November 2018 which concluded that the building is not considered 
dangerous, is not in danger of collapsing, is not in a condition to warrant demolition and is 
not in a condition to be unfit for occupation.  He acknowledged that the building would 
benefit from considerable maintenance.  Specifically, he observed: 

• The building would benefit from restumping and levelling of the floors 
throughout. It was evident that the sub-floor structure has been neglected 
and requires significant maintenance works… 

• Internally, the building is in a condition that may be described as old, 
however has recently had maintenance in the form of painting completed 
to the primary living areas. 

• The facilities of the building are operable. i.e. Kitchen, Laundry, Bathroom. 
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• Externally, the cladding (fibro asbestos sheeting) likely requires 
replacement due to waterproofing and mould damage. 

• Existing windows are in a poor condition but can be replaced. 

• The roof of the building was not visible during the inspection. There was 
evidence of substantial neglect or rot in the fascia boards and eave 
sheeting which may be replaced. 

• Internal structural framing of the roof and walls was unable to be 
inspected, as this would require destructive removal of cladding to expose 
framework. However, there did not appear to be any traditional signs of 
structural failure of the framework other than that related to a lack of 
maintenance and restumping to level the floors. 

The Panel provided Robkar Bare Holdings Pty Ltd with an opportunity to respond to the 
Municipal Building Surveyor’s report.  On 20 November 2018, Robkar Bare Holdings 
responded that its evidence raised the question of whether the building needed to be 
demolished because of its condition.  It questioned how Council could have concluded that 
the building is not in a condition to warrant demolition because it did not inspect the sub-
floor structure, the roof and internal frame. 

Robkar Bare Holdings submitted that should the Panel agree that the building does not need 
to be demolished, at a minimum, it has been accepted that the building requires: 

• restumping that would require excavation of the ground or raising the 
house to meet Australian standards 

• updating/replacing the building facilities to bring them in line with the 
current building standards 

• reframing and replacing of the existing windows 

• replacement of the roof fascia boards and eave sheeting, and we say also 
the roof sheeting and flashings 

• specialist removal and recladding of the asbestos sheeting. 

Council responded that it maintained its position on 1737 Point Nepean Road as stated in its 
previous submissions to the Panel and the Municipal Building Surveyor’s report. 

(iii) Discussion 

For the reasons specified in the HO447 Heritage Citation, Ms Schmeder’s evidence and 
Council’s submission, the Panel considers that 1737 Point Nepean Road has sufficient local 
significance to justify the Heritage Overlay.  While the Heritage Citation, like many other 
citations in the 2017 Heritage Study, had errors and other discrepancies, they did not impact 
on the place’s overall significance.  The Heritage Citation should be revised in line with Ms 
Schmeder’s recommended changes.  

The Panel has already found that, generally, building condition is not relevant when 
considering whether a place has sufficient local significance to justify the Heritage Overlay.  
However, this finding may change if a building’s inevitable demolition means that there will 
be ultimately no heritage fabric to meet local significance. 

The Panel considers that there is a distinct difference between a building being sought to be 
demolished because it is structurally unsound and unsafe compared to one which is 
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considered economically unviable to restore.  The Panel may have been persuaded to 
recommend not applying the Heritage Overlay if there was no alternative than to demolish 
the building because it was unsound and unsafe.  This is what would make demolition 
inevitable. 

However, evidence and submissions seeking to demolish 1737 Point Nepean Road appear to 
be on economic viability grounds.  The Panel notes that economic viability to a person 
seeking to restore and reside in the dwelling may be different to an investor seeking to make 
a financial return.  When questioned by the Panel, Mr Grimmond stated that the existing 
building could be restored but he considered it to be economically unviable when compared 
to constructing a new building.  Similarly, the Municipal Building Surveyor’s report concluded 
that the building is “not considered dangerous, is not in danger of collapsing, is not in a 
condition to warrant demolition and is not in a condition to be unfit for occupation”.  
Irrespective of whether this report is deficient for reasons outlined in Robkar Bare Holdings 
subsequent response, the Panel accepts Mr Grimmond’s evidence that the building can be 
repaired and maintained, even though, in his opinion, it would be “excessive and 
economically unviable compared to the cost of complete demolition and rebuild”. 

The Panel maintains that the 1737 Point Nepean Road has sufficient local significance to 
justify the Heritage Overlay because the heritage fabric will continue to exist.  Therefore, any 
further assessment about whether the dwelling should be demolished, including any 
economic impact, is more appropriately considered through the permit application process. 

(iv) Findings 

The Panel finds: 

• 1737 Point Nepean Road, Capel Sound (HO447) meets the local significance 
threshold and the Heritage Overlay is justified. 

• The HO447 Heritage Citation should be revised to more accurately describe the 
dwelling. 

5.5.4 Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• 18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road, Capel Sound (HO447) meet the 
local significance threshold and the Heritage Overlay is justified. 

• The HO447 Heritage Citation should be revised to: 
- more accurately describe each property in the group 
- refer to meeting only aesthetic significance (Criterion E) by deleting reference to 

local historic significance. 

5.5.5 Recommendation 

The Panel recommends: 

Amend the following Heritage Citations, as shown in Appendix B: 
a) HO447 (18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road, Capel Sound). 
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6 Heritage places 

6.1 Kalimna Farm Complex and Farm Landscape (HO288) 

(i) The Place 

  Statement of significance 

 

 

Statement of significance 

The Kalimna farm complex and associated farm landscape are significant because: 
- for its historical associations with the early pioneers in the region, including the Cole 

family, and prominent identities from other parts of the Victoria such as Conrad Kleinitz 
(Criterion H1) 

- for its (assumed) high state of preservation as a time-capsule of a comfortable grazier's 
house of the Victorian and Edwardian-eras in the region (Criterion D2) 

- -it has been the subject of local publications about its history and significance to the 
Mornington Peninsula (Criterion G1) 

- for its contribution to a near unique group of properties on the peninsula which share an 
exotic farm landscape, with mature tree rows, and a seaside frontage (Criterion B2) 

(ii) The issues 

The issues are: 

• whether the HO288 Heritage Citation accurately describes the Kalimna Farm 
Complex and Farm Landscape 

• whether the tree control in the Heritage Overlay Schedule (HO288) should apply. 

(iii) Evidence and submissions 

National Trust submitted that the HO288 Heritage Citation is outdated and no longer 
represents the place.  It requested that the Heritage Citation be revised to acknowledge that 
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the homestead has been relocated and that a new winery has been constructed.  It noted 
that the Heritage Overlay is proposed to apply to the new homestead location. 

National Trust also requested that the tree controls in the Heritage Overlay Schedule 
(HO288) be applied to the line of nine Elm trees which formed part of the original Kalimna 
property.  It noted that the trees were included in the Heritage Overlay curtilage before the 
cottage was relocated and submitted that the connection between the cottage and trees 
remained whether or not a visual link between them is retained.  Referring to advice from 
the National Trust Expert Significant Tree Committee, it submitted: 

It is considered that these mature trees are significant at a local level, for their 
contribution to landscape, particularly in relation to their location near the 
coast.  They also have aesthetic value in their configuration. 

National Trust considered that conditions in Planning Permit P14/0520 did not provide 
sufficient protection for these trees. 

Council submitted that, a Heritage Impact Statement prepared by Bruce Trethowan formed 
part of Permit Application P14/0520, concluded: 

Conclusion: Overall, the proposal represents a positive outcome for this site. 
The partial demolition of the cottage will not detract from the significance of 
the site, and the proposed building will maintain and enhance the vital points 
of significance.  The other heritage elements of the site, namely the garden 
plantings and mature trees, no longer exist in a significant capacity.  Thus, the 
context of the buildings can no longer be rendered as authentic, nor the 
setting as significant.6  The relocation of the cottage and outbuilding will 
retain the historic character of the site with both buildings still understandable 
as late nineteenth and early twentieth century farm buildings.  Through 
landscaping and interpretation works, the history of the site, its links to early 
pioneers and its position within a group of cottages will be celebrated and 
remembered. 

Council explained it engaged heritage consultant, Bryce Raworth, to review the Heritage 
Impact Statement.  In his advice of June 20147, Mr Raworth found that the permit 
application had appropriate regard for the Heritage Overlay and local heritage policy in 
Clause 22.04.  He stated: 

In relation to the remnant historic trees on the site, it is my understanding 
from the plans that these are to be retained and incorporated into the scheme 
to the maximum extent possible, which seems appropriate.  The replanting of 
the drive also provides for a modern interpretation of the historic driveway 
plantings.  The overall intent is to reinforce the landscaped setting of the 
place, adding new layers to the historic landscape as it is found today. 

In its Part B Submision, Council considered that HO288 Heritage Citation should remain in its 
exhibited form and that the significance of the nine elm trees does not need to be further 

                                                      
6  Emphasis added by Council 
7  Council Part B Submission, Attachment 3 
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investigated.  It noted that the original driveway trees, except for the nine elm trees, were 
removed between 2005 and 2007 through Planning Permit P14/0520.  Council added that 
due to new Leyland Cyprus trees being planted east and west of the relocated cottage, there 
was no longer a visual connection between the homestead and the nine Elm trees. 

Council subsequently revised HO288 Heritage Citation which describes and shows changes 
since Planning Permit P14/0520 was approved. 

(iv) Discussion 

The Panel considers the nine elms may have sufficient significance to be potential candidates 
for the Heritage Overlay.  It agrees with the National Trust that it is not best practice to rely 
on permit conditions to protect significant trees.  Subject to further investigation, the 
Heritage Overlay and associated heritage citation would inform any proposal to further 
develop the site near the trees or to vary an existing permit condition.  There is no assurance 
that existing conditions which currently protect the trees will remain in the longer-term 
future. 

Any future investigation of the nine elms should be through a separate process because 
there is insufficient information to apply the Heritage overlay tree controls through the 
Amendment. 

The Panel considers that Council’s revised HO288 Heritage Citation provides a more accurate 
insight into more recent changes to the land. 

(v) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• The HO288 Heritage Citation should be revised to explain the homestead relocation 
and additional development, and to reformat the statement of significance into the 
standard What?, How? And How? format. 

• Council should consider further investigating the nine Elms to determine their 
significance as potential candidates for the Heritage Overlay. 

• The tree control in the Heritage Overlay Schedule (HO288) should not be applied 
through the Amendment. 

(vi) Recommendation 

The Panel recommends: 

Amend the following Heritage Citations, as shown in Appendix B: 
a) HO288 (Kalimna Farm Complex and Farm Landscape). 
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6.2 51 Devon Street, Dromana (HO405) 

(i) The Place 

  Statement of significance 

 

 

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, 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) 
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(ii) The issues 

The issues are: 

• whether 51 Devon Street, Dromana meets the local significance threshold and 
whether the Heritage Overlay is justified 

• whether the Heritage Overlay should apply to the entire property 

• whether HO405 Heritage Citation accurately describes 51 Devon Street. 

(iii) Evidence and submissions 

The property owner submitted that the Heritage Overlay should not be applied to 51 Devon 
Street because: 

• it should be applied to the most significant buildings which are important to be 
community – the subject property is unremarkable 

• the dwelling has been named ‘Devonly’ by the existing owners for over 30 years and 
not ‘Mount Bay’ as referred to in the HO405 Heritage Citation 

• the garage and grassed garden area are of no interest so the overlay should exclude 
them 

• Ernest Ruddock was not culturally not socially significant to justify such protection 

• the Italianate mansion at 303-313 Nepean Highway, Dromana is more appropriate 
to recognise the Rudduck contribution to local history 

• it will further burden the property beyond its existing five planning scheme overlays 

• there is insufficient parking or facilities to support onlookers seeking to view the 
property. 

Ms Schmeder gave evidence that the Heritage Review’s assessment concluded that 51 
Devon Street is one of the most significant interwar buildings in the study area, and is 
worthy of protection in the Heritage Overlay.  Ms Schmeder referred to Planning Practice 
Note 1 which advises that the Heritage Overlay should be applied to the entire extent of a 
suburban property so that new development near or next to the existing heritage building 
can be assessed.  She referred to the citation which notes that the garage does not 
contribute to the property. 

Ms Schmeder explained that it is standard practice to record the original name of a place 
and noted that ‘Mount Bay’ is well documented as the original name.  She recommended 
that the HO405 Heritage Citation should be corrected to refer to ‘Devonly’ instead of 
‘Devonia’. 

Ms Schmeder considered that applying the Heritage Overlay is highly unlikely to attract 
people who will disturb the property owners. 

Council accepted Ms Schmeder’s evidence for 51 Devon Street. 

(iv) Discussion 

The Panel was not presented with information to question the 2017 Heritage Study’s 
methodology for selecting each proposed heritage place or for assessing each place.  Having 
reviewed the issues raised in the submission, the HO405 Heritage Citation and Ms 
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Schmeder’s evidence, the Panel considers that 51 Devon Street has sufficient local 
significance to justify the Heritage Overlay. 

51 Devon Street is a relatively large lot, comprising over 1,800 square metres.  The dwelling 
is towards the back of the property which enables a large front garden area.  While larger 
properties may provide an opportunity to reduce the curtilage around the dwelling, land in 
front of the existing dwelling should be included so that any development proposal can be 
assessed through a permit for its potential impact on the heritage fabric.  The Panel 
considers that, in line with Ms Schmeder’s evidence and advice in Planning Practice Note 1, 
the Heritage Overlay should apply to the entire property. 

Applying the Heritage Overlay is unlikely to attract further onlookers to observe 51 Devon 
Street.  It is more likely that any person who sees the dwelling from a distance and opts to 
drive closer would be unaware whether it had a Heritage Overlay. 

The Panel agrees with Ms Schmeder’s proposed changes to the HO405 Heritage Citation. 

(v) Conclusion 

The Panel concludes: 

• 51 Devon Street, Dromana meets the local significance threshold and the Heritage 
Overlay is justified. 

• The Heritage Overlay should apply to the entire property. 

• HO405 Heritage Citation should be revised to more accurately describe 51 Devon 
Street. 

(vi) Recommendation 

Amend the following Heritage Citation, as shown in Appendix B: 
a) HO405 (51 Devon Street, Dromana). 
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6.3 233 Palmerston Avenue, Dromana (HO411) 

(i) The Place 

  Statement of significance 

 

 

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 darkstained 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 halftimbering, stained boarding, depressed window arches, and a complex tiled 
roof. (Criterion D) 

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) 



Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme Amendment C214  Panel Report  4 December 2018 

 

Page 44 of 128 

 

 

(ii) The issues 

The issues are: 

• whether 233 Palmerston Avenue meets the local significance threshold and 
whether the Heritage Overlay is justified 

• whether HO411 Heritage Citation accurately describes 233 Palmerston Avenue. 

(iii) Evidence and submission 

The property owner submitted that the Heritage Overlay should not be applied because the 
HO411 Heritage Citation is inaccurate.  They added that the dwelling: 

• was constructed in the 1950s and extended in the 1970s 

• was constructed in three stages, as evidenced in the windows and materials 

• was not designed by a famous architect 

• has not been resided by a famous person 

• has black painted timber, and was not stained 

• has a standard tiled roof 

• has a new fence to replace the previously unsafe granite rubble front fence. 

The property owner requested that the property not be referred to as ‘Tanderry’ because it 
was named by previous owner name and it has no significant meaning. 

Ms Schmeder gave evidence that the HO411 Heritage Citation clearly sets out that there 
were scarce records for this house dating back only to 1960.  She agreed to acknowledge in 
the citation that the dwelling was constructed in the 1950s and later extended, and that the 
front fence has been replaced.  Accordingly, she recommended that the Fence Control no 
longer apply to the property. 

Ms Schmeder explained that the place was of local significance because it met Criteria D 
(representative) and E (aesthetic), and not because of the architect or who reside there.  She 
recommended that the External Paint Control not apply to the property after reviewing 
photographs which confirmed that the timber had been painted black.  She said that the 
citation could note any new name given to the dwelling by the current owners. 

Council accepted Ms Schmeder’s evidence, including changes to the HO411 Heritage Citation 
and Heritage Overlay Schedule (HO411) to no longer apply the Fence or External Paint 
Controls. 

(iv) Discussion 

Having reviewed the 233 Palmerston Avenue with additional information provided by the 
property owner, the Panel considers that the proposed heritage place continues to meet 
Criteria D and E.  The Panel gave Ms Schmeder’s evidence considerable weight when 
considering this matter. 

The Panel notes Ms Schmeder’s and Council’s response to the property owner’s information 
regarding the new front fence and black painted timber.  There is unambiguous evidence 
that these elements do not require additional protection through controls in the Heritage 
Overlay Schedule. 
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The Panel considers that any previous dwelling or property name should be recorded in the 
Heritage Citation.  While the name ‘Tanderry’ in the title of the Heritage Overlay Schedule 
listing or Heritage Citation is not needed, the format for recording each place is a matter for 
Council to decide.  

(v) Conclusion 

The Panel concludes: 

• 233 Palmerston Avenue meets the local significance threshold to justify the 
Heritage Overlay. 

• The Fence and External Paint Controls in the Heritage Overlay Schedule (HO411) 
should not apply because the original fence has been replaced and the timber has 
been painted (is not stained). 

• HO411 Heritage Citation should be revised to add information provided by the 
current property owner. 

(vi) Recommendations 

The Panel recommends: 

Amend the Heritage Overlay Schedule to: 
a) no longer apply the Fence Control and External Fence Control to HO411 (233 

Palmerston Avenue, Dromana) 

Amend the following Heritage Citation, as shown in Appendix B: 
a) HO411 (233 Palmerston Avenue, Dromana). 
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6.4 1 Catherine Street, McCrae (HO417) 

(i) The Place 

  Statement of significance 

 

 

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 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 
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restrained design is notable in McCrae that contains a number of examples, several of which are 
located in The Avenue. (Criterion E) 

(ii) The issue 

The issue is whether 1 Catherine Street, McCrae (HO417) has sufficient local significance and 
whether the Heritage Overlay is justified. 

(iii) Evidence and submissions 

The property owner submitted that the Heritage Overlay should not be applied to her 
property because of inconsistencies in the listing process and inaccuracies in the HO417 
Heritage Citation.  She disagreed that the property has aesthetic significance to warrant the 
Heritage Overlay because it was poorly constructed, had cheap materials and insufficient 
stylistic design. 

The owner explained that the changes to the property include: 

• corrected the footings 

• extended verandah no longer cantilevered, with installed railings and replaced 
tongue and groove flooring 

• removed fascia board 

• changed side walls which were originally unpainted and unstained. 

At its 6 August 2018 meeting, Council resolved to: 

Subject to further detailed review and confirmation of preliminary 
investigation, present an alternative recommendation to the citation 
recommendation for 1 Catherine Street McCrae in Council’s submission to the 
Independent Panel 

At the Hearing, Council submitted that it had completed a further detailed review which 
confirmed that the extent of alterations resulted in the building not being sufficiently intact 
to meet any of the HERCON criteria.  Accordingly, Council submitted that the Heritage 
Overlay should no longer be applied to 1 Catherine Street.  

Ms Schmeder acknowledged descriptive inaccuracies in the HO417 Heritage Citation and 
noted that the originally designed dwelling was a good example of a modern beach house.  
Having reviewed photographs provided by the property owners, she found that the 
verandah had been expanded to double its original size which mean it could no longer be 
cantilevered.   

Ms Schmeder concluded that 1 Catherine Street no longer achieved sufficient local 
significance because: 

• later changes, most notably to the verandah construction and details, had 
compromised its ability to demonstrate aesthetic significance (Criterion E) 

• the dwelling is not ‘highly intact’, as described in the HO417 Heritage Citation 
(Criterion D). 

She recommended that the Heritage Overlay no longer be applied. 
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(iv) Discussion and conclusion 

In its original form, 1 Catherine Street would have been an excellent demonstration of a 
holiday house vernacular and fine example of the historic holiday house theme along the 
Mornington Peninsula.  However, the most significant features, including the cantilevered 
verandah no longer exist and are irreversible.  The Panel accepts Ms Schmeder’s evidence 
that the subject place no longer has sufficient local significance because it does not achieve 
any of the HERCON criteria which is required to make it a candidate for the Heritage Overlay. 

The Panel agrees with Council’s revised position to no longer apply the Heritage Overlay to 1 
Catherine Street. 

(v) Recommendations 

Amend the Heritage Overlay Schedule to: 
a) delete HO417 (1 Catherine Street, McCrae) 

Amend the Heritage Overlay mapping to: 
a) delete HO417 (1 Catherine Street, McCrae) 

Delete the following Heritage Citation: 
a) HO417 (1 Catherine Street, McCrae). 
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6.5 710 White Hill Road, Red Hill (HO422) 

(i) The Place 

  Statement of significance 

 

 

What is significant? 

The former Red Hill Post Office at 710 White Hill Road, Red Hill, c.1870 is significant to the extent 
of the timber Post Office and residence building fronting White Hill 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. 

How is it significant? 

The former Red Hill Post Office at 710 White Hill 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) 
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(ii) The issues 

The issues are: 

• whether 710 White Hill Road, Red Hill has sufficient local significance and whether 
the Heritage Overlay is justified 

• whether the HO422 Heritage Citation accurately describes 710 White Hill Road, Red 
Hill. 

(iii) Evidence and submissions 

The 710 White Hill Road property owners objected to the Heritage Overlay being applied 
and submitted: 

We find the report by Context to be incomplete and inaccurate regarding the 
current state of the building and should not be relied on in deliberating the 
application of a heritage overlay on this property. 

They added that other than the façade including post boxes and phone box, little remains of 
the original building because: 

• all timber flooring and stumps have been replaced 

• sections of the floor have been concreted 

• carpet has been laid through most of the building 

• all internal walls are clad with new timber lining, which is different to the original 

• all original ceilings have been removed and replaced with different pine, which is 
different to the original 

• rear verandah has been enclosed 

• all weatherboards and external cladding except facade have been replaced 

• there is no sign of the original log cabin and some internal walls have been removed 

• three skillion-roofed lean-tos have been added to the building 

• all original timber fittings have been removed 

• parts of the baker’s oven remain, and the chimney has been removed 

• all roofing has been replaced 

• the roof and frame of the front verandah has been replaced. 

The property owners considered the HO422 Heritage Citation to be inaccurate because: 

• the façade does not have a square aluminium window 

• only one of the two front doors has glass 

• there is no second double-hung sash window on the façade 

• there is no brick section of the cottage at the rear of the timber section. 

Ms Schmeder gave evidence that the citation notes the building’s staged construction, small 
additions and extensions, and windows and doors in the façade from different periods.  She 
concluded that the changes raised by the property owners did not diminish the building’s 
significance to the point where the Heritage Overlay was no longer justified.  After reviewing 
photographs taken on site, she agreed that there is no square aluminium window, only one 
door has a glass panel and that the second sash window has been incorrectly described.  Ms 
Schmeder recommended that the citation be revised to: 

• note alterations to original fabric 
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• note deliberate retention of façade and Post Office fixtures and fittings in façade 

• note loss of the baker's oven chimney 

• describe the brick section as the baker's oven 

• remove reference to an aluminium framed square window 

• amend the description of doors to state that one has a glass panel, the other is 
timber panelled. 

Council accepted Ms Schmeder’s evidence on this matter and agreed to change the HO422 
Heritage Citation to reflect her recommended changes. 

(iv) Discussion 

The Panel agrees with the submitter that the HO422 Heritage Citation does not accurately 
describe the extent of changes to the building.  When taking into account all building 
alterations, the Panel considers that 710 White Hill Road continues to meet Criterion A and 
had sufficient local significance to apply the Heritage Overlay.  A considerable number of 
alterations has occurred at the rear of the building where changes are often permitted 
through the Heritage Overlay.  The alterations appear to have been carefully designed to 
respect the existing heritage fabric.   

The Panel agrees with Ms Schmeder that many of the changes highlighted by the property 
owner should be documented in the Heritage Citation for future reference. 

(v) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• 710 White Hill Road, Red Hill has sufficient local significance to justify the Heritage 
Overlay. 

• HO422 Heritage Citation should be revised to more accurately describe 710 White 
Hill Road, Red Hill. 

(vi) Recommendation 

The Panel recommends: 

Amend the following Heritage Citation, as shown in Appendix B: 
a) HO422 (710 White Hill Road, Red Hill). 
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6.6 751 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (HO429) 

(i) The Place 

  Statement of significance 

 

 

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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(ii) The issue 

The issue is whether 751 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud has sufficient local significance and 
whether the Heritage Overlay is justified. 

(iii) Evidence and submissions 

Ms Schmeder gave evidence that, after analysing submissions for 751 Point Nepean Road, 
she found the dwelling was less intact than previously thought.  Specifically, the chimney no 
longer exists above the brick panel on the front façade.  She explained: 

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). 

Ms Schmeder stated that the place no longer meets any criterion and does not have 
sufficient local significance to justify the Heritage Overlay.  She added that, should the 
garage and front fence be later elements, this would further diminish the place’s intactness.   

At is 8 August 2018 meeting, Council resolved to no longer apply the Heritage Overlay to 751 
Point Nepean Road and to remove the property from the Amendment. 

(iv) Discussion 

The Panel accepts Ms Schmeder’s evidence that the Heritage Overlay should not be applied 
to 751 Point Nepean Road.  The chimney was a dominating feature of the front façade and 
its removal has reduced the dwelling’s intactness to the extent that it no longer achieves 
Criterion E.  As the dwelling no longer meets any of the criteria, it can no longer be 
considered a candidate for the Heritage Overlay. 

(v) Conclusion 

The Panel concludes that that 751 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud does not have sufficient 
local significance to justify the Heritage Overlay. 

(vi) Recommendations 

The Panel recommends: 

Amend the Heritage Overlay Schedule to: 
a) delete HO429 (751 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud) 

Amend the Heritage Overlay map to: 
a) delete HO429 (751 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud) 

Delete the following Heritage Citation: 
a) HO429 (751 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud). 
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6.7 1 Bucher Place and 880 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (HO434) 

(i) The Place 

  Statement of significance 

  

 

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 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  erandah 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) 
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6.7.2 1 Bucher Place, Rosebud (HO434) 

(i) The issues 

The issues are 

• whether 1 Bucher Place, Rosebud meets the local significance threshold and 
whether the Heritage Overlay is justified 

• whether the HO434 Heritage Citation accurately describes the place. 

(ii) Evidence and submissions 

Ms Scott, who prepared a submission on behalf of the 1 Bucher Place property owner, 
objected to the Heritage Overlay being applied to the property.  She considered that the 
dwelling did not have sufficient architectural significance compared to other dwellings in the 
area because it does not have “arts and crafts” characteristics and is not aesthetically 
pleasing. 

Ms Scott described the property’s dwelling, outbuilding, garage and plants and included 
photographs to support her submission.  She submitted that the dwelling was constructed of 
non-original timber, asbestos cement sheets, corrugated roof, timber verandah, front door 
and surrounding front room windows. 

The outbuilding on the beach side of the property is constructed of timber and corrugated 
iron roofing and walls with asbestos sheets, is in poor condition and uninhabitable.  It has 
been “sealed up for safety reasons and is beyond repair”. 

The brick garage has asbestos cement roof cladding, has had crumbling brickwork repaired 
several times and has new doors.  Ms Scott considered that the garage did not have 
sufficient historical significance. 

Ms Scott explained that the plants on the property had been planted by the property owner 
while living there for almost 51 years. 

At the Hearing, Mr Rigoni of Terrain Consulting Group represented the property owner.  His 
submission was based on the following grounds: 

• The dwelling includes many non-original features, and the accuracy of the 
heritage citation is questioned 

• Implications for asbestos removal 

• Heritage Overlay limits opportunity for improvements to the dwelling 

• Dwelling is not unique 

• 1 Bucher Place is largely hidden from view and does not contribute to the 
public realm. 

He submitted that the HO434 Heritage Citation did not accurately reflect that dwelling had 
been altered to: 

• replace the front door and enlarge the opening with windows and a glazed timber 
door 

• replace the verandah 

• relocate the entrance to face the foreshore 

• fully line the east wall with weather boards and introduce louvred windows. 
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Mr Rigoni provided photos and information to explain how the historical location of 1 
Bucher Place with the foreshore is different to when it was originally constructed.  He added: 

The building originally would have had a much stronger relationship with the 
water which is now significantly obstructed by the foreshore vegetation in 
front of the house, the associated public reserve and large playground recently 
constructed by Council. 

As such, there is no strong relationship with the foreshore itself. 

Mr Rigoni called expert evidence on heritage from Mr Briggs.  Mr Briggs considered that the 
dwelling was not more important than others of its typology, period or class.  He said that 
the dwelling did not meet sufficient local significance to justify applying the Heritage 
Overlay.  Mr Briggs stated that the place’s significance should be reviewed so that the 
property’s use is not unduly or unreasonably restricted. 

He considered that the HO434 Heritage Citation comparison with the many similar houses in 
the grid pattern subdivisions south of Point Nepean Road did not substantiate the claim that 
the dwelling is significant because of its foreshore location. 

Ms Schmeder referred to the Heritage Citation which notes that the verandah appears to be 
a replacement.  She said that the Citation should be revised to confirm this and to note 
information about the replaced front window and door.  Photos provided by the submitter 
confirmed the beach-front side had a door or window replaced with French doors and the 
windows to the side have louvers instead of sashes. 

Ms Schmeder considered that none of these changes were extensive enough to negate the 
dwelling’s heritage significance. 

In response, Council proposed to revise HO434 Heritage Citation to note that replacing the 
external asbestos cement sheets with non-asbestos sheets of the same dimensions is 
acceptable. 

The Panel conducted an accompanied site inspection with Mr and Ms Scott on behalf of the 
property owner, Ms Schmeder and Ms Slamet on 5 October 2018.  Council maintained its 
position to apply the Heritage Overlay to 1 Bucher Place and provided additional changes to 
the Heritage Citation. 

(iii) Discussion 

The Panel acknowledges that the dwelling has had various alterations over its history.  The 
building, however, is generally intact and continues to present itself as a holiday home of its 
architectural period.  Irrespective of changes to the foreshore, including the shore line, 1 
Bucher Place is one of the rarer Rosebud properties which directly abuts, and has direct 
access to, the foreshore area and beach.  It strong connection makes it one of the better 
examples of an interwar holiday home in Rosebud and the Mornington Peninsula. 

In response to matters raised by Mr Briggs in his evidence and at the Hearing, the Panel 
compared 1 Bucher Place with other properties referred to in the comparative analysis of 
the HO434 Heritage Citation.  The Panel focussed more on properties such as 195 
Palmerston Avenue, Dromana and 359 Point Nepean Road, Dromana because they were 



Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme Amendment C214  Panel Report  4 December 2018 

 

Page 57 of 128 

 

 

properties with an existing Heritage Overlay.  The Panel found that 1 Bucher Place compared 
fairly with them. 

The Panel consider that the scale and nature of alterations have not diminished the place’s 
local significance and it is a worthy candidate to apply the Heritage Overlay.  Part of the 
former verandah, which was filled in to extend internal floorspace and finished with external 
weatherboard cladding and louvre windows, is on the side/rear elevation – away from the 
building’s beachside or street façade. 

However, the HO434 Heritage Citation should be revised to more accurately reflect the place 
by including and revising information presented by the property owner which were observed 
during the accompanied site inspection. 

(iv) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• 1 Bucher Place, Rosebud meets the local significance threshold and the Heritage 
Overlay is justified. 

• The HO434 Heritage Citation should be revised to note that replacing the external 
asbestos cement sheets with non-asbestos sheets of the same dimensions is 
acceptable. 

6.7.3 880 Point Nepean Road 

(i) The issues 

The issues are: 

• whether 880 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud has sufficient local significance and 
whether the Heritage Overlay is justified 

• whether the HO434 Heritage Citation accurately reflects the property. 

(ii) Evidence and submissions 

The property owner objected to the Heritage Overlay being applied to 880 Point Nepean 
Road, Rosebud.  Describing the heritage consultant’s opinions and recommendations as 
‘tenuous and inaccurate’, she submitted that the HO434 Heritage Citation is inaccurate 
because: 

• Walter Storey did not construct the dwelling 

• it is not interwar dwelling because Council approved the building permit on 8 May 
1940 

• the roof is not unique or complex and is not original because the galvanised 
corrugated iron roof was replaced with zincalume in the 1990s 

• the centre window is not a “hipped bay” 

• the roof is not pyramidal 

• there are no weatherboard-clad dados 

• the façade has two (not three) banks of double-sash windows at the façade 

• the side elevations have a mixture of mix of single double-hung sashes, twin double-
hung sashes, corner double-hung sashes and fixed pane glass (no just single double-
hung sashes) 
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• the Red Flowering Gum in the front garden is exotic to the location. 

A supplementary submission, prepared by Kellehers Australia on behalf of the owner, stated 
that applying the Heritage Overlay: 

• creates an unnecessary planning conflict by failing to consider and respond 
to the existing planning controls applying to the site together with the 
recent Council-supported Rosebud Structure Plan in Planning Scheme 
Amendment C206 

• fails to properly adhere to and adequately consider relevant strategic plans, 
policy statements, codes and/or guidelines 

• is inconsistent with and harmful to the orderly planning of the area 

• is contrary to the objectives of planning in Victoria 

• will create an undesirable and unacceptable precedent. 

At the Hearing, Mr Goodman represented the property owner.  He provided comprehensive 
information including the dwelling’s original plan and elevations, extract from a historic 
homes style publication, heritage conversation roofing publications, asbestos information 
and photographs of the subject site and other dwellings with fibro and weatherboard 
external cladding.  He also explained that the Red Flowering Gum was planted by the owner 
in the 1990s. 

In her evidence, Ms Schmeder stated that the Heritage Citation should be revised to correct 
the built date and more accurately describe the roof form.  She added that the Red 
Flowering Gum does not have to be indigenous to the area and its heritage value was 
assessed by a horticultural heritage specialist at Context. 

The Panel conducted an accompanied site inspection with Mr Goodman on behalf of the 
property owner, Ms Schmeder and Ms Slamet on 5 October 2018.  Following the inspection, 
Council provided a further revised HO434 Heritage Citation which added place history and 
revised the description.  This includes the Red Flowering Gum in the front garden being 
reportedly planted in the 1990s. 

(iii) Discussion 

The Panel considers that the reasons in the Kellehers Australia submission for not applying 
the Heritage Overlay are not relevant when considering whether a property has sufficient 
local significance to justify the overlay.  There was no further submission or evidence 
presented to the Panel to explain how applying Heritage Overlay would result in such broad 
level outcomes.  The Panel considers that these outcomes are more likely to result from not 
applying the Heritage Overlay to a property which had sufficient local heritage significance. 

Does 880 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud have sufficient local significance?  To inform itself, 
the Panel considered how intact the building was and used the property owner’s original 
submission to understand the extent of changes.  The accompanied site inspection assisted 
the Panel to see first-hand the changes raised in the submissions of the property owner and 
Mr Goodman. 

The Panel found that Mr Goodman’s submission provided considerable insight into the 
place’s history and context and informative sources regarding asbestos and heritage styles 
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and roof restorations.  For reasons provided in Chapter 4.2, the Panel considers that 
asbestos cladding can, if necessary, be replaced through a planning permit.  As the original 
external cladding exists, asbestos is not a consideration as to whether the dwelling meets 
sufficient local significance. 

Regarding the roof, the Panel notes that many heritage buildings with a Heritage Overlay, 
particularly Victorian dwellings with slate tiles, do not have their original roof cladding.  With 
880 Point Nepean Road, the more recent roof cladding is a faithful replacement of how the 
original roof cladding was described.  The Panel considers that the dwelling continues to be 
relatively intact and the recent roof cladding does not diminish its significance below the 
threshold.  However, this change should be clarified in the citation. 

The Panel’s most challenging consideration was whether enclosing the original entrance on 
the front elevation to create a new room has altered the front elevation, and therefore its 
street presentation, to the point where it is no longer sufficiently intact.  The enclosure did 
not modify the building’s roof or eaves structure and was cladded with materials to blend in 
with the building’s predominant materials.  The Panel considers that the alteration respects 
the building’s original heritage fabric, does not adversely impact the overall dwelling’s 
intactness and does not diminish the place’s heritage significance.  The porch enclosure is a 
notable change which should be included in the citation.   

There have been alterations to the east and rear elevation, however, they are do not detract 
from the dwelling’s street presentation and do not diminish its significance. 

The Panel agrees with the revised Heritage Citation which more accurately describes 
elements of the dwelling and its surrounds.  Most notably, it now identifies the roof cladding 
and Red Flowering Gum as recent alterations. 

(iv) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• 880 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud meets the local significance threshold and the 
Heritage Overlay is justified. 

• The HO434 Heritage Citation should be revised to include additional place history 
provided by Mr Goodman and to reference the source. 

6.7.4 Recommendation 

The Panel recommends: 

Amend the following Heritage Citation, as shown in Appendix B: 
a) HO434 (1 Bucher Place and 880 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud). 
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6.8 1099-1125 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (HO439) 

(i) The Place 

  Statement of significance 

 

 

What is significant? 

The Rosebud Hotel, at 1099-1125 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud, is significant. It was designed by 
architect Robert H McIntyre and constructed in 1939-40 by local builder Len C Barnes. McIntyre 
was a successful commercial architect of the interwar and post-war periods who specialised in 
hotel design. The original owners were Mr Dreever and Mr Harry Greville, one of the leading 
caterers in Victoria at the time. It was Rosebud's first hotel. It is a large, clinker-brick building in the 
Streamlined Moderne style with a tiled hipped roof. The eastern half of the facade is dominated by 
a large first-floor terrace with a curved inner corner. Beside it is the front entrance, then a tall, 
austerely geometric tower. The mature Canary Island Palm in front of the hotel and the mature 
Norfolk Island Pine behind the hotel contribute to the significance of the place. 
Later additions to the front terrace, to the rear, and the bottleshop are not significant. 

How is it significant? 

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

Why is it significant? 

Rosebud Hotel is significant historically and socially as a centre of Rosebud's social life for residents 
and holiday-makers for over 75 years. It is historically significant as the first hotel to open in 
Rosebud, despite opposition from the local Prohibition League. Indicative of its relatively late date 
of establishment, it is located to the south of the main commercial strip on Point Nepean Road. 
(Criteria A & G) 
Rosebud hotel is of architectural significance as a substantial and largely intact representative 
example of a Streamlined Moderne-style hotel. It is one of many designed by Robert H McIntyre in 
the late 1930s in Melbourne suburbs and country towns. Typical of the style, it has primarily 
horizontal massing, emphasised by concrete window hoods and a steel balustrade to the first-floor 
terrace and balanced by a vertical clock tower at the entrance, a curved corner to the firstfloor 
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) 
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(ii) The issues 

The issues are: 

• whether the extent of the Heritage Overlay is appropriate and justified for 1099-
1125 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (Rosebud Hotel) 

• whether Rosebud Hotel meets the criteria specified in the statement of significance 
in HO439 Heritage Citation 

• whether HO439 Heritage Citation accurately describes Rosebud Hotel. 

(iii) Evidence and submissions 

Nikakis Investments Pty Ltd, the owner of the Rosebud Hotel, submitted that it objected to 
the extent of the Heritage Overlay and content in the HO439 Heritage Citation.  It explained 
that it received advice from architecture, conservation and heritage specialists, Lovell Chen, 
to inform its submission. 

Nikakis Investments submitted that the bottle shop and the main at-grade carpark to the 
rear of the building were not significant and should be excluded from the Heritage Overlay.  
It included a map showing a reduced Heritage Overlay curtilage (shown in red), as 
reproduced in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 Nikakis Investments requested reduced Heritage Overlay for Rosebud Hotel 

 
Source: Nikakis submission to the exhibited Amendment 

It highlighted the following alterations to the place which were not identified in the HO439 
Heritage Citation: 
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• An original single-storey wing comprising three shops originally adjoining 
the west elevation of the hotel has been removed and replaced with a new 
single-storey addition between the hotel and bottleshop. 

• The narrow band/canopy element at first floor level has been replaced with 
wide horizontal rendered band projecting out from the wall surface along 
the length of the principal (north) elevation and to the top of the single-
storey addition. 

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

• The original/early signage has been removed and new signage (‘ROSEBUD 
HOTEL’) has been added above the main entry door. 

• The original sash windows on the east elevation have been replaced with 
sheet glass. 

• The rear additions are not referenced in the citation. 

Nikakis Investments agreed that the place met Criterion A (historical) and Criterion G (social) 
at the local level, however, it added: 

Given the extent of alteration to the building however, it does not consider it 
to meet either Criterion D (representativeness) or E (aesthetic/architectural). 

Ms Schmeder agreed that the bottle shop and rear carpark are not contributory elements of 
the site and can be excluded from the Heritage Overlay.  She considered that the Nikakis 
Investments reduced Heritage Overlay “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)”. 

At the Hearing, National Trust supported Ms Schmeder’s evidence regarding the Rosebud 
Hotel.  It submitted that despite some alteration, the place is still highly legible as a 
Streamlined Moderne building.  It added that, like the heritage experts, it considered that 
the place met the threshold for Criterion G (social significance).  Regarding the HO439 
Heritage Citation referring to the place as the ‘centre of Rosebud’s social life for residents 
and holiday-makers for 75 years’, it submitted: 

The National Trust supports this assessment and reinforces the cultural 
heritage significance of hotels and pubs as local meeting places for both 
historic and contemporary communities. 

At the Hearing, Nikakis Investments was represented by Mr Ellenbroek of SJB Planning and 
called evidence on heritage from Ms Gray of Lovell Chen.  In her evidence, Ms Gray included 
historic plans, and comparative photographs which showed alterations which were included 
in the HO439 Heritage Citation, Nikakis Investments submission and her evidence.  She 
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highlighted that most of the building’s alterations occurred at the Point Nepean Road 
frontage. 

Ms Gray agreed that the Rosebud Hotel met Criterion A because it is significant for its long 
history as a social hub as the first hotel in Rosebud and added: 

It is also demonstrative of the increased popularity and wider accessibility of 
seaside holidays in the interwar period. While the building has been altered, it 
still clearly demonstrates its interwar origins, with key aspects of the 
Streamlined Moderne design remaining evident despite the extensive changes.  

Regarding Criterion G, Ms Gray stated that the place has the potential to meet this criterion.  
She noted that while the social value has not been investigated, it would be expected that 
like many hotels, the Rosebud hotel would be significant to the local community and 
potentially to visitors and holidaymakers. 

Ms Gray did not agree that the Rosebud Hotel meets Criteria D or E.  She presented 
examples of, what she considered to be, better examples of Moderne hotel buildings located 
outside the Mornington Peninsula municipality.  She did not provide examples in the 
municipality. 

Ms Gray stated that, when considering that the Canary Island Palms were introduced after 
the owner purchase the property in 1994, and that the Norfolk Island Pine was removed 
through a planning permit issued in 2017, there are no trees on the site which warrant 
applying Heritage Overlay tree controls. 

Accordingly, Ms Gray stated that the HO439 Heritage Citation, including the statement of 
significance should be revised to "more accurately describe the intactness and significance of 
the place and significant features and elements”. 

Council responded that while places which meet Criterion D are typically more intact, when 
compared to examples in the municipality, Rosebud Hotel is one the most intact and 
substantial interwar hotels in the Shire.  It submitted that Rosebud Hotel was sufficiently 
intact to meet Criteria E and it had all the distinctive details specified in the statement of 
significance.  It explained that the relocated porthole window was considered when the 
place was determined to meet local significance.  Council did not agree that alterations  

Council agreed to change the Heritage Citation to include more detail about 1990s alteration 
in the description and note that these are non-contributory. 

(iv) Discussion 

The Panel notes that nobody sought to not apply the Heritage Overlay to Rosebud Hotel.  
There was general agreement between the submissions of Nikakis Investments and Council 
and evidence of Ms Schmeder and Ms Gray that Rosebud Hotel meets Criteria A and G, the 
Heritage Overlay can be reduced to exclude non-contributory elements, the Heritage 
Citation should be revised, and tree control should not apply.  Having reviewed these, the 
Panel agrees. 

Regarding Criteria D and E, the Panel considers that alterations to the façade are extensive 
and have altered its street presentation.  However, effort and thought appear to have gone 
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in to the post-1994 design to ensure that alterations respected the original building.  These 
include the selected form, colours and elements, and the decision to retain and relocate the 
porthole window. 

Having inspected the site several times and carefully reviewed historic images, the Panel 
considers that in its altered state, it continues to read as a Moderne style hotel.  While 
alterations have moderately affected the hotel’s architectural and aesthetic significance, it 
continues to meet local significance for Criteria D and E. 

The Panel agrees that the Heritage Overlay Schedule Tree Control should not apply because 
Canary Island Palm is a recent addition and Norfolk Island Pine no longer exists. 

(v) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• The Heritage Overlay should be reduced, as shown in Figure 1, to include only the 
contributing elements of the Rosebud Hotel. 

• The HO439 Heritage Citation would benefit from changes to the place history, 
physical description and statement of significance. 

(vi) Recommendations 

The Panel recommends: 

Amend the Heritage Overlay to: 
a) no longer apply the Tree Control to HO439 (1099-1125 Point Nepean Road, 

Rosebud). 

Amend the following Heritage Citation, as shown in Appendix B: 
a) HO439 (1099-1125 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud). 

  



Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme Amendment C214  Panel Report  4 December 2018 

 

Page 65 of 128 

 

 

6.9 2493 Point Nepean Road, Rye (HO455) 

(i) The Place 

  Statement of significance 

 

 

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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(ii) The issues 

The issues are: 

• whether 2943 Point Nepean Road, Rye has sufficient local significance and whether 
the Heritage Overlay is justified 

• whether HO455 Heritage Citation accurately describes 2943 Point Nepean Road, 
Rye. 

(iii) Evidence and submissions 

The property owners submitted that the Heritage Overlay should not be applied to 2493 
Point Nepean Road because: 

• the dwelling is a basic weatherboard building, has been modified and its style is not 
typical of other buildings of the era 

• the citation asserts without confidence that the dwelling has a Georgian influence 

• hipped roofs with concrete tiles are common throughout the Peninsula 

• the sash windows have three panes in the top half, and not the typical double 
paned Moderne style 

• the back windows have been replaced with a large aluminium window 

• the chimney is not a waterfall design, has an atypical design, and has been modified 
to increase its height 

They added that the name 'Bethany' referred to in the citation was added by the current 
family and has no local significance. 

Ms Schmeder gave evidence that: 

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. 

She agreed that the hipped roof form has been popular for hundreds of years, even though 
their form and pitch differed according to the architectural style.  She explained that the 
subject dwelling’s Georgian Revival influence is seen in the use of classical columns to the 
porch.  She acknowledged that concrete tiles were popular since the 1950s but explained 
that the survival of the original roofing material was the important factor. 

Ms Schmeder stated that the three-paned sash windows, instead of the typical two, 
demonstrates additional care for design which should not be considered a negative feature.  
She said that minor changes such as the modern openings and windows at the rear of the 
dwelling are often permitted in the Heritage Overlay can be noted in the citation for future 
reference. 

Ms Schmeder considered the highly detailed chimney with its atypical design to be one of 
the dwelling’s positive and distinguishing features.  She stated that the citation should note 
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that the less-detailed top of the chimney is a later addition. She considered that should this 
be removal in the future, it would not disrupt the chimney’s original design. 

Ms Schmeder stated that, as the family which named the dwelling ‘Bethany’ has owned the 
property since 1956, the name is part of its history. 

(iv) Discussion 

2493 Point Nepean Road exhibits distinguished features such as detailed chimney and triple-
sashed windows, which make it somewhat more unique.  While it may be plainer than some 
of the examples in the HO455 Heritage Citation’s comparative analysis, it is a good typical 
example of its period.  The Panel agrees with Ms Schmeder’s recommended changes to the 
Heritage Citation to note the rear aluminium-framed window, extension to the chimney and 
the ‘Bethany’ nameplate. 

(v) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• 2943 Point Nepean Road, Rye has sufficient local significance and the Heritage 
Overlay is justified. 

• HO455 Heritage Citation should be revised to more accurately describe 2943 Point 
Nepean Road, Rye. 

(vi) Recommendation 

The Panel recommends: 

Amend the following Heritage Citation, as shown in Appendix B: 
a) HO455 (2493 Point Nepean Road, Rye) to note the rear aluminium-framed 

window, extension to the chimney and the ‘Bethany’ nameplate. 
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6.10 118 Salmon Street, Hastings (HO458) 

(i) The Place 

  Statement of significance 

 

 

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 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) 
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(ii) The issues 

The issues are: 

• whether 118 Salmon Street, Hastings has sufficient local significance and whether 
the Heritage Overlay is justified 

• whether the Heritage Overlay should apply to the entire property 

• whether HO458 Heritage Citation accurately describes 118 Salmon Street. 

(iii) Evidence and submissions 

The property owners objected to the Heritage Overlay being applied to 118 Salmon Street 
because the property “lacks authenticity” and the following features have been replaced: 

• front veranda floor and some verandah posts 

• front door 

• right hand side front window 

• every other window in the property is aluminium 

• roof cladding is now Colorbond 

• rear extension constructed around 1980's 

• almost all the weatherboards have been replaced, including some on the 

• front walls 

• chimney appears to be altered to accommodate various heating units 

• side paling fenced which replaced the picket fence. 

The owners were concerned about the Heritage Overlay applying beyond the original 
dwelling footprint.  They were also concerned that the overlay may require them to 
reinstate altered elements such as windows. 

The owners submitted that the dwelling was constructed in 1914-15 which does not fall 
within the Edwardian architectural period of 1901 to 1910.  They could not see how James 
Mentiplay or the Mentiplay family owning the property from 1914 to 1970s was significant 
in the Hastings area.  They found Mentiplays Street in Cribb Point but were not sure if it 
referred to the same family.  The owners added that, while the Heritage Citation states that 
the family made their wealth from fishing, there is no supporting evidence and the subject 
dwelling is a modest construction. 

Ms Schmeder gave evidence that King Edward VII reigned from 1902 to 1910, however from 
an architectural history perspective, the term stretched to around the time of World War I.  
For 118 Salmon Street, she considered its stylistic details such as its roof form, chimney and 
verandah detail to be closely related to an Edwardian Queen Anne house.  She stated that 
the significance of the Mentiplay family in the Hastings area is documented in local histories 
cited in the Heritage Citation. 

Ms Schmeder agreed to revise the HO458 Heritage Citation to acknowledge the non-
contributory rear extension, aluminium windows on the south side elevation, side paling 
fence, like-for-like repairs and replacements to the verandah floor, corner elements and 
front window.  She considered that the repairs and replacements have not changed the 
dwelling’s appearance so they did not diminish its heritage significance. 
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Ms Schmeder referred to Planning Practice Note 1 which advises to apply the Heritage 
Overlay to an entire suburban property.  She explained that this would enable any 
development proposal to be assessed on how it may affect the heritage significance of the 
original house. 

Council accepted Ms Schmeder’s evidence and agreed to revise the Heritage Citation in line 
with her recommended changes. 

(iv) Discussion 

The Panel accepts Ms Schmeder’s evidence for 118 Salmon Street, Hastings.  Among the 
sources in the HO458 Heritage Citation, the Hastings District Heritage Study Volume 2 refers 
to the significance of the Mentiplay family in the Hastings area. 

The Heritage Overlay should apply to the entire property because it forms part of the 
dwelling’s curtilage and it would enable an any future development proposal to be 
appropriately assessed.  This approach aligns with advice in Planning Practice Note 1. 

Like Council, the Panel agrees with Ms Schmeder’s recommended changes to the Heritage 
Citation. 

(v) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• 118 Salmon Street, Hastings has sufficient local significance to justify the Heritage 
Overlay 

• the Heritage Overlay should apply to the entire property 

• HO458 Heritage Citation should be revised to more accurately reflect 118 Salmon 
Street. 

(vi) Recommendation 

The Panel recommends: 

Amend the following Heritage Citation, as shown in Appendix B: 
a) HO458 (118 Salmon Street, Hastings) to note the like-for-like changes at the 

corner of the house and the non-contributory rear extension and replace 
‘picket’ side fence with ‘paling’. 
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6.11 Other places 

(i) Post-exhibition changes 

Council proposed post-exhibition changes to heritage citations in response to submissions 
and for further clarification for: 

• Soldiers Memorial (HO297) 

• 8 McCulloch Street, Dromana (HO409) 

• 151 Point Nepean Road (HO412) 

• 13 Outlook Road, McCrae (HO419) 

• 2-8 Murray Anderson Road, Rosebud (HO427) 

• 914 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud (HO435) 

• 100 Dundas Street, Rye (HO448). 

Many of Council’s changes were recommended in Ms Schmeder’s evidence. 

Having reviewed submissions from National Trust, the relevant property owner and Council, 
and Ms Schmeder’s evidence, the Panel agrees with the post-exhibited changes for these 
heritage places. 

(ii) Recommendations 

The Panel recommends: 

Amend the following Heritage Citations, as shown in Appendix B: 
a) HO297 (Soldiers Memorial) 
b) HO409 (8 McCulloch Street, Dromana) to add information about the 

verandah and make associated changes 
c) HO412 (151-153 Point Nepean Road) to correct the address 
d) HO419 (13 Outlook Road, McCrae) 
e) HO427 (2 Murray Anderson, Rosebud) to correct the address 
f) HO435 (3/914 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud) to correct the address, replace 

references to the ‘boatshed’ with ‘granny flat’, make other corrections, and 
no longer recommend applying the Outbuildings/Fences controls. 

g) HO448 (100-104 Dundas Street, Rye) to correct the address. 
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Appendix A Document list 

No. Description Provided by 

26 September 2018 

1a Part A Submission Council 

1b Expert witness statement – Natica Schmeder Council 

1c Council response to Panel Direction 13viii Council 

1d Expert witness statement – Kate Gray Ms Cottrell of SJB 
Planning 

1e Expert witness statement – John Briggs Mr Rigoni 

1f Expert witness statement – Robyn Riddett Mr Alesci of DSA 
Law 

1g Expert witness statement – Joel Grimmond Mr Alesci 

3 October 2018 

2 Part B Submission Council 

3 Photos and maps – 1 Bucher Place, Rosebud Mr Rigoni 

4 Plan and elevation – 880 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud Mr Goodman 

4 October 2018 

5 Submission – National Trust of Australia (Victoria) Ms Hood 

6 Submission – National Trust of Australia (Mornington Peninsula Branch) Ms Walsh 

7 Photos – Rosebud Foreshore Mr Rigoni 

8 Photos – 1960s to 1970s Rosebud foreshore and 1 Bucher Place Mr Rigoni 

9 Submission – 1 Bucher Place, Rosebud property owner Mr Rigoni 

10 Submission – 880 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud property owner Mr Goodman 

5 October 2018 

11 Photos – 874 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud Ms Cutts 

12 Photos – 876 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud Ms Cutts 

13 Submission – Nikakis Investments Pty Ltd Mr Ellenbroek 

11 October 2018 

14 Warrnambool C68 report Mr Iser 

15 Bayside C37 and C38 Mr Iser 

16 Submission – 9 The Avenue, McCrae property owner Mr Iser 

17 A Pictorial Guide to Identifying Australian Architecture extract Ms Armstrong 

18 Photos – extracts from Heritage Study Ms Armstrong 
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No. Description Provided by 

19 Submission – Robkar Bare Holdings Pty Ltd Ms Armstrong 

20 Closing submission Council 

21 Australian House Styles, M & I Stapleton, 2003, pp78-80 

Our Interwar Houses: How to Recognise, Restore and Extend the Houses 
of the 1920s and 1930s, B Raworth for the National Trust (Victoria), 
1991, pp14-15 

Council 

22 Aerial photo – 1737 Point Nepean Road, Capel Sound Council 

25 October 2018 

23 Revised tracked version of heritage citations Council 

7 November 2018 

24 Letter – to Greta Grivas, Planning Panels Victoria regarding 1737 Point 
Nepean Road, Capel Sound 

Mr Alesci 

12 November 2018 

25 Municipal Building Surveyor report – 1737 Point Nepean Road Capel 
Sound 

Council 

20 November 2018 

26 Robkar Bare Holdings Pty Ltd submission to Municipal Building Surveyor Mr Alesci 
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Appendix B Panel recommended heritage citations 
 

Panel Version of Documents 

Tracked Added 

Tracked Deleted 

 

NOTE: Images and content are not shown where no changes are proposed. 
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Foreshore Cottages 

1 Bucher Place Rosebud, 880 Point Nepean Road 
Rosebud 
History and Historical Context 

Locality history 

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

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

… 

Place history 

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

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

In July 1935 the property was purchased by local builder Walter Storey and in the same year Storey is rated for 
the property CA16 and a building with a Net Annual Value that remained consistently low at 14 pounds (RB). 
The building noted seems to beis 1 Bucher Place880 Point Nepean Road. The recorded entry for Walter Storey 
has been marked out (including the word 'building') in this year and replaced with Alice Marjorie Davies, a 
married woman of Glen Iris, who, according to titles, owned the property between 1937 and 1940 
(LV:V5955/F846 & RB). Alice Davie [sic] is rated in 1940 at CA16 with buildings (plural) with a Net Annual Value 
of 25 pounds (RB). This indicates that the house at 1 Bucher Street was constructed c1936 by Walter Storey for 
Alice Davies. Council records support this built date (MPSC:VR). 

Alice Davies subdivided the lot, and the front houseland that is now (880 Point Nepean Road) was sold to Bruce 
Lambert Hodges, a contractor, and his son Lindsay Harold Hodges, a plumber, both of Gardenvale in May 1940 
(LV:V5955/F846). According to a descendent of Bruce Hodges, and his wife Frances Hodges, Bruce and Frances 
had previously camped on this site for many years and were friends with the Davies family. Bruce Hodges 
designed a two-bedroom holiday house, with the plans approved by the Flinders Shire Surveyor on 8 May 1940. 
The family built the house gradually over weekends. The plan shows that there was originally a front porch 
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beneath the roofline at the southwest corner of the house and an open verandah at the rear, both of which 
have since been filled in (R Goodman, 2018). Davies sold the rear house (1 Bucher Place) in October 1949. The 
front house remained in the Hodges family until after 1996 (LV:V10310/F159).  

Sources 

Australian Handbook (1903), as cited in Victorian Places.  
Butler, Graeme & Associates, Context Pty Ltd (editors) (2011), Mornington Peninsula Shire Environmental 
History.  
Goodman, Rod (2018) Submission to the Amendment C214 Planning Panel (including the original 1940 plans for 
880 Point Nepean Road). 
Parish of Wannaeue Plan.  
Shire of Flinders Rate Books (RB), West Riding, Vol 1, VPRS 14371/P1/ Unit 23 1915-1916, Unit 29 1920-1921, 
Unit 49 1930-1931, Unit 59 1935-1936, Unit 67 1939-1940. 
Victorian Places, 'Rosebud' & 'Rosebud West' , accessed August 2015.Land Victoria (LV), Certificates of Title, as 
cited above.  
Wilson, Peter (2008), On the Road to Rosebud. 

Description 

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

As befits its more visible location, 880 Point Nepean Road is more embellished in massing and detail. The 
centre of the front facade is expressed by a hipped-roof bay projecting from the near pyramidal roof. There are 
twothree banks of double-hung sash windows to the facade with a horizontal glazing bar to the top sash. The 
windows sit in protruding box frames with decorative brackets at the top and below. The eastern-most bay 
holds sliding windows, installed when the front porch was enclosed. Windows to the side elevations are a 
variety of single and paired double-hung sashes, with a larger glazed area at the back corner where the 
verandah was enclosedsingle double-hung sashes. The house has a red brick chimney with two terracotta pots. 
Beside the house is a garage with the name 'Natsley' on it. The roof has recently been clad in corrugated 
Zincalume, a change from the original short sheets of galvanised corrugated steel. 

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. While most of the house is clad in fibro-cement sheet above a weatherboard dado, the eastern 
elevation is clad entirely in weatherboards, of various lengths, and the current owners posit that this indicates 
the enclosure of an original verandah return. The beach-facing façade has a pair of double-hung sash windows 
with a horizontal glazing bar, and there is a variety of sash and louvered windows to other elevations. Also on 
the beach-front façade is a later glazed door with full-length sidelights. The original front door to the house is 
tucked around the east side from the beach-front façade, where the verandah begins to return. Beside it is a 
second door entering the enclosed verandah return. There are another three entry doors to the rear (south-
facing) elevation. It The property has a post-war cream brick garage, giving the house's name as 'Waters Edge' 
in mild steel lettering, and a metal-clad shed in the north-east corner of the site. 

Both houses sit among native trees including Melaleucas and Ti trees, with. Of particular note is the maturea 
large Red Flowering Gum (Corymbia ficifolia) in the front garden of 880 Point Nepean Road (reportedly planted 
in the 1990s). 

Conservation Policy 

The following conservation actions would be supported should the opportunity arise: 
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Extent of curtilage to preferably be retained free of new buildings: 

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

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

Elements or design features of particular significance: 

. the two holiday houses 

. the mature Red Flowering Gum at 880 Point Nepean Road  

Extent of heritage fabric preferably retained: 

. the whole of the two houses under their hipped roofs 

. 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. 

Preferred location for extension: 

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

. to the rear (south) of 1 Bucher Place 

Garages and outbuildings: 

. separate from the house 

.the current garages on the two properties are non-contributory 

Driveways/access: 

. the current vehicle crossovers are appropriate 

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

Comparative Analysis 

… 

Statement of Significance 

What is significant? 
The timber and fibro-cement 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 wereThe beach-front cottage at 
1 Bucher Place was built c1935-36 by local builder Walter Storey, while the street-facing 880 Point Nepean 
Road was begun by owner-builder Bruce Hodges in 1940. 
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Both have weatherboard-clad dados with fibro-cement sheets to the upper part of the walls and hipped roofs 
clad in (replacement) 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 two banks of double-hung sash windows to the facade with a horizontal 
glazing bar to the top sash. The windows sit in protruding box frames with decorative brackets at the top and 
below. Windows to the side elevations are single double-hung sashes. The house has a red brick chimney with 
two terracotta pots. Set behind it, facing the beach, 1 Bucher Place has a pyramidal roof with the front 
verandah set below it. There is a red brick chimney to the rear slope. The verandah has simple timber posts and 
frieze which may be a replacement. 

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

Both the corrugated-iron fibro-cement shed and brick garage are Non-contributory elements. 

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. Their 
simple bungalow forms and the use of fibro-cement cladding are characteristic of the holiday house 
development of this period. 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) 

Recommendations 

Tree Controls No Yes Red Flowering Gum (Corymbia ficifolia) at 880 Point Nepean Road. 
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1737 Point Nepean Road Capel Sound, 18 Woyna 
Avenue Capel Sound 
History and Historical Context 

Locality History 

… 

Vernacular beach houses  

… 

Place history 

The houses at 18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road, Capel Sound, are situated on what was 
originally part of a Crown Grant to W. A. Blair in 1873, originally Crown Allotments 45, 49 and 51 (Parish Plan). 
In 1911 George Alexander Zichy-Woinarski, Dromana grazier, purchased the whole title of 419 acres from the 
National Bank (following W. A. Blair's insolvency) and ran the property as a dairy farm (Context et al. 1992:704 
& LV:V594/F678). Woyna House at Terry Street, Rosebud was built c1912 for Zichy-Woinarksi; the name 
'Woyna' was derived from his Polish origins surname (Context et al. 1922:704). 

In May 1916, G. A. Zichy-Woinarski 'esquire' advertised the sale of Woyna House and Estate which was 
purchased by Walter George Hiscock's Tootgarook Land Company (The Argus, 20 May 1916). An auction notice 
in December 1916 shows the subdivision of the Woyna Estate, creating 113 lots along Point Nepean Road and 
Woyna Avenue, retaining Woyna House on a 10 acre allotment (which has since been subdivided) (Prahran 
Chronicle, 23 December 1916:3). It is likely that the estate was sold by the Tootgarook Land Company. The 
notice describes the seaside lots as: 

"Practically all 50 x 200 feet, high and well drained, fronting the Government beach reserve, and thus sheltered 
from extreme weather conditions, and yet practically on the water's edge." 

In September 1927 the land was purchased by the Australian Power Gas Proprietary Limited of Melbourne 
before the section north of Woyna Avenue, fronting Point Nepean Road was sold back to W. G. Hiscock in 
1936.  

In May 1942, lot 9 (now 1737 Point Nepean Road) was sold to George William How, a builder of Northcote 
(LV:V4158/F511). In March 1946 he became the owner of lot 65 (current Number 18 Woyna Avenue) was sold 
to George William How, a builder of Northcote (LV:V6069/F641). Between 1947 and 1952 George How is was 
rated for Lot 65 and buildings (part of Crown Allotment 51, Section A, Parish of Wannaeue) with a Net Annual 
Value (approximately 10% of the total value) increasing from 2 pounds in 1947 to 25 pounds in 1948 and 35 
pounds in 1949 (RB). George How is was also rated for Lot 9 and buildings, the north allotment fronting Point 
Nepean Road (current Number 1737 Point Nepean Road) between 1947 and 1952. The Net Annual Value of this 
allotment with buildings was rated at 40 pounds in 1947 which increased to 55 pounds in 1955. This description 
in the rate books suggests that the two houses were built by George How between 1945-50. The higher Net 
Annual Value to Lot 9 probably reflects its beach reserve frontage.  

Number 18 Woyna Avenue was sold to local carpenter Cecil Kelvin Morrison and his wife in July 1965 who held 
the property, following Lyla Morrison's death in 1998, until it was sold in 2000 (LV:V6866/F196). George How 
retained 1737 Point Nepean Road until late May 1969 (LV:V4158/F511). 

Sources 
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Broadbent's Official Road Guides Company (1949), Mornington Peninsula and Phillip Island, incorporating large 
scale maps, as cited in Victorian Places.  
Butler, Graeme & Associates, Context Pty Ltd (editors) (2011), Mornington Peninsula Shire Environmental 
History.  
Context Pty Ltd, Dr Carlotta Kellaway & Helen Lardner (1992; updated 1997), 'Shire of Flinders Heritage Study, 
Inventory of Significant Places', report prepared for the Shire of Flinders.  
Grimmond, Joel (20 Sept. 2018), ‘Building Inspection Report: 1737 Point Nepean Road, Capel Sound’. 
Hamman, Conrad (2009), 'Architecture and its Culture: what was it about the Peninsula?', in Out of the Square, 
the Mornington Peninsula Regional Gallery exhibition catalogue. 
Land Victoria (LV), Certificates of Title, as cited above.  
Landata, Historic Aerial Photography, Dromana Rye Road Project (4/1955) & Port Phillip Foreshore 1968 Project 
(4/1970).  
Parish of Wannaeue Plan.  
Prahran Chronicle 
Reeves, Simon of Built Heritage Pty Ltd, personal communication, October 30 2011. 
Reeves, Simon (2015), 'Shire of Mornington Peninsula Thematic History: Post-war beach house vernacular', 
prepared for Mornington Peninsula Shire Council as part of Stage 2 Heritage Review (Context 2015).  
The Argus 
Victorian Places, 'Rosebud' & 'Rosebud West' , accessed August 2015. 

Description 

Physical Description 

18 Woyna Avenue is located mid block on Woyna Avenue between Violet and Rose streets. The house is set 
behind a large front garden with a timber picket fence to the boundary. There is a long driveway to the right-
hand side of the entrance that appears to run the full length of the long and narrow block. There is a significant 
Port Jackson Fig and Variegated Elm to the front garden. 

The house is an idiosyncratic Moderne design consisting of rectilinear forms with a projecting semi-circular 
curved bay window to the left-hand side of the front facade. The cement sheet masonry walls are (finished in 
painted later render) , with have an absence of ornament typical of this style. There is a projecting flat concrete 
hood that overhangs at a typical eaves height and continues like an exaggerated stringcourse making a strong 
horizontal line to the building. The overhang and parapet to the flat roof subtly echoes the rectilinear plan 
form. The parapet has been clad in a vertical ribbed metal flashing, reportedly installed when the original flat 
timber roof was covered by a secondary metal roof that is likely to be a replacement for timber or other 
cladding. The curved bay projects beneath the stringcourse with its own projecting curved concrete hood that 
overhangs the windows (its parapet may have been removed when the alterations to the roof took place). The 
timber framed windows are rectilinear in form and are grouped in the bay section with horizontal glazing bars 
dividing each sash into four. The timber framed windows to the opposite corner are double-hung sashes 
grouped to wrap around the corner with glazing bars to the top sashes. 

The front of the house is highly intact externally however aerials in 2016 show extensive additions attached to 
the rear of the house (not visible from the street). 

1737 Point Nepean Road is located on the landward side of Point Nepean Road mid-block between Violet and 
Rose streets, in line with 18 Woyna Avenue. The house is set well back from the street with an open lot behind 
a low three-rail timber fence. The house is very similar in design to 18 Woyna Avenue with the building 
consisting of rectilinear forms with a curved projecting semi-circular bay window like a turret to the right-hand 
side of the front facade. Here, the curved bay is balanced on the opposite side by a projecting rectilinear bay. 
The cement sheet masonry walls are finished in painted render withcharacterised by an absence of ornament.  

The projecting flat concrete hoods and porch roofing are of timber construction with metal deck roofing. These 
relate instead to the form of the house and combined with the flat verandah roof, give strong horizontal 
emphasis to the building. The overhangs and parapet to the flat roof echo the plan form incorporating the 
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projecting bays and the recessed central entrance. The curved verandah roof is supported below the 
overhanging eaves line by three Doric Tuscan-order columns on a brick base in a form of stripped classicism.. 
The curved bay is clad in curved timber shingles laid vertically above the windows and parapet which gives the 
appearance of fish scales. 

The timber framed windows are rectilinear in form and are grouped in the bay section with horizontal glazing 
bars dividing each sash into five. The two eastern bays of the house is are highly intact externally, though the 
curved bay appears to be an early addition. This is supported by a structural assessment of the house (J 
Grimmond, 2018), and the appearance of the former neighbouring house at 1739 Point Nepean Road. 
According to the current owner of 18 Woyna Avenue (in 2018), this house was also built by George How. 
Images of it available on Google Maps (from 2009 and 2010) support this, showing a second fibro-cement clad 
house with a parapeted roof, horizontal hood over windows which have horizontal glazing bars, and a curved 
verandah roof supported on Tuscan-order columns on a brick base. In plan, it is very like no. 1737 but rotated 
90 degrees so that most of the verandah faced east. This eastern elevation was two bays wide – the same as 18 
Woyna Avenue and the same as no. 1737 would have been prior to the addition of the curved bay window. 
While no building permit records have been found to indicate when this bay window was added, and by whom, 
historic aerial photos indicate that it was added during George How’s ownership (i.e., before 1969). An aerial 
from April 1955 shows the light-coloured footprint of the house extending outward at the north-west corner 
(Landata). A colour image from April 1970, less than a year after George How sold the property, shows the 
curved bay more clearly (Landata). As an addition believed to have been made by the original owner-builder of 
the house, the curved corner bay is considered to be contributory fabric of 1737 Point Nepean Road. 

Figure 2. Landata, Historic Aerial Photography, Port Phillip 
Foreshore 1968 Project (4/1970). 

Figure 3. Landata, Historic Aerial Photography, Dromana 
Rye Road Project (4/1955). 

Figure 4. Image of 1737 Point Nepean Road (left) and the former 1739 Point Nepean Road (right). (Google Maps, Nov. 2009) 

Conservation Policy 

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

Elements or design features of particular significance  

• the form of the building with its flat roof and horizontal lines 

• the semi circular bay window 

• shingle cladding to 1737 Point Nepean Road  

Extent of heritage fabric preferably retained  

• the variety of materials including smooth rendered walls  

• timber window and door joinery  

Restoration of missing original detail advisable  

• replacement of the metal ribbed cladding to the parapet of 18 Woyna Avenue with a smooth face 
cladding  

Preferred location for extension  

• to the rear,  

• largely concealed from public view behind the heritage fabric 

Garages and outbuildings 
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• separate from the house 

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

Comparative Analysis 

… 

Statement of Significance 

What is significant? 

The houses at 18 Woyna Avenue and 1737 Point Nepean Road Capel Sound built by George How between 
1945-50, are significant.  

Significant features include:  

• The form and massing  

• Exterior cladding materials and joinery  

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

How are they significant? 

The houses are of aesthetic significance to the Shire of Mornington Peninsula. 

Why are they significant? 

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 leit motif 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 scale' timber shingles on the parapet to the bow window, which is an early addition, are an unusual and 
significant feature of 1737 Point Nepean Road. The Port Jackson Fig and Variegated Elm at 18 Woyna Avenue 
are significant. (Criterion E) 

Recommendations 

Tree Controls Yes Variegated Elam and Port Jackson Fig at 18 Woyna Avenue. 

  



Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme Amendment C214  Panel Report  4 December 2018 

 

Page 83 of 128 

 

 

Rosebud Hotel 

1099-1125 Point Nepean Road Rosebud  

History and Historical Context 

Locality history 

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

A school was opened in 1884 and a government jetty erected in Rosebud (cited as 'near Dromana') in 1887-88, 
before the Rosebud Post Office opened in 1889. The early Rosebud settlement was originally much smaller 
than that at Rye, however, it ultimately outgrew all the other townships in the Flinders Shire and became the 
centre of local government in 1976 (Butler 2011:70, 90).  

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

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

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

Hotels in Mornington Peninsula 

The following is taken from Butler's Mornington Peninsula Shire Environmental History (2011:40-1): 

By the 1850s the first Tanti Hotel existed on the site of the more recent Mornington Tavern, on the Nepean 
Highway (later Tanti on Mornington). Later in the 1850s, the Schnapper Point Hotel appeared on the Esplanade 
and the Mornington Hotel, with its own brewery next door, on the corner of Wilsons Road and Brewery Road 
(now Nunns Road). While the Schnapper Point Hotel went on to become Rennison's, then the Royal, the 
Mornington Hotel went on to became first a boys' school, then, as Wolfdene, a private house.  

The early hotels at Portsea and Rye included the Nepean Hotel at Portsea (demolished) which opened in 1870 
and the Gracefield, later Rye hotel, which opened in another location as the Tootgarook Inn in the 1850s. 
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William Cottier, a builder, was the licensee of the first hotel at Rye, then a wattle and daub building. The 
original licence to the Portsea Hotel was granted to Alexander Watson at the Court of Petty Sessions, Sorrento, 
on 9 December 1876. 

Hotel Dromana was first built in 1862 in the Gothic Revival style, and was redeveloped in [1934] under owner 
Lou Carigg, who named it Carrig's Hotel during this period. While the original hotel remains in part within the 
twentieth century building, the [1934] facade provided an entirely new appearance.  

According to Bruce Bennett, the first Western Port Hotel in Hastings was operating by 1869. It was located on 
today's Marine Parade, between Cool Store and Hodgins Roads. The present Western Port Hotel is located on 
the site of the Bay View Hotel which was built around the early 1870s. This was owned by Martha King's son 
and built on Crown Allotment 94. For a time it was known as The Royal. By 1887 there were still only two hotels 
listed at Hastings. Perhaps the earliest inn or hotel in the Hastings district was that begun at Warrawee by Paul 
Van Suylen in the 1860s. In 1872 Van Suylen was granted a publican's licence and he extended the inn, adding a 
tower, and calling it the Tower Inn. The licence was revoked in 1886, though by that time it had passed out of 
the Van Suylen family.  

Place history 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The ground floor of the front façade was projected outward at its eastern end as part of works in c1944, and Aa 
timber porticopergola-like structure was constructed at ground level in front of this section in 2013 obscuring 
the curved facade of the ground floor which appears to have been altered prior to 2009. A drive-in bottleshop 
had also been added to replaced a single-storey section of the hotel at the south end of the front facade 
(Google Streetview).  

Sources 

Allom Lovell & Assoc. (2003), 'Victoria Park, Abbotsford Conservation Management Plan', report prepared for 
the City of Yarra. 
Australian Handbook (1903), as cited in Victorian Places.  
Butler, Graeme & Associates, Context Pty Ltd (editors) (2011), Mornington Peninsula Shire Environmental 
History.  
Context Pty Ltd, Dr Carlotta Kellaway & Helen Lardner (1992; updated 1997), 'Shire of Flinders Heritage Study, 
Inventory of Significant Places', report prepared for the Shire of Flinders.  
Dromana & District Historical Society (DDHS) collection and information, provided 2015. Information 
generously provided by Peter Holloway, Jean Rotheram, Penny Carnaby & Judy Walsh (NTAV). 
Goad, Philip (2012) 'Peter and Alison McIntyre', in Goad, Philip and Julie Willis, Encyclopedia of Australian 
Architecture. 
Land Victoria (LV), Certificates of Title, as cited above.  
McIntyre, Robert Henry (1939) Original plans and elevations of the Rosebud Hotel, RH McIntyre Collection of 
Architectural Drawings, State Library of Victoria. 
Parish of Wannaeue Plan.  
Raworth, Bryce Pty Ltd (2010), 'Hotel Max' place citation in 'Hotels in the City of Stonnington Heritage Citations 
Project'. 
The Herald, 'New Seaside Hotel with Latest Luxury Fittings', 15 March 1939. 
Victorian Places, 'Rosebud' & 'Rosebud West' <http://www.victorianplaces.com.au/>, accessed August 2015. 

Description 

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.  

Previous Statement Significance 

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

Physical Description 

Rosebud Hotel stands at the southern end of the town shopping strip, on the corner of Point Nepean Road and 
Eighth Avenue. The hotel is set back from the street front behind what was originally an entrance drive and 
parking area. The northern half of the forecourt has since been enclosed by a 2-metre brick wall to use as an 
indoor-outdoor seating area. A mature Canary Island Palm stands in front of the centre of the building and is a 
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recent planting. It is not apparent on early photos, but may have been an early planting as part of landscaping 
just behind the front brick fence (since replaced). A much smaller palm is situated in front of the entrance. 
Behind the hotel is a large Norfolk Island Pine, of a height that is visible from Point Nepean Road. 

The hotel is a two-storey Streamlined Moderne building with a hipped roof and long front facade (about eight 
window bays). There are two tall rectangular chimneys, one on the west end wall and the other at the centre of 
the front roof slope. Walls are of clinker brick with a band of tapestry brick bats at dado height and dark brown 
bricks below. The roof shows a similar gradation in colour in the Marseille-pattern terracotta tiles: most of the 
roof is covered with mottled-colour tiles, with a wide band of very dark brown tiles above the eaves. 

The massing is predominantly horizontal, due to the great length of the facade, as well as the long ridge to the 
hipped roof, and the terrace with a simple metal balustrade to the eastern half of the facade (partially 
obscured). The horizontal lines interplay with a vertical tower to the side of the central entrance. It has very 
austere lines and a purely rectangular form exhibiting an avant-garde Functionalist influence. One corner has a 
dramatic two-storey corner window, exhibiting the capability of steel framing. A timber flagpole is affixed to 
the front face, which is a sympathetic replacement. 

The entrance is set below a flat concrete hood with 'Rosebud Hotel' atop it, in mild-steel lettering of a very 
modern font. The reveals of the doorway are of vertical tapestry brick bats, and adjoining the east side of the 
reveal is an unusual engaged column (or pylon) of the same tapestry brick which extends above the entrance 
hood and terminates with its own tiny curved concrete hood. 

Another detail of interest is a porthole window with etched glass showing sailing ship atop a globe (likely 
Rosebud's namesake ship), which has been moved to the east elevation c1994. 

First-floor windows are timber double-hung sashes, sometimes placed around a large fixed picture window. 

The hotel is largely intact apart from the first-floor terrace which has been altered and extended in a rather 
illegible manner (c1994). The terrace has been extended forward by one bay, and the etched-glass porthole 
window moved from the middle of the facade to the north end, facing Eighth Avenue. A broad rendered band 
has replaced the original narrow concrete hood in this area. It appears that the solid ground-floor walls below 
the terrace have been opened up to create a large room below. Up top, the curved steel balustrade has been 
extended in-kind to encompass the enlarged terrace. In addition, a steel staircase and timber-clad portico 
structure have been appended to the front of the terrace, largely concealing it. 

The front doors have been replaced with modern glass sliding doors in a simple surround, and some ground 
floor windows have lost their timber sashes (replaced with sheet glass). The corner window to the tower has 
lost its glazing bars. Metal lettering, reading ‘Rosebud Hotel’, has been added above the entrance, replacing 
similar but larger lettering that was once affixed to the east end of the front façade. A bottleshop has been 
built on the west side of the hotel, replacing an original single-storey wing. Its siting, proud of the front wall of 
the hotel, makes it quite noticeable. Finally, a single storey wing has been added to the rear of the hotel. 

Conservation Policy 

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

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

• everything within the front setback 

Elements or design features of particular significance: 

• variegated terracotta roof tiles with a dark band above the eaves 

• the front entrance, including concrete hood, mild-steel lettering, tapestry brick reveals and engaged 
column/pylon 

• etched-glass porthole window (relocated) 
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• steel balustrade to terrace  

• tower with flagpole 

• surviving timber-framed windows 

Removal of non-contributory features advisable: 

• the timber porticopergola appended to the front facade in 2013 

• the extension to the terrace 

Preferred location for extension: 

• to the rear 

Front fences: 

• original front brick fence was much lower in height, with tall piers around the driveway 

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

Comparative Analysis 

Rosebud Hotel can be compared to other interwar hotels in Mornington Peninsula Shire: 

• HO202, Portsea Hotel, 3746 Point Nepean Road, Portsea - a large 1927 two-storey hotel in the Tudor 
Revival style, designed by architectural practice Chris A Cowper, Murphy and Appleford. It has a 
picturesque gabled roofline and half-timbering to the first-floor walls. The place citation notes that it 
'has been altered, most recently with a large flat roof addition to the north'. It has retained the original 
six-over-one sash windows. 

• Flinders Hotel, 23-31 Cook Street, Flinders - a two-storey brick hotel of 1927. The style is nominally 
Georgian Revival, with a hipped roof and margin-glazing to the sash windows. The ground floor is 
hidden by later verandahs and extensions. (Graded locally significant by the Shire of Flinders Heritage 
Study, 1992, but not in the Heritage Overlay.) 

• Rye Hotel, 2415 Point Nepean Road, Rye - an attic-storey hotel of 1927, designer unknown. Since its 
identification as locally significant in the Shire of Flinders Heritage Study, 1992, its facade has been 
extensively altered with a new parapet to the ground floor and piers with Wrightian decoration on 
top. Its original appearance can no longer be understood. (Found to fall below the threshold of local 
significance by this study.) 

• Dromana Hotel, 151-153 Point Nepean Road, Dromana - a two-storey hotel with attic storey of 1934, 
built around the original 1862 hotel. Designer Howard Lawson used his characteristic Spanish 
Baroque-inspired detailing and sculptural massing. All windows have been replaced with aluminium 
units and some ornament removed or covered. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this 
study.) 

In comparison with these other hotels, Rosebud Hotel has a similar level of intactness to Portsea Hotel (higher 
than the remaining three). Like the Portsea Hotel, it adopted a fairly standard version of an architectural style 
popular at the time, and is a good representative example of the Streamlined Moderne style.  
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The Moderne was very commonly used for hotels in the late 1930s, both for new buildings as well as for 
external remodelling of 19th-century hotels. The style had clean lines and little applied ornament, though 
cantilevered concrete hoods over windows and doors along with curved corners and balconies did break up 
plain surfaces. Massing was predominantly horizontal, usually with a vertical accent set off centre to provide 
visual interest and balance the sculptural composition. Windows also emphasised the horizontal, either by their 
elongated form, or with horizontal glazing bars for simpler buildings. The most progressive of the designs had a 
flat roof, or a hipped roof concealed behind a parapet, so that the horizontal lines were unbroken.  

Other examples of the style in the study area (generally, Dromana, Rosebud, Rye) include: 

• HO166, Littleton Bros General Store (now Cellarbrations), 199 Point Nepean Road, Dromana - a 1937 
two-storey rendered shop with a splayed corner featuring a pylon detail to the parapet. Adjoining it is 
a single-storey shop with a stepped parapet. The overall vertical emphasis of this shop indicates a Jazz 
Moderne influence. The ground-floor shopfronts have all been replaced.  

• Jennings Milk Bar (now Harcourts), 1013 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud - a 1936-37 single-storey corner 
shop. The entrance is located at the curved corner and sits below a long cantilevered concrete hood. 
The roof is hidden behind a parapet with a fluted band at the top. A very simple and streamlined 
building. The windows and doors have been replaced. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this 
study.) 

• Ramsay Manufacturing Co. (now Tasting Station), 1489 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud - a 1957 single-
storey shop-factory. It has a planar facade with the roof behind a parapet, broken to one side by a 
curved corner with a taller parapet above it. Decorative detailing includes a curved concrete hood 
above one doorway, stylised rustication to the base of the building and a band of abstracted fluting to 
the parapet. All windows and doors have been replaced. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by 
this study.) 

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

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

Statement of Significance 

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 Palms in front of the hotel are recent plantings and are non-contributory and the 
mature Norfolk Island Pine behind the hotel contribute to the significance of the place.  

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

Recommendations 

Tree Controls: No Yes Mature Canary Island Palm & Norfolk Island Pine 
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Mounts Bay 

51-53 Devon Street Dromana 

History and Historical Context 

Locality history 

In 1851 Victoria became an independent colony and in 1854 a subdivisional plan was drawn up for the 
Mornington Peninsula. The Shire of Flinders and Kangerong was formed in December of 1874 and then became 
the Shire of Flinders in 1914. Dromana and Rye were gazetted as official government township surveys in 1861, 
and Rosebud in 1886. At first, the Peninsula's coastal townships were extremely small settlements. In 1871, 
Dromana, Rye and Sorrento had a combined population of only 193 persons and 41 dwellings. Relatively little 
survives from the pre-1880s period in these coastal townships. What remains, therefore, has great rarity value. 
The buildings which survived from this era tended to be the more substantial ones, solidly built in brick or local 
limestone. The more modest early wattle and daub farmhouses and small fishermen's cottages in foreshore 
areas have mostly gone. Early leading industries in Dromana included agriculture, sheep-farming, dairying and 
some fishing (Butler 2011:89-90, 119).  

Dromana was the overland entry point to the southern Peninsula. Originally known as Hobson's Flat, it is 
thought to have been named Dromana in the 1850s after a town in Ireland (Barnard 2005). Dromana 
developed before Portsea, Sorrento and Rye and remained the seat of local government for more than 100 
years. Following the gazettal of the Jamieson Special Survey (on the old Kangerong run) in 1841, a number of 
tenant farmers were attracted to the area. Crown lands in Dromana were first subdivided in 1854 and the 
Dromana West post office opened in 1858. The township was proclaimed in February 1861, at which date the 
population totalled 139. In 1862, the Dromana Hotel opened, and a government jetty was built to assist in the 
transportation of produce to and from Melbourne (Butler 2011:64, 70, 90). From the late nineteenth century, 
bay steamers brought the ever-growing number of visitors and tourists to Dromana, who were attracted to the 
seaside watering-place (Butler 2011:68).  

By 1901, the population of Dromana had grown to a total of 327 (Victorian Places). In 1903, Dromana had a 
daily coach to Melbourne with transport also available via rail and steamer. By this date, the Australian 
Handbook reports that the town featured the Dromana Hotel, a mechanics' institute with a public hall and free 
library, State School No. 184, a courthouse, Anglican, Presbyterian and Wesleyan churches and a 1,400 foot 
jetty (Australian Handbook 1903).  

Townships and villages throughout the Shire remained relatively stable into the first half of the twentieth 
century. However, the introduction of the motorcar changed beach resort life dramatically, leading to new 
estates of holiday houses and weekenders (Butler 2011:94, 164). During the 1920s there was a great influx of 
visitors to Dromana, Sorrento, Flinders, Shoreham, Rye and Portsea while, in the 1930s, tourist guides argued 
that Mornington was particularly popular with motorists due to the good state of the roads (Butler 2011:164-
5). By 1933, the population of Dromana had grown to 509, and would reach a total of 771 people by 1947, 
showing a slight growth in population in the 30s and 40s.  

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

Place history 

51-53 Devon Street was originally part of Crown Allotment 4, Section 3 in the Parish of Kangerong. In 1894, 
James C Newberry Esquire purchased land south of Boundary Road (totalling almost 20 acres). Upon his death, 
the land was sold to Elizabeth A. T. Weld of Dromana, in March 1919 (LV:V2531/F034). In 1920, Charles Weld 
was rated for 73 acres 'and buildings' located in part of Section 3 (Parish of Kangerong), Dromana, with a Net 
Annual Value (approx. 10% of the total value) of 25 pounds. It is not known where these buildings were located 
in relation to 51-53 Devon Street. Charles and Elizabeth were also rated for land in other parts of Dromana at 
this date (RB).  

Elizabeth was the wife of Dr Charles Weld. Weld began practicing in Rye and Sorrento in 1908 (Mornington 
Standard, 30 May 1908:2; 5 Dec 1908:3). "Dr James Charles Weld" was one of the first doctors in the District, 
before his death in 1923. A window in the north wall of St Mark's Church in Dromana is a memorial to the 
doctor (St Mark's Dromana).  

In May 1928, the 20-acre property was sold to Ernest Rudduck, retired storekeeper of Dromana 
(LV:V2531/F034). For his retirement, Ernie Rudduck purchased the home of Dr Weld 'at the top of Jetty Road' 
and built the existing house in 1930, which the Rudduck family named 'Mount's Bay' (DDHS). In 1930, Ernest 
Rudduck was rated for 20 acres and buildings (on part of CA 4, Section 3, Parish of Kangerong). By this date, the 
property had a substantial Net Annual Value of 80 pounds (RB).  

By 1935, Rudduck had purchased a further 107 acres nearby (part of CA 5) (RB). In 1950, Ernest Rudduck's 
house in Dromana was still referred to as 'Mounts [sic] Bay' (The Age, 22 Feb 1950:7). In the 1950s, Rudduck 
subdivided the eastern portion of his land to create Finton Street and the eastern portions of Devon and Kent 
streets (approximately five lots from Finton Street) (LV:V2531/F034). In 1963, the house 'Mounts Bay' and 
three acres were sold to Thomas and Elsie Kelly (LV:V8476/F772). In 1985, the land was subdivided to create 
the property boundary which exists in 2015 (LV:V9593/F081).  

The house is known to have had a laundry constructed at the rear of the house in 1976 (MPSC:PF). In 1985, an 
outbuilding constructed, which is probably the garage (MPSC:BP). The house is currently known as 'Devonlyia’. 

Ernest Rudduck 

Ernie was the son of Nelson Rudduck who was an East India midshipman and later a teamster between 
Melbourne and Gippsland (Context et al. 1992). Nelson came to Dromana and purchased land opposite the 
foreshore and built a general store and attached house (opposite the Jetty, near the corner of Pier Street), 
while living at 'Karadoc' (left to him by his father). Nelson later built the family home 'Piawola' (1894), an 
Italianate style mansion at 303-313 Nepean Highway, Dromana. He also built the Federation villa at 4 
McCulloch Street for his daughter Ruby as a wedding present (DDHS). Nelson Rudduck was a strong supporter 
of the Wesleyan Methodist Church and a leading figure in the Independent Order of Rechabites in Victoria. He 
was a prominent and generous member of the local community (Context et al. 1992: 485). 

Ernest 'Ernie' Rudduck was born in 1884 in Dromana and grew up in the house 'behind the Jetty store' near the 
corner of Pier Street. He later played Association and League football in Melbourne in the early 1900s. He 
worked at 'the store' from an early age before taking it over c1910 and residing in the house behind. Supplies 
were brought to Dromana by sea transport and Rudduck's ketch 'Gertrude'. He leased the shop while serving in 
WWI and his family resided in 'Elmarook' in Rosebud. Business was successful when they returned to the shop 
and Ernie purchased 'several properties' and built two new shops (DDHS). Later, Rudduck became a Councillor 
and District Commissioner from 1943 to 1953. For a short period, he re-opened the Jetty store (otherwise 
leased) under the name E. Rudduck & Son (DDHS). 

Sources 
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Description 

Mount's Bay is situated at the end of Devon Street, at the top of a steeply sloping and extensive front garden of 
lawn within a curved driveway. The house is visually imposing both due to its elevated situation and because of 
its large dimensions. It has a long front elevation, further lengthened by a generous return verandah on three 
sides, which is continuous with the main roof (though at a lower pitch). 

The roof is hipped, with a long ridge and two chimneys. They are large, rectangular in plan and rendered with a 
brick coping. Walls are of rendered masonry. 

The verandah and entrance bay give the house a California Bungalow character. This includes a small projecting 
gable to mark 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. 

All windows of the front facade were not visible from the street, though some appear to be multi-paned, as 
was typical of interwar bungalows. 

The roof has recently been reclad with Colorbond. A recent (c1980s) garage sits to the right-hand side of the 
house. 

Conservation Policy 

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

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

• everything within the front setback and extending to the south end of the return verandah on the east 
side of the house 

Elements or design features of particular significance: 
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• the house to the extent of its 1930 fabric 

• the return verandah 

Extent of heritage fabric preferably retained: 

• the whole of the house under the hipped roof 

Preferred location for extension: 

• to the rear 

• the back verandah should be investigated for its significance before determining an appropriate point 
to join the extension 

• largely concealed from public view behind the heritage fabric 

Garages and outbuildings: 

• separate from the house 

• set back behind the line of the front verandah on the west side (if the current garage is replaced) 

Front fences and gates: 

• of a height that still enables clear views to the house from Devon Street 

Subdivision: 

• Subdivision of this property would have a negative impact on its significance 

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

Comparative Analysis. 

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

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

Examples of bungalows in the study area include: 
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• HO156, Mount Lavinia, 195 Palmerston Avenue, Dromana - a c1930s gable-fronted house with 
rendered masonry walls in a simple interpretation of the California Bungalow style. The front porch 
sits below the half-timber front gable and is supported on masonry piers with a curved rendered 
balustrade.  

• HO169, Lurnea, 359 Point Nepean Road, Dromana - a substantial California Bungalow with a 
transverse gabled roof, arcaded porch, and walls finished in roughcast render with smooth render 
strapping. Attached to it is a shop with similar detailing. 

• . HO163, Rosslyn, 13-15 Wattle Place, McCrae - a 1917-18 timber holiday bungalow constructed for 
builder David Phillips of Brunswick. Walls are clad in weatherboards with a fibro-cement sheet frieze 
above window level. It is a simple house with a return verandah. The street facade has been 
extensively altered (extended) since 2004, but the east (rear) elevation is intact and may have been 
the main facade. Windows were replaced in the 1960s, but Japanese-inspired architraves to windows 
and doors survive. 

• 1481-1483 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud - a rendered Arts & Crafts Bungalow of the 1920s. 
Distinguished by its roughcast panels with strapping suggesting half-timbering, and its retention of 
decorative details such as Art Nouveau leadlight windows, and arched verandah frieze. Intact and in a 
sympathetic garden setting. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this study.) 

• 874 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud - a 1922-24 cottage clad in fibro-cement sheet. It is a simplified 
California Bungalow with a half-timbered gabled facade set above the front porch. It faces the beach. 
Apart from lean-tos to one side and the rear, it is intact. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by 
this study.) 

• Springbank, 5 Coburn Avenue, McCrae - a 1927 house reportedly constructed of poured concrete. It 
massing and proportions show a strong influence of the Federation villa type, with a high hipped roof 
sweeping over the return verandah (enclosed), and a gabled bay to one side of the facade. The details 
of that gable are a mix of Federation and interwar with decorative trusses (Federation) in front of 
octagonal asphalt shingles (interwar). The nine-over-one sash windows are also more typical of the 
interwar period. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this study.) 

• Mount's Bay (Devonia) - 51 Devon Street, Dromana - a substantial rendered masonry bungalow of 
1929-30 with an imposing return verandah. Typical bungalow features are seen on the verandah, with 
a shingled gable marking the entrance, paired timber posts, and a solid balustrade picked out in 
smooth and roughcast render. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this study.) 

• 880 Point Nepean Road & 1 Bucher Place, Rosebud - two foreshore cottages constructed c1935-36 by 
a local builder. No. 880, which faces the road, is more stylish than the beach-facing cottage behind it, 
but both are simplified California Bungalows. Both have weatherboard-clad dados with fibro-cement 
sheets to the upper part of the walls and hipped roofs. No. 880 has groups of box frame windows with 
decorative brackets. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this study.) 

Compared to these other interwar houses, Mount's Bay is one of the most substantial in size and construction, 
traits that are further emphasised by its prominent raised position. Its simple verandah detailing, with paired 
timber posts, is not seen in other examples on the list, but was common in Victoria particularly in the early 
1920s. The simplicity of this detail can be compared to the verandahs of Mount Lavinia, Dromana, and Rosslyn, 
McCrae.  

Statement of Significance 

What is significant? 
Mount's Bay, also known as Devonlyia, at 51-53 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 
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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, 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) 
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Beauvoir 

8 McCulloch Street Dromana 

History and Historical Context 

Locality history 

In 1851 Victoria became an independent colony and in 1854 a subdivisional plan was drawn up for the 
Mornington Peninsula. The Shire of Flinders and Kangerong was formed in December of 1874 and then became 
the Shire of Flinders in 1914. Dromana and Rye were gazetted as official government township surveys in 1861, 
and Rosebud in 1886. At first, the Peninsula's coastal townships were extremely small settlements. In 1871, 
Dromana, Rye and Sorrento had a combined population of only 193 persons and 41 dwellings. Relatively little 
survives from the pre-1880s period in these coastal townships. What remains, therefore, has great rarity value. 
The buildings which survived from this era tended to be the more substantial ones, solidly built in brick or local 
limestone. The more modest early wattle and daub farmhouses and small fishermen's cottages in foreshore 
areas have all but gone. Early leading industries in Dromana included agriculture, sheep-farming, dairying and 
some fishing (Butler 2011:89-90, 119).  

Dromana was the overland entry point to the southern Peninsula. Originally known as Hobson's Flat, it is 
thought to have been named Dromana in the 1850s after a town in Ireland (Barnard 2005). Dromana 
developed before Portsea, Sorrento and Rye and remained the seat of local government for more than 100 
years. Following the gazettal of the Jamieson Special Survey (on the old Kangerong run) in 1841, a number of 
tenant farmers were attracted to the area. Crown lands in Dromana were first subdivided in 1854 and the 
Dromana West post office opened in 1858. The township was proclaimed in February 1861, at which date the 
population totalled 139. In 1862, the Dromana Hotel opened, and a government jetty was built to assist in the 
transportation of produce to and from Melbourne (Butler 2011:64, 70, 90). From the late nineteenth century, 
bay steamers brought the ever-growing number of visitors and tourists to Dromana, who were attracted to the 
seaside watering-place (Butler 2011:68).  

By 1901, the population of Dromana had grown to a total of 327 (Victorian Places). In 1903, Dromana had a 
daily coach to Melbourne with transport also available via rail and steamer. By this date, the Australian 
Handbook reports that the town featured the Dromana Hotel, a mechanics' institute with a public hall and free 
library, State School No. 184, a courthouse, Anglican, Presbyterian and Wesleyan churches and a 1,400 foot 
jetty (Australian Handbook 1903). 

Place history 

Duke Southbey Snell, a Dromana bootmaker, owned the current nos. 8 and 10 McCulloch Street (crown 
allotments 7 & 8, Section 19, Township of Dromana) from October 1873 (LV:V634/F682). In 1875, Snell was 
rated for two town lots in Dromana, one with a two roomed house. The lot with the house had a Net Annual 
Value (approx. 10% of the total value) of 7 pounds (RB). This suggests that an earlier smaller house existed on 
either no. 8 or 10 McCulloch Street at this date. Council records suggest that the existing polychrome brick 
house at 8 McCulloch Street was built c1872 (MPSC:VR), however, this appears to be the date of the earlier 
house, or possibly the core of the existing house. 

In 1877, Godfrey Burdett Wilson, Dromana butcher, took over his father's butchery business, which included a 
house and butcher shop 'B & S Wilson Butchers' at 6 McCulloch Street, which had been built by Godfrey's 
father (Bennett 2008:18-20; LV:V1076/F080; RB). This store was later run by his brother, Sam Wilson, and 
Sam's wife Ruby, who lived at 4 McCulloch Street from c1914. 

In November 1878, Godfrey Wilson became the owner of the current nos. 6, 8 and 10 McCulloch Street (crown 
allotments 6, 7, & 8) (LV:V1076/F080). In 1878, Godfrey B. Wilson and Henry William Wilson (grouped together 
in the rate books) were rated for acreage in Dromana as well as '1 allotment and buildings, 6 allotments and 
buildings and 5 allotments'. The allotments had a total Net Annual Value of 45 pounds (RB).  
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In 1885, Godfrey B. Wilson and Henry William Wilson were rated for 142 acres, allotments and buildings in 
Dromana, with a total Net Annual Value of 70 pounds (no lot details provided) (RB). Judging from a historic 
photo of the butcher's shop at 6 McCulloch Street (Dromana & District Historical Society Collection), the 
Wilsons also rebuilt the shop in the 1880s, with a parapet finished in cement render and cast-cement 
ornament. 

The existing brick house is said to have been built for the Wilsons in the c1880s (DDHS). Compared to other 
Victorian houses in the area (Dromana, Rosebud and Rye), this would make its fine tuckpointed bichrome 
brickwork extremely early for the area. The use of hard red face brick also suggests that the house actually 
dates from the 1890s. 

In January 1890, Godfrey transferred 6-10 McCulloch Street (lots 6, 7 and 8) into the name of his wife, Maria 
Wilson (LV:V1076/F080). In 1919, nos. 8 and 10 were transferred to Benjamin Godfrey J. R. Wilson. Maria 
Wilson retained no. 6 until her death in 1928, when it was transferred to Benjamin Godfrey J. R. Wilson and 
Samuel J. S. Wilson in 1945 (LV:V1076/F080). 

The Wilsons named the house at 8 McCulloch Street 'Beauvoir' after a London hotel, 'the Beauvoir Arms', which 
Godfrey's father had run before they came to Australia (DDHS). A family notice published in The Argus in 
December 1916 (23 Dec 1916:1) referred to the house of Mr and Mrs B Wilson as 'De Beauvoir, Dromana', 
which may be the earliest reference to the name of the house. Later family notices printed in the 1920s and 
30s address Mr and Mrs Ben Wilson at 'Beauvoir, Dromana' (The Argus 29 Apr 1922:13; 26 Sep 1930:1). 
According to the current owners (in 2018), the granddaughter of the original owner reported to them that the 
verandah cast-iron elements were transported by ship from England. 

Following Benjamin G. J. R. Wilson, nos. 8 and 10 McCulloch Street were transferred to Ralph Benjamin Wilson, 
Dromana grazier and Dorothy Rogers (nee Wilson; daughter), married woman, from 1966 (LV:V4253/F585). 8 
McCulloch Street remained in the Wilson family until 1977 (LV:V 8803/F998). In 1978, number 10 McCulloch 
Street was subdivided and sold individually (MPSC:BP). 

Wilson family 

Godfrey Burdett Wilson was the son of Henry William Wilson. Henry Wilson was born in 1820 and the son of a 
London butcher. Later, he was a hotelkeeper in London at the 'Beauvoir Arms' before emigrating to Melbourne 
with his family in 1853. Henry established the first abattoir at Sandridge (South Melbourne) and was the 'first 
man to kill and sell meat from a meat works in Victoria'. In 1860 he moved to Pakenham to farm, however, his 
cattle were wiped out by pleurisy, which ruined him financially. After this, he moved the family to Dromana 
(Bennett 2008:18-20; Butler 2011:87).  

The Wilsons were one of the earliest families in Dromana. In 1864, Henry William Wilson purchased house 
blocks and 160 acres, known as Gibson's 'Number Ten' paddock, which fronted the Nepean Highway, Dromana. 
It was at this property they lived in a slab hut (Bennett 2008:18-20) (DDHS). Henry William Wilson opened one 
of the first butcheries and ran stock on extensive grazing lands in the area. He soon opened a butcher's shop at 
the current 6 McCulloch Street (since demolished), with a house to the rear (DDHS; RB).  

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. Henry's 
other sons Henry (Jnr), Samuel and Benjamin also joined the business. The Wilsons became the biggest 
butchers on the Peninsula (Bennett 2008:18-20; Butler 2011:87). From 1914, Samuel Wilson lived at 4 
McCulloch Street with his new bride Ruby Rudduck. In 1945, 6 McCulloch Street was owned by both Benjamin 
G. J. Wilson and Samuel J. S. Wilson. No. 6 remained within the Wilson family until at least 1967 
(LV:V6828/F555). Samuel later ran the butcher's business in Dromana while the other son, Henry (Jnr), ran the 
butcher's in Sorrento (DDHS). 

Sources 

Australian Handbook (1903), as cited in Victorian Places. 
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Description 

Beauvoir is a Victorian Italianate brick house of c1890s. The facade is symmetrical and the corrugated metal 
clad roof has an M-profile hip typical of the style. Other Italianate details include the bichrome brick chimneys 
with rendered cornices, and the curved eaves brackets with turned drops. Hard red bricks were used for the 
walls with cream brick dressings and diaper patterns and tuckpointing to the front facade. Side walls are 
jointed. 

The central entry retains a four-panel Victorian door with bolection and fielded mouldings, chamfered 
surrounds and sidelights and highlights. The double-hung sash windows on either side also have sidelights, with 
slender colonnettes. The window and door sidelights are of ruby flashed glass. 

The front verandah has convex corrugated sheets and hips at the end. The verandah beam retains an intricate 
cornice detail including dentils and tiny curved brackets. Overall the level of detail is high and of good quality, 
common of middle-class houses in inner Melbourne suburbs. 

The 1992 Flinders Heritage Study notes 'more recent decorative treatment to the verandah'. This appears 
tocould refer to the cast-iron columns and cast-iron frieze and brackets, both of which appear to be 
oversizedare large in size for the house, though the current owners understand from a Wilson family member 
that it is original. TheInstead, it may be the tessellated tiling to the verandah floor may also bethat is recent. 
(Note: there is heavy paint build-up on the intricate verandah beam, suggestingindicating it, at least, is an 
original feature.) 

The main roof, and likely the verandah roof, has recently been replaced in red Colorbond. The brick front fence 
appears to date from the 1920s and has a diaper pattern in cream bricks, inspired by the house. 

Conservation Policy 

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

Elements or design features of particular significance: 

• the tuckpointed bichrome brick walls and chimneys  

Extent of heritage fabric preferably retained: 

• the whole of the original house beneath the M-profile hipped roof  

Restoration of missing original detail advisable: 

. if documentary evidence can be located, reinstate the verandah posts and frieze in their original form 
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Preferred location for extension: 

• to the rear,  

• a second level extension may be possible to the rear if set behind the original extent of the M-profile 
hipped roof 

Garages and outbuildings: 

• separate from the house 

• set behind the rear wall of the original extent of the house 

Front fences and gates: 

• while a c1920s addition, the current brick fence is sympathetic to the bichrome brickwork of the 
house, and its retention is encouraged 

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

Comparative Analysis 

Nearly all Victorian houses identified in the study area are Italianate in style or influence, with an M-profile 
hipped roof, rectangular or round-headed double-hung sash windows. This reflects their built dates, with most 
from the 1880s and 1890s. The small number of earlier examples, such as the timber Glenlee in Boneo (HO27) 
of the 1860s and the 'early' Tornvilla in McCrae (HO146) which may retain wattle-and-daub construction, have 
a more Georgian influence seen in features such as a high hipped roof. The very simple gabled timber cottage 
at 9 McCulloch Street (HO129) is also thought to be early. 

Simplified versions of the Italianate house type were built in the 1880s. In the 1890s more elaborate examples 
of the style were seen with projecting front bays to create an asymmetrical composition, rendered and 
corniced chimneys, and other decorative features. Even these more elaborate designs are modest in size and 
almost all single-storey, with two notable exceptions.  

The level of intactness of the Victorian houses in the study area already on the Heritage Overlay is moderate to 
high, with alterations to the front verandah commonly seen (removal of decorative elements and/or 
replacement of posts, enclosure of all or part of the verandah to create a sunroom). 

Cladding materials of the Victorian houses includes those typical of all Victoria, such as corrugated iron roofing, 
weatherboards and ashlar-type boards, bichrome bricks, and render. Others are built of the very characteristic 
local limestone, sometimes paired with brick dressings. 

Examples of the very basic Italianate type include: 

• HO29, 298 Boneo Road, Boneo - a c1878 limestone section with brick dressings has lost its original 
roof. Appended to it is a simple gable-fronted wing with ashlar-type boards, probably c1900. 

• HO37, 24 Cain Road, Rye - a c1880 house with a limestone section at the rear and a weatherboard 
section to the front. 

• HO174, 2723 Point Nepean Road, Rye - an 1881 limestone house with a symmetrical facade. 

• HO5, 20 Athol Court, Rye - a c1880s limestone house with a wrap-around verandah. 
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• The Oaks, 30 McCulloch Street, Dromana - a symmetrical timber house of the 1880s with an M-profile 
roof, return verandah, and two-over-two sash windows. The large brick chimneys have simple 
corbelling. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this study.) 

• Eastbourne, 19 William Crescent, Capel Sound - a symmetrical house of c1900 with limestone walls. 
The front verandah has been rebuilt. The property retains a limestone and brick dairy building. 
(Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this study.) 

• Tibarilla, 297 Browns Road, Fingal - a symmetrical house of c1888 in a homestead garden. The walls 
are finished in ruled render on timber laths, suggesting it is a timber-framed building. The verandah 
wraps around almost all four walls. It retains chamfered timber posts (minus capitals, frieze and 
brackets) and the floor is now a concrete slab. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this study.) 

More elaborate Italianate houses include: 

• HO168, 303 Point Nepean Road, Dromana - a grand Italianate mansion of 1894. Stuccoed walls with 
cast ornament, two-storey, arched windows, arcaded verandah with cast-iron Corinthian columns. 

• HO256, 743 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud - a large, two-storey Italianate villa of c1890s, with simple 
tuckpointed bichrome brick walls and a return verandah.  

• HO173, 2519 Point Nepean Road, Rye - a large limestone house of the 1890s. While it has a typical M-
profile hipped roof and corniced chimney, it is unusual for the Gothic Revival gable-front bay with an 
intricate pierced bargeboard. A 1909 photo (in Rye Township 150th Anniversary) shows that the main 
facade has been doubled in length and the original hip verandah with fine timber fretwork replaced 
with a simpler version. 

• HO157, 201 Palmerston Avenue, Dromana - a former Methodist Manse of c1891, this is an 
asymmetrical house of standard size with rendered walls and cast decorative details including 
vermiculated blocks to the coved cornice and corner quoins. 

• HO117, 1-3 Locke Street, Rye - an asymmetric limestone house with corniced chimneys and arched 
front windows. The first section was built in 1850, but the house was clearly enlarged and remodelled 
c1880s.  

• . HO158, 215 Palmerston Avenue, Dromana - an asymmetric rendered masonry house with a semi-
octagonal projecting bay and corniced chimneys. The squat proportions of the windows of this bay 
suggest some sort of alteration. The render may also be recent in date. (NB: The current citation calls 
this an 'Edwardian' era house, but with no research basis. Its form is typically Italianate Victorian, so 
this appears to be in error.) 

In comparison with the other 'elaborate' Italianate houses in the study area, the two-storey villa Parkmore, at 
743 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud, is the only other example with bichrome brickwork (according to the 1992 
Flinders Heritage Study this was done by colour washing standard brown bricks cream and red. The cream 
bricks at Beauvoir appear to be coloured en-masse, not colour washed). Parkmore is far grander in scale and 
setting than Beauvoir and it retains some original verandah posts (slender timber posts with cast-iron capitals). 
The use of bichrome brickwork at Parkmore is more basic than the decorative Beauvoir.  

The fineness of decorative detail of Beauvoir is also comparable to that of Bimblehurst, 2519 Point Nepean 
Road, Rye. Again, Bimblehurst's verandah is more intact than Beauvoir's, but there are some Victorian houses 
on the Mornington Peninsula Heritage Overlay which have lost their verandah posts (e.g., HO158 215 
Palmerston Ave, HO5 20 Athol Cr) and many more which have lost their verandah ornament (brackets and 
frieze). 

Statement of Significance 

What is significant? 
Beauvoir, aka De Beauvoir, at 8 McCulloch Street, Dromana, is significant. It is a polychrome-brick Italianate 
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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 ironfrieze and brackets, were either imported by 
the Wilson family from England or are a sympathetic if slightly oversized restoration reinstatement.  

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, and most likely the large 
cast-iron verandah posts, frieze and brackets. (Criterion E) 
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Tanderry 

233 Palmerston Avenue Dromana 

History and Historical Context 

Locality history 

In 1851 Victoria became an independent colony and in 1854 a subdivisional plan was drawn up for the 
Mornington Peninsula. The Shire of Flinders and Kangerong was formed in December of 1874 and then became 
the Shire of Flinders in 1914. Dromana and Rye were gazetted as official government township surveys in 1861, 
and Rosebud in 1886. At first, the Peninsula's coastal townships were extremely small settlements. In 1871, 
Dromana, Rye and Sorrento had a combined population of only 193 persons and 41 dwellings. Relatively little 
survives from the pre-1880s period in these coastal townships. What remains, therefore, has great rarity value. 
The buildings which survived from this era tended to be the more substantial ones, solidly built in brick or local 
limestone. The more modest early wattle and daub farmhouses and small fishermen's cottages in foreshore 
areas have all but gone. Early leading industries in Dromana included agriculture, sheep-farming, dairying and 
some fishing (Butler 2011:89-90, 119).  

Dromana was the overland entry point to the southern Peninsula. Originally known as Hobson's Flat, it is 
thought to have been named Dromana in the 1850s after a town in Ireland (Barnard 2005). Dromana 
developed before Portsea, Sorrento and Rye and remained the seat of local government for more than 100 
years. Following the gazettal of the Jamieson Special Survey (on the old Kangerong run) in 1841, a number of 
tenant farmers were attracted to the area. Crown lands in Dromana were first subdivided in 1854 and the 
Dromana West post office opened in 1858. The township was proclaimed in February 1861, at which date the 
population totalled 139. In 1862, the Dromana Hotel opened, and a government jetty was built to assist in the 
transportation of produce to and from Melbourne (Butler 2011:64, 70, 90). From the late nineteenth century, 
bay steamers brought the ever-growing number of visitors and tourists to Dromana, who were attracted to the 
seaside watering-place (Butler 2011:68).  

By 1901, the population of Dromana had grown to a total of 327 (Victorian Places). In 1903, Dromana had a 
daily coach to Melbourne with transport also available via rail and steamer. By this date, the Australian 
Handbook reports that the town featured the Dromana Hotel, a mechanics' institute with a public hall and free 
library, State School No. 184, a courthouse, Anglican, Presbyterian and Wesleyan churches and a 1,400 foot 
jetty (Australian Handbook 1903).  

Townships and villages throughout the Shire remained relatively stable into the first half of the twentieth 
century. However, the introduction of the motorcar changed beach resort life dramatically, leading to new 
estates of holiday houses and weekenders (Butler 2011:94, 164). During the 1920s there was a great influx of 
visitors to Dromana, Sorrento, Flinders, Shoreham, Rye and Portsea while, in the 1930s, tourist guides argued 
that Mornington was particularly popular with motorists due to the good state of the roads (Butler 2011:164-
5). By 1933, the population of Dromana had grown to 509, and would reach a total of 771 people by 1947, 
showing a slight growth in population in the 30s and 40s.  

A major building wave began during the interwar period, which saw the replication of suburban styles on new 
suburban seaside estates. At the same time, the interwar Peninsula holiday house became the symbol of basic 
Victorian seaside houses until well past this construction era. Many of the holiday homes, which make up a 
large proportion of the Peninsula buildings today, were clad with fibro (or asbestos) cement sheets, a new 
building material that was popularised after World War One. Another new building material was the concrete 
building block. These could be made cheaply on site with the aid of a block-making machine, often equipped 
with different block profiles, such as a rusticated or vermiculated pattern, achieved by inserts into the casting 
chamber. Concrete block production was fully mechanised in the 1950s which enabled a dramatic increase in 
output. Many foreshore buildings, toilet blocks and change rooms utilise this construction as well as many 
boathouses on the foreshore. Another isolated trend during the immediate post-World War Two period, when 
building materials were in short supply, was the use of recycled materials (Butler 2011:111-12). Many buildings 



Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme Amendment C214  Panel Report  4 December 2018 

 

Page 103 of 128 

 

 

were also constructed from local granite. The Dromana granite quarry was opened up on George McLear's land 
by Dr Duncan in the 1920s. This stone was used in many famous buildings, including the Argus Building and the 
former E.S. & A. Bank, Collins Street, as well as the Shire's many seawalls. Prior to the quarry's development 
'green granite' was obtained from the McCrae quarry (Butler 2011:60). 

Place history 

233 Palmerston Avenue has a history of numerous owners, subdivisions and consolidation. In 1923, Charles E. 
L. Wedge, Ringwood orchardist, purchased just over ten acres, consisting of the triangular lot bound by 
Palmerston Road (then Arthurs Seat Road) and Boundary Road (then Government Road) to the south 
(LV:V3862/F214). The Shire of Flinders rate records confirm that Wedge's property was 'land only' until at least 
1940 (RB). 

A majority of the lots (lots 1-6) fronting Palmerston Avenue (including the current no. 233) were sold to 
Margery Hudson, East Malvern nurse in July 1944 (LV:V3862/F214). Hudson sold lot 5 (the eastern half of 233 
Palmerston Ave) and lot 6 (current no. 231) to Alan Dexter in December 1948. He in turn sold them to William 
J. Pollock, Canterbury dairyman, in March 1949 (LV:V7194/F778).  

Pollock on-sold lot 5 (the eastern half of 233 Palmerston Avenue) to Kenneth Coy and Harold Coy just a few 
months later in July 1949 (LV:V7194/F778; V7417/F353). In 1961, the Coys added the lot to the west, creating 
the current extent of 233 Palmerston Avenue (V8312/F122). The existing house is located primarily on the 
eastern half of the property, with a single-storey wing on the western section.  

Council only holds records for the house from c1960 (MPSC:VR), but the style and detail of the house suggests 
that the main two-storey section was built in the 1940s, probably as a holiday house for Hudson, and a 
matching single-storey wing was built in the early 1960s for the Coys. Considering the large number of houses 
in the Mornington Peninsula Shire that were built in common interwar styles well into the 1950s, the original 
built date may have been later. 

Sources 

Barnard, Jill (2005), 'Dromana' in Encyclopedia of Melbourne, <http://www.emelbourne.net.au>, accessed 
August 2015.  
Butler, Graeme & Associates, Context Pty Ltd (editors) (2011), Mornington Peninsula Shire Environmental 
History. 
Land Victoria (LV), Certificates of Title, as cited above.  
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council (MPSC), Valuation Records (VR), supplied July 2015. 
Shire of Flinders Rate Books (RB), Centre Riding, VPRS 14371/P1: Unit 49 1930-1; Unit 59 1935-6; Unit 68, 1939-
40. 
Victorian Places, 'Dromana' <http://www.victorianplaces.com.au/>, accessed August 2015. 

Description 

Tanderry, at 233 Palmerston Avenue, is a timber-framed Old English house built in two stages. Linear in plan, it 
is set behind an equally long front garden with a curved gravel drive.  The originala low granite rubble front 
fence, which matched the plinth of the house, was rendered and the piers raised in 2018.  

The house has an unusual angled plan form with side wings slanting inward around the central entrance bay. It 
is a version of the 'butterfly plan' used by British Arts & Crafts architects such as Edward Prior and Charles 
Voysey. The roof form is similarly complex, with a hip-roof two-storey central mass surrounded by gabled 
wings. 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 was originallyis clad in dark-stained weatherboards (since overpainted in black), while the 
ground and first floor walls are half-timbered. Foundations and the front steps are of granite rubble (matching 
the front fence). This picturesque cladding is joined by other Old English decorative features including a jettied 
bay above the front door supported on massive curved brackets. The half-timbering of this central bay is also 
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quite ornate. The retention of the original colour scheme, and stained as opposed to painted boards, is in 
keeping with the original design intentions and enhances appreciation of the house. 

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 history of the property suggests that the western single-storey wing was extended in the early 1960s 
(roughly tripling its length). If so, this was done using matching materials and details as the rest of the house. 

Conservation Policy 

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

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

• everything on the site except the area to the rear of the house, including the retention of the stained 
finish. 

• Do not overpaint stained timber elements. Instead, continue to renew the oil-stain coating or use a 
pine-tar based mixture if greater protection from weathering is required 

Elements or design features of particular significance: 

• the half-timbering, brackets above the entry and boarding to the base of the house.  

 Extent of heritage fabric preferably retained: 

• the original extent of the house  

• while the 1960s addition to the west wing is very sympathetic in its form and cladding, it is of lesser 
heritage significance and could be altered or removed 

Preferred location for extension: 

• to the rear 

• concealed from public view behind the heritage fabric 

Garages and outbuildings: 

• separate from the house 

• concealed behind the house  

Front fences and gates: 

• retain original front granite fence 

Driveways/access: 

• curved driveway to house and curtilage should be retained 

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

There is a good deal of stylistic continuity between the houses of the late interwar period and the early 
interwar period (c1945-50). While all non-essential construction (including most residential building) was 
halted from 1942 to 1945, simplified versions of interwar styles such as the Moderne and Old English continued 
to be built in the 1940s. The Moderne, as its name indicates, was intended to be a style for the modern age, 
streamlined with strong horizontals and stripped-back curves that gave an impression of speed. Old English was 
a nostalgic and picturesque style, evoking hand-wrought medieval homes of pleasing asymmetry. Earlier 
examples often incorporate realistic-looking half-timbering to walls, but later examples rely mostly on 
brickwork for decorative effect. While seemingly diametrically opposed, by the late 1930s it was common to 
see the two styles intertwined on a single house. 

From the 1930s onward, hipped roofs began to predominate over the gabled roof forms of the bungalows. 
Roofing tiles of concrete and terracotta became a more common material than corrugated iron. Vernacular 
building traditions settled into the double and triple fronted variations with interlocking hipped roofs. 
Variations in design often based on popular publication from overseas also influenced design, particular the 
English models such as 844 Point Nepean Road and American examples that often feature extra wide 
weatherboards. Whilst chimneys often became less important in later interwar homes, in other cases an 
external chimney was a dominant feature of the facade, for example 874 and 2493 Point Nepean Road. A 
variety of brick, block and lightweight cladding types were available to meet all budgets for the standard types 
of houses, and examples of face brick, concrete block, cement sheet and weatherboard are all found in 
examples assessed for this study.  

Late interwar house (mostly 1930s) and early post-war houses that carry on interwar architectural styles and 
forms in the study area are listed below. Note that there are no 6 Seventh Avenue, Rosebud - a fibro-cement 
clad house of the 1940s. Moderne in style with curved walls around the central entry, the design appears to be 
from a James Hardie catalogue. The windows and front door have horizontal glazing bars, typical of the 
Moderne. Highly intact. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this study.) 

. 18 Woyna Avenue & 1737 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud - a pair of Moderne houses of 1945, built back-to-
back by a single builder. Both have rendered walls, timber windows with horizontal glazing bars, a central 
entrance and distinctive circular bay to one side of the facade. The front porch of 1737 Point Nepean Road is 
supported by Tuscan columns. 18 Woyna Avenue has corner windows. (Recommended for the Heritage 
Overlay by this study.) 

. Balwick, 751 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud - a 1947-48 triple-fronted masonry house with a tiled hipped and 
gabled roof. It is distinguished by its size, fine craftsmanship (tooled stucco, brick accents). Details are Moderne 
in style, including windows with horizontal glazing bars to the timber sash windows, and a curved cantilevered 
porch hood. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this study.) 

. 48 & 50 Jetty Road, Rosebud - a pair of houses of 1953-56 which are very similar variations on a theme. The 
vergeless gables with corbelled eaves indicates a primary Old English style. This is paired with a Moderne 
influence seen in the curved porch hoods and horizontal glazing bars to the windows. They are clad in cream 
brick with clinker brick accents, and terracotta roof tiles. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this 
study.) 

. Bethany, 2493 Point Nepean Road, Rye - a large timber house of 1949-50 which has a mix of the Moderne and 
Georgian styles. Its main decorative features are two flat-roof porches with Tuscan columns and an oversized 
cream brick chimney to the facade. Highly intact. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this study.) 

. 15 Mitchell Street, Rosebud - a post-war bungalow of 1949-50 with Moderne influence. It is distinguished by 
the comprehensive use of local granite for the house and hard landscaping, as befits the home of a skilled local 
stonemason. Intact. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this study.) 

. 876 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud - a c1950 fibro-cement clad house with a T-shaped plan (transverse gabled 
roof with a projecting gable at the centre of the facade). The main decorative features are the cream-brick 
external chimney at the centre of the facade and the corner windows with horizontal glazing bars. Intact apart 
from the enclosure of the front porch. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this study.) 
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. Golden Sands, 6 Ozone Street, Rye - a concrete-block house of 1948-51. It takes the typical hip-roof bungalow 
form of the 1930s and '40s. Plain in massing and detail, visual interest is created by the vermiculated concrete 
blocks and the house name mounted on the facade. (Recommended for the Heritage Overlay by this study.) 

. 844 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud - an Old English house of c1954, built of mottled cream brick with other 
colours of brick accents. It is a late example of this picturesque style, and incorporates typical chimney and 
window forms of the 1940s. The house is distinguished by its picturesque massing. (Recommended for the 
Heritage Overlay by this study.) 

Tanderry is one of a handful of Old English style houses identified in the study area, but differs from them in its 
construction and detailing. The other examples on the list above - 48 & 50 Jetty Road and 844 Point Nepean 
Road, both in Rosebud - are of the later type of Old English, which appeared in the mid-1930s, where 
decorative detail is minimal and visual interest created solely by massing and the use of contrasting brick 
colours. Tanderry, on the other hand, with its walls clad mainly in picturesque faux half-timbering and with the 
inclusion of decorative details such as the brackets above the entrance, is more in keeping with the earlier 
Tudor form of the style. 

The only other example of this type identified in the study area is a small outbuilding with a timber shingle roof 
behind the c1940s house at 65 Clarendon Street, Dromana. The house itself is a simplified version of the Old 
English, more typical of the 1940s, with a very steep gabled roof and slab chimney but no decorative detail 
seen from the street. 

Further afield, Briarwood Cottage of c1940 (HO63), 559 Esplanade, Mt Martha, use the same materials palette 
as Tanderry. It is a one and two-storey cottage with picturesque half-timbered walls above a stained timber 
dado, and rubble stone (probably granite) in a massive external chimney. In its detail and intactness, Tanderry 
compares very well with Briarwood Cottage. 

In addition, Tanderry has a more complex and interesting plan form, with a central entrance mass between two 
diagonally converging wings. This is known as the butterfly plan and was influenced by turn-of-the-century Arts 
& Crafts houses by British architects Charles Voysey and Edward Prior. Other examples in Victoria are Highton 
(Boroondara HO395) at 65 Mont Albert Road, Canterbury of 1906, by architects Inskip & Butler, and an Arts & 
Crafts house at 9 Linlithgow Road, Toorak, of c1927 by architects Hugh & Arthur Peck. 

Statement of Significance 

What is significant? 
Tanderry, at 233 Palmerston Avenue, Dromana, is significant. Built in the 1940s at the earliest, 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, and 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) 

Recommendations 

External Paint Controls? NoYes – stained timber elements 

Outbuildings/fences not exempt? NoYes – granite front fence 
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Dromana Hotel 

151-153 Point Nepean Road Dromana 

History and Historical Context 

Locality history 

… 

Place history 

… 

Sources 

… 

Description 

… 

Comparative Analysis 

… 

Statement of Significance 

What is significant? 
Dromana Hotel, at 151-153 Point Nepean Road, Dromana, is significant. The hotel was established on this site 
in 1862 by Richard Watkins, with a three-storey brick building in the Picturesque Gothic style. Louis and Ellen 
Carrigg purchased the old hotel in 1924, and in 1934 they commissioned architect-builder Howard Lawson, and 
his sons, to build a new front wing around the 1862 hotel. The rear wing of the old hotel was retained, with the 
application of new decoration to merge it into the whole.  

The 1934 front wing is two-storeys tall with a large dormer creating an attic storey, both of which have hipped 
roofs. The front facade is very wide, comprising seven broad window bays. The central three bays project to 
form a double-storey porch beneath an extension of the roof. This porch, along with canted balconies and 
canted bay windows, give it a sculptural quality.  

The 1862 rear wing retains its M-profile hipped roof with a long central valley, six-over-six sash windows, and 
one corbelled brick chimney on the southern side. The north and south side walls have the 1934 addition of 
roughcast rendering to the walls, pilasters between windows, with the same decorative detailing as at the front 
wing. 

The c1980s single-storey extension to the south side of the hotel, bottle shop on the north side, and single-
storey links to the sides of the 1862 rear wing are not significant. 

… 
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118 Salmon Street Hastings 

History and Historical Context 

Locality history 

Large sections of the locality history have been extracted from the Hastings District Heritage Study 
Environmental History (Graeme Butler & Associates, 2001).  

… 

Place history 

… 

The house at 118 Salmon Street was built for James and Nellie shortly after the transfer of land in 1914. It is 
first recorded in the 1914-15 Rate Book, when James was rated 10 pounds for a house and lot (RB 1914-15). 

Little change was made to the house in the coming years, as the rate was still 10 pounds in 1918 (RB 1918-19). 

James remained at the property until his death in 1960, after which Nellie took ownership of the family home 
until she passed away in 1971. After her death, the property was transferred to Glenys Dorothy Sparey (LV: 
V3779/F665).  

Of the fourteen lots purchased by James’ father David in 1890, 118 Salmon Street is the earliest house to 
survive. An aerial from 1957 shows the development around 118 Salmon Street running north- south, with 
Skinner Street and the bay in the foreground. Only a small group of about 10 houses were built at this time 
south of Spring Street, indicating the area was relatively undeveloped, with a boom in development to occur 
during the 1960s as a result of the Westernport Industrial Area.  

 

Figure 2. Hastings, Westernport Bay, 1957. Source: 
SLV. 

Figure 3. Section of aerial showing 118 Salmon Street 
in 1957. Source: SLV. 

Sources 
…  

Description 

Physical description 

The Edwardian timber dwelling at 118 Salmon Street is located on the west side of Salmon Street. It is a single 
storey house situated on a corner lot, with the double fronted façade towards Salmon Street. The house does 
not have a front fence, but has a recently built palingpicket side fence. 
The house is timber framed with weatherboard clad walls, and is typical of the Edwardian period in both form 
and detailing. The high hipped roof with gablets at the top was a common roof form of this era. The roof is clad 
with corrugated-iron and is pierced by a corbelled brick chimney on the north side. Characteristic of the 
Edwardian period are also the exposed rafter tails beneath the eaves.  
The façade is symmetrical with modest ornamentation. 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, an effect which emulated shingles. 

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.  

Figure 63. Wedding portrait of James and Nellie Mentiplay, c.1910s, exact date unknown. Source: Bennett 2004, 
courtesy of Norm Francis.   
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Like-for-like repairs and replacements to the verandah floor, cladding to a front corner damaged in a car crash, 
and a front window have occurred. These have not altered the appearance of the house and do little to 
diminish its heritage significance. 
The north side elevations has a replaced or addedhave aluminium frame windows. At the rear (west) elevation 
sits a skillion extension which is non-contributory.. Viewed from the street the house appears highly intact in 
both form and detailing, retaining a simple yet distinctive Edwardian expression. 

Recommended management 

The following conservation action/s would be supported should the opportunity arise: 

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

• everything on the site except the area to the rear of the house,  

Extent of heritage fabric preferably retained: 

• the whole of the house under the main hipped roof, including the verandah and its timber details  

Preferred location for extension: 

• to the rear of 118 Salmon Street 

Front fences and gates: 

• appropriate to the style of the house, preferably of a height that still enables some public visibility of 
the building. 

Driveways/access: 

• front setback should be kept free of paved permanent parking 

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

Comparative analysis 

Edwardian houses drew from both the Victorian and the Queen Anne architectural styles. 118 Salmon Street is 
transitional in style, similar in massing to the double fronted Italianate villas, although with the typical steeply 
pitched gablet roof of the Federation villa in place of the M-profile hipped roof typical of the Victorian era. 
Houses built in the first 15 years of the 20th century are rare within Hastings, and there are no Edwardian 
properties in Hastings currently in the Heritage Overlay. No residential Edwardian houses within Hastings were 
recommended as part of the ‘Hastings District Heritage Study’ (2001), however a handful of houses from the 
era were recommended within the district and these are described below. 

The majority of the houses in the Heritage Overlay in the district are so-called Federation villas, with 
characteristics similar to those of 118 Salmon Street. Architectural features typical of the Edwardian era are the 
steeply pitched hipped or gablet hipped roof shapes, prominent front verandahs with turned timber posts and 
a timber frieze, and corbelled brick chimneys. 

Figure 4. 214 Bittern-Dromana Road, Merricks North (HO266). Source: Google Maps 2013. 

The Shand Orchard house, 214 Bittern-Dromana Road, Merricks North (HO266), built c1915, is a weatherboard 
farmhouse with a steeply pitched gablet hipped roof. The roof form is more complex than 118 Salmon Street, 
with a projecting gabled bay and a return verandah.  

Figure 5. The Former Somerville Private Hospital, 18 Eramosa Road, Somerville (HO276). Source: Butler 2001.  

The Former Somerville Private Hospital, 18 Eramosa Road, Somerville (HO276) was built in 1914. It is a 
substantial weatherboard house with gablet hipped roof, projecting gabled bays, a tall corbelled brick chimney 
and a return verandah with a distinctive Japanese-influenced timber frieze and brackets.  
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Figure 6. 26 Lower Somerville Road, Somerville (HO303). Source: Butler 2001. Source: Realestate.com.au.  

The Clarke Orchard House, 26 Lower Somerville Road (HO303), built 1909, is a weatherboard farmhouse with 
the characteristic steeply pitched gablet hipped roof form, set behind a projecting gabled bay, and with a 
corbelled red brick chimney. The verandah features a distinctive timber frieze. 

Several of the existing Edwardian houses in the Heritage Overlay are connected to orchards, a locally important 
industry (including HO266 & HO303), however, none are linked to the very important fishing industry of 
Western Port Bay. 

‘Mornington Peninsula Shire Heritage Review, Area 1’ (Context Pty Ltd, 2012), covering the areas of Mount 
Eliza, Mornington and Mount Martha, notes that there are few Edwardian houses represented in the Heritage 
Overlay in that part of the shire, recommending two within Mornington: 824 Esplanade (HO382) built c1910, 
and Balei-Gadja, 35-37 Barkly Street (HO375), built in c1909 – both with more elaborate roof forms and 
detailing than 118 Salmon Street. 

Compared to the above mentioned examples, 118 Salmon Street compares well in its intactness, but is far 
more modest in both size and architectural expression. 118 Salmon Street is simpler in both detailing and form, 
being an example of the transition between the Victorian Italianate and Edwardian architectural styles. 
However, none of the above mentioned examples are located within Hastings, and 118 Salmon Street appears 
to be one of few Edwardian houses to survive within the township. It also compares well as the only Edwardian 
house associated with the important fishing industry of Hastings. 

Furthermore, of the fourteen lots purchased by David Mentiplay in 1890, 118 Salmon Street is the earliest 
house to survive, with the other houses on the lots being either interwar, postwar or contemporary examples. 
As such, it lacks a comparison as the only known house in Hastings associated with the pioneering fishing family 
the Mentiplays.  

 

Statement of significance 

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.  

The skillion addition to the rear and replacement aluminium windows are not significant. 

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 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)  

… 
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13 (11A) Outlook Road McCrae 

 

History and Historical Context 

Locality history 

… 

Post 1945 residential history 

… 

Physical Description 

The house at 13 Outlook Road, McCrae is a double-fronted concrete-block dwelling in the Functionalist style, 
with flat roof concealed by a capped parapet. Spread over three storeys, the house comprises a half-basement 
level (containing 

a recessed garage to the left side), the principal living area at the first floor, and a partial second storey above, 
along the west (right) side, forming a tower-like element. The house thus presents an asymmetrical frontage to 
the street. It is dominated by a wide sundeck, which extends across the left half of the middle floor. This is 
accessed from its right edge by a return flight of concrete steps leading down to the ground; both sundeck and 
stairs have matching mild-steel railings with repeating curvilinear motifs. The deck is partly sheltered by a 
simple flat skillion roof, which extends forward 

between the broad chimney breast (to the left edge of the facade) and the projecting double-storey bay to the 
right. The front door, which is set into the side of the latter, has an etched glass screen. At the level above, a 
second external door provides access from the tower room to the roof terrace alongside. The tower itself has a 
porthole window with rendered surround.; otherwise, The windows to the street facade are in the form of 
generous rectangular openings with steel-framed 

fixed and casement sashes, projecting sills and distinctive corbelled lintels. The original steel picture windows 
with hopper highlights have been replaced by aluminium framed windows. The new windows replicate the 
tripartite divisions of the original windows (a larger picture window flanked by narrower casements), though 
they have thicker frames and no highlight windows.  

Comparative Analysis 

… 

Management Recommendations 

… 

References 

… 

Statement of Significance 

… 
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Red Hill Post Office (former) 

710 White Hills Road Red Hill 

History and Historical Context 

Locality history 

… 

Thematic history 

… 

Place history 

… 

Sources 

… 

Description 

The former Red Hill Post office has been constructed in several stages. The original building was constructed of 
rough hewn logs around 1870, and reportedly later clad in weatherboard around 1878. This building, which 
was relocated to its current site (from a location some 30m distant) in 1958, is the main part of the building, 
and fronts White Hill Road. Later additions have been constructed behind this building, and are discussed 
below. 

The post office building, which fronts White Hill Road is a long, narrow building. The roof is a simple gable, clad 
in corrugated iron, with a skillion along the west (rear) wall. One brick chimney, which is painted (c. 1900?) 
penetrates the roof. A short corrugated iron verandah with a straight profile extends across the central portion 
of the building, presumably at the commercial entry point to the building. The verandah is supported on simple 
square posts and has a modern concrete floor. The walls are clad in timber weatherboard, and reportedly date 
from the late 1870s when timber weatherboard cladding was added to the log construction Post Office 
building. Reportedly, the original 1870 log timber walls were originally once concealed beneath the 
weatherboards, but have been lost. This could not be confirmed.  

This (post office building) has a variety of window and door openings along the facade, dating from various 
periods. To the southern end of the facade is a large aluminium square window (modern), beneath the 
verandah, Iin the central section of the facade, there are two single door entry points, separated by a Victorian 
timber double hung sash window. One has a glass panel, the other is timber panelled.The doors are timber 
panelled with glass above. A third door (blocked up) is located approximately 2-3m beyond the verandah, 
towards the southern end of the facade (presumably a private residence entry). An unusual 6 paned window 
(which may have been relocated from elsewhere) and a second co-joined pair of sash double hung sash 
windows are also set into the facade. An early set of 18 post boxes survives adjacent to the front door, as does 
a red painted timber phone booth.  

At the rear of the front section of the building is a small hip roofed building arranged perpendicularly to the 
front wing which contains the baker’s oven.. The roof of this building is clad in corrugated iron, and a chimney 
once projecteds from the roof, but was demolished soon after 2014. At least part of one wall of this part of the 
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building is brick, which has been overpainted. A baker's oven and chimney are reportedly located in the rear of 
the building, although this has not been confirmed. The early date of the chimneys (well before 1958) and the 
presence of a brick baker's oven which is believed to date from the late nineteenth century indicate that the 
building may not have been moved in 1958 as reported previously. 

There are a number of small additions and verandah/shelters extending from the hipped roof building which 
are not significant. The two modern sheds located at the rear of the building are not significant. 

A mature specimen of Monterey Pine (Pinus radiata) which appears to date from c1900-1920 is located at the 
front of the allotment, along the original route of White Hill Road. The tree is of historical interest in 
conjunction with the former Post Office.  

Conservation Policy 

… 

Comparative Analysis 

… 

Statement of Significance 

What is significant? 
The former Red Hill Post Office at 710 White Hills 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 
containing the bakers oven 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) 
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Uniting Church 

2-8 Murray-Anderson Road Rosebud 

History and Historical Context  

Locality history 

...  

Thematic history 

...  

Place history 

...  

Sources 

...  

Description 

...  

Comparative Analysis 

… 

Statement of Significance 

What is significant? 

The Rosebud Uniting Church at 2 Murray Anderson Road to the extent of the 1923 hall (with alterations) and 
the 1966 church is significant. The two residential properties are not significant.  

… 
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Foreshore Cottages 

874 and 876 Point Nepean Road Rosebud 

History and Historical Context 

Locality history 

… 

Place history 

The PetVet at 874 and house and 876 Point Nepean Road are situated on what was originally Crown Allotment 
13 plus a small amount of Crown Allotment 14, Section 1 in the Parish of Wannaeue (Parish Plan). The Crown 
Grants for the two allotments fronting Point Nepean Road on the Rosebud Foreshore were granted on the 
same day in August 1872 to local fisherman William Jamieson (CA14) and to William Gomm (CA 13 on the 
corner of Jetty Road) (Parish Plan) respectively.  

In 1905 William Jamieson was rated for 1 lot and a building on Crown Allotment 14 in Rosebud (RB). The land 
and building were rated with a low Net Annual Value (approximately 10% of the total value) of 8 pounds, so 
this was likely a small fisherman's shack (RB). In March 1914 the title transferred to Margaret Jamieson and in 
1922 the lot was sold to Florence Gertrude Clarke, a married woman of 'Erica' Caulfield East (LV: V652/F210). 
Mrs F. G. Clarke is rated in 1925 for CA 14 and building with a Net Annual Value of 20 pounds, which suggests 
that the current house facing the beach (no. 876) was built in the early 1920s (RB). Local woman Alice Mary 
Martin purchased the property in April 1939.  

The current owner (in 2018) reports that the fireplace and chimney at the rear of the house (projecting from 
the southern hipped section of the roof) was once part of a detached kitchen, later incorporated into the 
house, and that the house once comprised the single masonry-walled room which faces the beach. As the 
eaves of the entire roof to the gabled front and hipped rear are consistent in detail, it appears that the small, 
rendered masonry holiday shack of the early 1920s was enlarged with the addition of a verandah on fours sides 
and the current roof sheltering the masonry core and verandah. Judging from its details, this was likely to have 
happened prior to WWII, possibly around 1939 when Alice Martin purchased it. This roof form is visible in the 
earliest available aerial photos of the site from 1957. 

Figure 9. The house at 876 Point Nepean Road (top, left) in 
1957, showing the current roof with a gable facing the 
beach and a hip to the rear (south). No. 874 is visible to 
the south.(Landata) 

Figure 10. The house at 876 Point Nepean Road (top, left) 
in 1961, showing the current roof with a gable facing the 
beach and a hip to the rear (south). No. 874 is visible to 
the south.(Landata) 

In June 1951 Victor Frank Harris, a Master Plumber of North Balwyn, and his wife, purchased the lot, along with 
a sliver of Crown Allotment 13 (which now comprises the eastern edge of no. 874) (LV: V7575/F088). Council 
records suggest that anotherthe second fibro-cement clad house was built in 1950 at what is now the Pet Vet 
at no. 874 (MPSC:VR).  

In 1955, the Harrises subdivided off the beach-front house (no. 876) and sold it to Violet Emma Symmonds 
Crabtree and Abraham Cuthbert Crabtree. In 1959 they sold no. 874 to Harry Stanley Earle, a manger of 
Camberwell (LV: V8224/F429). 

The former holiday house at no. 874 is now a veterinary clinic, the 'Pet Vet', following extensive renovations in 
2014 for which the owners were awarded a National Trust Heritage Award for "Creative Reuse of a Heritage 
Place" (DDHS & NTAV). 

Sources 
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Australian Handbook (1903), as cited in Victorian Places.  

Butler, Graeme & Associates, Context Pty Ltd (editors) (2011), Mornington Peninsula Shire Environmental 
History.  

Victorian Places, 'Rosebud' & 'Rosebud West' , accessed August 2015.Land Victoria (LV), Certificates of Title, as 
cited above. 

Dromana & District Historical Society (DDHS) collection and information, provided 2015. Information 
generously provided by Peter Holloway, Jean Rotheram & Penny Carnaby. 

Land Victoria (LV), Certificates of Title, as cited above.  

Landata, Historic Aerial Photography, Flinders Base Map Project (3/1957) & Port Phillip Bay Eastern Shoreline 
Project (3/1961). 

Parish of Wannaeue Plan.  

Pickett, Charles (1997) The Fibro Frontier: A Different History of Australian Architecture. 

Shire of Flinders Rate Books (RB), West Riding, Vol 1, VPRS 14371/P1/ Unit 23 1915-1916, Unit 29 1920-1921, 
Unit 49 1930-1931. 

Description 

874 and 876 Point Nepean Road share what was once a single block of land extending from the road to the 
beach. They are located near Jetty Road and are in the central area of the band of private development (mainly 
residential) along the Rosebud foreshore. Both cottages have light-weight construction external walls with a 
timber frame clad with fibro-cement sheet, as was common for holiday houses in the interwar and post-war 
periods. Each is a simple version of the popular styles of their time. No. 876 is a simple gable-fronted California 
Bungalow and no. 874 is influenced by the Moderne. 

The 1920s house at no. 876 faces the beach behind a front garden, with the rear partially visible down the 
driveway of no. 8767. It has a gable front facing the beach which sits over the front porch, and a hip to the back 
of the roof, with exposed rafter tails and beaded lining boards, all clad in modern corrugated metal. It retains 
two simple rendered chimneys. The original core of the house has ruled-render masonry walls with terracotta 
vents, typical of the Edwardian and interwar periods. While the two sides and rear of this room are now 
enclosed in later fibro-cement sheet walls with a timber weatherboard dado, the front (north) façade is still 
visible with a central four-panelled door flanked by simple sash windows. Walls are clad in fibro cement sheet. 
The front gable has the timber cover straps picked out in darker paint to suggest half-timbering, as was 
common in the interwar period. The front gable rests on heavy brick piers (overpainted). The house remains 
vertical format double-hung windows in simple architraves.  A window at the rear of the house has six-over-
one pane sashes, popular in the 1920s, while the front windows are one-over-one panes. There are two doors 
to the beach façade, both of which may be original.  Level changes inside the house indicate that verandahs on 
three sides of the house were enclosed (with fibro and weatherboard walls). There is a variety of window types 
to the enclosed verandah, most of them typical of the late 1930s (both horizontal glazing bars and diamond-
pane sashes). While this may indicate that the verandah was infilled c1939, when Alice Martin purchased the 
property, their eclecticism may also indicate that they were salvaged from more than one other building much 
later than 1939. 

The two-stage construction of the house is in keeping with the pattern for interwar holiday houses, where a 
single-room house was constructed first and then enlarged. Pickett (1997:46-47) provides a similar example in 
Mount Martha where one room plus verandah were constructed in the 1920s, with an extension of fibro-
cement (unpainted) and weatherboard plinth (painted green) built in the 1930s. In other cases, a tent or shack 
was replaced by a more permanent fibro house. In the Melbourne area, Mornington Peninsula and the 
Dandenong Ranges were recognised as the two epicentres for fibro “weekenders” (Pickett, 1997: 48-49). 

There is a large later skillion addition to the west side of the house, set well back from the beach facade, and 
another to the rear of the house. 

The 1950s house at no. 874 faces Point Nepean Road and has only a small garden setback behind a post and 
rail fence. The house has a tiled transverse gabled roof with a projecting gable to the centre of the front facade. 
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The walls are clad in fibro-cement on cream brick foundations. A stepped chimney, also of cream brick, at the 
centre of the front gable is the main architectural accent. Windows are timber double-hung sashes with 
horizontal glazing bars. This and the use of corner windows to the projecting gabled bay indicate a Moderne 
influence.  

 

Figure 14. 874 Point Nepean Road before its conversion to Pet Vet. (Google Maps, March 2013) 

When converted to a veterinary clinic in 2014 the following external changes were made (by comparison with a 
March 2013 Google Streetview image): a concrete access ramp with simple metal railing was installed along the 
front facade, the entrance porch on the east side of the projecting bay was infilled with windows, and the side 
and rear setbacks were paved for customer parking. In addition, the back verandah was infilled and the 
location of the back door moved. 

Conservation Policy 

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

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

• everything within the front and east side setbacks of 874 Point Nepean Road 

• everything to the beachfront (north) setback of 876 Point Nepean Road, and to a lesser extent the east 
side and rear (south) setbacks 

Extent of heritage fabric preferably retained: 

• the whole of the house at 874 Point Nepean Road 

• the original extent of the house at 876 Point Nepean Road (excluding the skillion additions to the west 
and south sides) 

Removal of non-contributory features advisable: 

• if 874 Point Nepean Road should revert back to residential use, the 2014 external changes - 
particularly the enclosure of the front porch and the concrete ramp - should be reversed 

Preferred location for extension: 

• for 874 Point Nepean Road - to the rear 

• for 876 Point Nepean Road - to the west side 
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Front fences and gates: 

• retain current front fence to 874 Point Nepean Road as it is sympathetic to the period of the house 
and provides good visibility 

• the fence to the north boundary (facing the beach) of 876 Point Nepean Road is preferably of a height 
that still enables some public visibility of the house 

Driveways/access: 

• if 874 Point Nepean Road changes use again, reduce the extent of hard paving visible from the road 

Subdivision: 

• Further subdivision of the properties is discouraged 

Conservation guidelines (general) 

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

Comparative Analysis 

… 

Statement of Significance 

What is significant? 

The fibro holiday cottages at 874 and 876 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud, are significant. The cottages share 
what was once a single block of land in Rosebud's foreshore.,  Tthe first (no. 876) was built first in the early 
1920s as a one-room rendered masonry building in the prime beach-front position for owner Florence Clarke of 
Caulfield. By 1955 it had been enlarged with a return verandah on all sides beneath a high gabled-fronted roof. 
A second cottage, facing the road at no. 874, was built by later owner, builder Victor Harris of North Balwyn, in 
the 1950s. It was converted to business use, as the PetVet, in 2014. 

Both cottages have are of full or part light-weight construction with a timber frame clad with fibro-cement 
sheet, as was common for holiday houses in the interwar and post-war periods. Each is a simple version of the 
popular styles of their time. No. 876 is a simple gable-fronted California Bungalow with the front porch set 
below the gable, resting on brick piers, with the sides and rear of the verandah infilled with fibro-cement and 
timber weatherboard walls. No. 874 is T-shaped in plan with a gabled roof and all fibro-cement walls on a low 
cream brick plinth. The main architectural features are the stepped cream brick chimney to the front projecting 
gable and the use of corner windows with horizontal glazing bars. 

The skillion additions to no. 876 are non-contributory. 

How is it significant? 
The foreshore cottages are of local historical and architectural (representative) significance to the Shire of 
Mornington Peninsula.  

Why is it significant? 
Historically, the foreshore cottages are significant as a tangible reminder of the dramatic boom in tourism that 
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took place on Mornington Peninsula in the interwar and early post-war periods. They also represent the 
phenomenon characteristic of the Rosebud Foreshore where the central area, around Jetty Road, has 
undergone private residential development. This is in contrast with other areas on the Peninsula where the 
foreshore is public land. The difference in built-date of the two houses, with the first built facing the beach, 
illustrates the importance of this frontage, while the main road was the 'secondary' frontage. (Criterion A)  

Architecturally, the cottages are intact representative examples of the simple holiday homes built along 
Rosebud's foreshore during the interwar and early post-war periods. They illustrate the popularity of fibro-
cement sheet cladding during this period, used with simplified versions of popular house types seen in 
Melbourne's suburbs. The earlier house also demonstrates the phenomenon of constructing a very small 
holiday shack which is soon enlarged. (Criterion D) 
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Cottage and Boathouse 
 

3/914 Point Nepean Road Rosebud 

History and Historical Context 

Locality history 

In 1851 Victoria became an independent colony and in 1854 a subdivisional plan was drawn up for the 
Mornington Peninsula. The Shire of Flinders and Kangerong was formed in December of 1874 until it became 
the Shire of Flinders in 1914 (Butler 2011:119). Dromana and Rye were gazetted as official government 
township surveys in 1861, and Rosebud in 1886 (Butler 20011:90). At first, the Peninsula's coastal townships 
were extremely small settlements. In 1871, Dromana, Rye and Sorrento had a combined population of only 193 
persons and 41 dwellings. Relatively little survives from the pre-1880s period in these coastal townships. What 
remains, therefore, has great rarity value (Butler 20011:90). The buildings which survived from this era tended 
to be the more substantial ones, solidly built in brick or local limestone. The more modest early wattle and 
daub farmhouses and small fishermen's cottages in foreshore areas have all but gone. Over the next few 
decades, the townships began to expand (Butler 2011:89-90, 119).  

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

The early leading industries in Rosebud included fishing and lime burning. Lime burning sites extended from 
Point Nepean (or the Quarantine Station area, just inside the Heads) to Rosebud West, now known as Capel 
Sound, with early maps showing the country dotted with kilns (Butler 2011:53). There are records of 
fishermen's camps from an early date at Rosebud, Rye, Sorrento and Portsea. Rosebud was already a fishing 
village in 1872 and was described as such in the Lands Department Survey of that year, when the town was 
surveyed and gazetted. The fishermen's huts along the Rosebud foreshore were depicted in early sketches and 
photographs (Butler 2011:56).  

A school was opened in 1884 and a government jetty erected in Rosebud (cited as 'near Dromana') in 1887-8, 
before the Rosebud Post Office opened in 1889. The early Rosebud settlement was originally much smaller 
than that at Rye, however, it ultimately outgrew all the other townships in the Flinders Shire and became the 
centre of local government in 1976 (Butler 2011:70, 90).  

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

The introduction of the motorcar changed beach resort life dramatically, leading to new estates of holiday 
houses and weekenders (Butler 2011:94, 164). During the 1920s there was a great influx of visitors to 
Dromana, Sorrento, Flinders, Shoreham, Rye and Portsea. Rosebud was a popular holiday resort by the 1920s. 
The idea of leasing camping areas on the foreshore in Rosebud is said to have originated in this decade. In the 
summer seasons thereafter, Rosebud became a tent city (Butler 2011:163). Tourist guides in the 1930s argued 
that Mornington was particularly popular with motorists due to the good state of the roads (Butler 2011:164-
5). The summer retreat to the foreshore camps demanded entertainment. As well as the Rosebud Carnival, 
dances at the Rosebud Hall and movies on the beach were popular attractions. The Sound Shell, a dramatic 
structure in its own right, and the Village Green are all part of the endeavour to entertain the holiday-maker. 
There were also the Rosebud bowling green and the Snake Pits at Le Souef's Aquarium. In December 1928 the 
new Broadway Theatre was opened at Rosebud as a Picture and Dance Palais (Butler 2011:165).  
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The population of Rosebud grew substantially during the interwar period, growing from 494 in 1933, to 1129 in 
1947 (Victorian Places). Development in Capel Sound also increased during this period, particularly along Point 
Nepean Road. As a result, the Rosebud West Post Office opened in 1938 (Butler 2011:65). 

Place history 

The Edwardian house at 3/ 914 Point Nepean Road, Rosebud, was built between 1910 and 1915 for owner John 
Henry Davies, an accountant of Malvern. J. H. Davies purchased the property from the well-known Rudduck 
family of Dromana in 1913 who had held the property on the Rosebud foreshore since the original Crown Grant 
for Crown Allotment 28, Section 1 of the Parish of Wannaeue was granted to Nelson Rudduck in 1887 (Parish 
Plan & LV: V1942/F236). CA 28 was one of the 32 allotments along the foreshore that were originally released 
for sale in 1872 (Parish Plan). 

J. H. Davies was rated in 1915 as the owner of CA 28 with a building at an Net Annual Value (approximately 10% 
of the total value) of 20 pounds, which suggests a building on the lot (RB). The Rudduck family were not rated 
at Crown Allotment 28 between 1905 and 1910, suggesting the allotment was still empty at that time. This puts 
the construction date of the house at c1910-15, which accords with its Federation design. J. H. Davies died in 
1940. The property was owned by Sylvia Deal of Blackburn from 1941 to 1951, and then by Rupert Andrews, a 
merchant of Ormond, for the next 25 years (LV: V1942/F236) 

It is not clear when the two-storey granny flatboatshed, that stands next to the house, was built, but its cream 
bricks paired with splayed sills of glazed manganese bricks suggest a 1950s built-date. So it was most likely built 
under Rupert Andrew's ownership.  

The front two-thirds of the property were subdivided off, and two two-storey units built there in the early 
2000s. While this obscures views of the house and boat shed from the road, both were designed to face the 
foreshore, and can be viewed from there. 

Sources 

Australian Handbook (1903), as cited in Victorian Places.  
Butler, Graeme & Associates, Context Pty Ltd (editors) (2011), Mornington Peninsula Shire Environmental 
History.  
Dromana & District Historical Society (DDHS) collection and information, provided 2015. Information 
generously provided by Peter Holloway, Jean Rotheram & Penny Carnaby. 
Land Victoria (LV), Certificates of Title, as cited above.  
Parish of Wannaeue Plan.  
Victorian Places, 'Rosebud' & 'Rosebud West' , accessed August 2015. 

Description 

The two buildings at 3/914 Point Nepean Road sit at the north end of what was once a long, narrow foreshore 
block. Their position is at the beach end of the block, well removed and turning away from Point Nepean Road. 
The timber Federation cottage sits near the western boundary, behind a large garden setback from the 
foreshore boundary. The early post-war granny flatboatshed sits along the eastern boundary, about half of its 
length proud of the cottage (i.e., with a smaller setback from the foreshore boundary).  

The Federation cottage is a small building with a gabled hipped roof and return verandah continuous with the 
main roof. 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 of various ages and shades. It appears that 
the verandah once wrapped around the north, east and south sides of the house, but the south side has been 
filled in.  

Only the north elevation is clearly visible from the public domain (the foreshore). On this elevation, beneath 
the verandah, three windows are visible: one double-hung sash, and two shorter and wider windows (one 
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boarded over, the other with sliding sashes). Their variety suggests at least two stages. Between the pair of 
wider windows are French doors with a depressed Tudor arch which appear to date from the 1930s.  

The verandah posts lack detail and appear to be modern replacements. The verandah does retain timber 
flooring which may be original. 

When viewed in early 2015, it appeared that the cottage was still in use but in a neglected condition. 

The granny flatboatshed beside it is two storeys in height with a terracotta tiled hipped roof. Walls are of 
cream brick on a red brick plinth with window sills of splayed manganese bricks. The ground floor to the north 
and south elevations feature folding timber doors beneath a concrete lintel. The upper level has timber 
windows, some double-hung sashes and picture windows to the corners. A concrete flight of stairs on the west 
side leads up to a cantilevered concrete balcony along the north side with delicate classical balustrades. 

Conservation Policy 

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

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

• everything within the north (beachfront) setback 

Extent of heritage fabric preferably retained: 

• the whole of the cottage under the hipped roof 

• the whole of the boathouse 

Removal of non-contributory features advisable: 

• the infill of the return verandah  

• the carport on the south elevation of the house 

Restoration of missing original detail advisable: 

• the original type of window sashes to the north elevation based on documentary evidence or intact 
windows on other elevations 

Preferred location for extension: 

• to the south 

• physically separate from main structure with a light link at the south-west corner, so that the return 
verandah can be re-opened in the future  

Garages and outbuildings: 

• separate from the house 

• located between the house and the unit at 2/914 so that it is concealed from the public domain to the 
north and south 

Fences and gates: 

• the fence to the north boundary (facing the beach) is preferably of a height that still enables some 
public visibility of the buildings 

Subdivision: 

• Further subdivision of this property is discouraged 

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

 

Comparative Analysis 
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… 

Statement of Significance 

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 granny flatboatshed is a non-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) 

Recommendations 

Outbuildings/fences not exempts? Yes BoatshedNo  
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Norburne 

100-104 Dundas Street Rye 

History and Historical Context 

Locality history 

Rye was originally part of the Kangerong run (1837), later named Tootgarook run, and was named after one of 
the Cinque Ports in Sussex, England (Barnard 2005). Rye was a settlement borne out of the lime burning 
industry which began at the site in the 1850s. Portsea and Sorrento were major lime burning areas initially, 
followed by Rye and Blairgowrie. However, from about 1856, Rye became the chief lime burning area. Lime 
burning sites extended from Point Nepean (or the Quarantine Station area, just inside the Heads) to Capel 
Sound, formerly known as Rosebud West, with early maps showing the country dotted with kilns (Butler 
2011:53-4). Rye supplied the Melbourne market, where builders urgently needed lime for the post-gold rush 
building boom. After the mid 1850s Rye had replaced Portsea and Sorrento as the chief lime-burning district 
and it has been estimated that, in those days, there were more people living around Rye than in Sorrento or 
Portsea (Butler 2011:90). Many local buildings were built of the local limestone. The last lime was burnt in 
1913. Rye's early industries also included timber-cutting and fishing, with fishermen's camps recorded in the 
area from an early date (Butler 2011:56, 90). The local banksia, sheoak and tea tree were also used to fuel 
limeburning, which is suggested to have resulted in the spreading of tea tree on the cleared land, leading to an 
increase in tea tree cutting in the nineteenth century (Victorian Places).  

A Government jetty was constructed at Rye in 1866, however, this was not used by bay steamers transporting 
holiday-makers in the nineteenth century, but for the export of local lime and produce. In 1880 Rye Post Office 
was established, while St Andrew's Anglican Church, built in 1882, is the second oldest stone church in the 
Shire (Butler 2011:65, 70, 146). The original Rye School was one of three schools on the Peninsula in 1856 and 
was known as Tootgarook Common School No. 623. It became Rye State School No. 1667 in 1884. Later, the 
school was held in the Mechanics' Hall before moving to the 1923 building, Rye Primary School No. 1667 
(Butler 2011:153).  

In 1903, the Australian Handbook noted that Rye was a 'beautiful seaside village' with a post office, hotel, 
boarding house, State School No. 1667, Episcopalian Church and mechanics' institute. It also noted that the 
place was good for sport, particularly rabbit and fox hunting (Victorian Places). 

Townships and villages throughout the Shire remained relatively stable into the first half of the twentieth 
century. However, the introduction of the motorcar changed beach resort life dramatically, leading to new 
estates of holiday houses and weekenders (Butler 2011:94, 164). During the 1920s there was a great influx of 
visitors to Dromana, Sorrento, Flinders, Shoreham, Rye and Portsea while, in the 1930s, tourist guides argued 
that Mornington was particularly popular with motorists due to the good state of the roads (Butler 2011:164-
5). In 1933, the population of Rye had increased to 273, in comparison to 103 people in 1911 (Victorian Places).  

Place history 

…  
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Bethany 

2493 Point Nepean Road Rye 

History and Historical Context 

Locality history 

… 

Place history 

The property was originally part of Maori Farm (RB), which extended through to Melbourne Road (Arnold 
1985:36). Frances M Horneman, married woman of Carlton, purchased land south of Point Nepean Road (lot 2, 
with a frontage of 30.5m) in April 1913. Horneman, still a resident of Carlton, was rated for the property in Rye 
in 1920 and 1930, which remained vacant at this time (RB). In July 1934, the land was transferred to Bertram H 
Horneman, who sold it to Arthur W Dark, wholesale butcher of Rye, in December 1948. Dark subdivided the 
land into two lots, creating the current nos. 2491 and 2493. No. 2493 was sold to Jean and Winifred Perdrix in 
April 1949 (LV:V3689/F664; V7249/F798).  

The rate books indicate that between 1947 and 1952, lot 2 in the Township of Rye was owned by B. H. 
Horneman, then Arthur William Dark. In 1947, the Net Annual Value (approximately 10% of the total value) 
totalled 5 pounds. This increased to 8 pounds in 1948, and 10 pounds in 1949. The following year in 1950, the 
Net Annual Value dropped to (and remained at) 8 pounds (RB). This drop corresponds with the subdivision of 
the current no. 2493, sold to the Perdrix family as land in 1949.  

In 1950, Winifred Perdrix was rated for lot 2 (matching the current property boundary), which now had a Net 
Annual Value of a substantial 120 pounds (RB). This indicates that the existing house was built for Jean and 
Winifred Perdrix soon after they purchased it, in 1949. In February 1956 the house was sold to William Diggles, 
renovator, and Olive Diggles (LV:V7249/F798). 

The name 'Bethany' is written in mild steel, attached to the chimney, which was added by the Diggles family. 

Sources 

… 

Description 

Bethany sits behind a generous front yard facing Point Nepean Road. The side drive is entered via tall mild-steel 
gates between cream brick piers. These match the bricks of the house's prominent chimney. The house is clad 
in timber weatherboards with a hipped roof clad in concrete tiles (probably the original). A garage at the rear 
mirrors the hipped roof and roof and wall cladding of the house. 

The house has a complex hipped roof, with a lower projecting hip to the side of the front facade, and a 
projecting hip to the east side of the house, creating a faceted plan emphasised by corner windows. The 
windows are double-hung timber sashes with three horizontal lights in the top sashes, another Moderne detail. 
More typically Moderne houses have two horizontal panes to the top light. This is paired with Tuscan columns 
to the front and side porches, which suggest a Georgian Revival influence. The back windows have been 
replaced with large aluminium-framed units. 

Apart from its massing, the main decorative features of the house are the porch columns and an oversized 
external chimney at the centre of the projecting front hip. It is constructed of light cream brick with a recessed 
central panel and indented arises. The top narrows somewhat, which is a later extension to help the chimney 
draw better, with a terracotta pot at the top.  … 



Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme Amendment C214  Panel Report  4 December 2018 

 

Page 127 of 128 

 

 

Kalimna farm complex & farm landscape 
 

Place Identifier 12 

Other Names Conrad Kleinitz farm complex 

Address  3649  Frankston Flinders Road Merricks 

 Study grading (National, State, Regional, Shire, Local): Regional? 

Creation date(s): 1869c, 1903c 

Site Type: Farm complex, sheep/cattle        Map (Melway) 257C2 

Description: 

The property is approached by a long drive, the house and buildings being concealed in mature tree groves, set 
on the hill overlooking the water- part of farm group- landscape Mature trees related to the construction 
period of the building aid in the period expression and cultural significance of the place as indicators of age and 
period. 

Inspection was not possible during the study period. 

In early 2016 the house and outbuilding were relocated further south of their original location, behind an 
existing row of pine trees (refer to Figures 1 and 2). This relocation was approved as part of Planning Permit 
P14/0520 (for re-subdivision (consolidation) of four lots, removal of an easement, alteration of access to road 
in RDZ1, removal of vegetation, demolition (relocation) of two heritage buildings, use and development of one 
of the newly created lots for the purpose of a restaurant, winery, art gallery and sculpture park, and sale and 
consumption of liquor). 

 
Figure 1: Original house and outbuilding site   Figure 2: Relocated house and outbuilding  
               2005 Council Aerial                   2018 Council Aerial  
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Figure 3: Northern elevation relocated house, taken 11 
Oct 2016 (from Site Inspection Report by Trethowan, 12 
Dec 2016). 

Figure 4: Northern elevation relocated 
outbuilding, taken 11 October 2016 (from Site 
Inspection Report by Trethowan,12 Dec 2016). 

 

… 


