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To whom it may concern,

There are to my understanding a couple of changes proposed for  follows:

Amendment from NRZ2 to GRZ1 and align residential zone to title boundary - I have no problem with
this.
Updating mapping to remove heritage overlays incorrectly mapped at the rear of the property - I have
no problem with this.
Update property to a contributory heritage place outside the heritage overlay - this is the basis of my
submission.

I spoke with officer Phoebe Hanna today who assisted with my understanding of this last item, which I
understand is intended due to the property in question having general neighbourhood character.

I appreciate the initial report prior to this amendment being conducted in 2016, and much has occurred in the
intermediate period. In that respect, I would note the following:

An application was lodged to demolish the entire property and erection of a new (single) dwelling,
which was approved in May 2018  The permit was
subsequently updated for minor items in July 2019 and March 2020 
In accordance with permits granted the

Having regard to these aspects which have transpired between 2016 and current, I would submit that the
classification of the property having neighbourhood character consistent with a definition of "contributory
heritage place outside the heritage overlay" is no longer appropriate. I would therefore ask that this part of the
C161 amendment be updated to reflect same, and that the property have no overlay or classification
whatsoever of a heritage nature in any way, as clearly based on the permits granted to date for the property
there is no longer such view held by relevant officers.

Again I appreciate things have changed over the course of time whilst this vast amendment has been put
together, so would greatly appreciate if this item can be resolved now, rather than having to be resolved later
separately, which will of course be much more cumbersome.

I thank you in advance for your help, and please feel free to contact me on the below at your convenience
should you wish to discuss further or require any further information.

Cheers,
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To the Head of City Policy,
We make this submission in support of Amendment C161, and in particular in support of the
proposal to apply a heritage overlay to the southern side of Dickens Street, Elwood.
We support  being given a ‘significant grading’ and we also support
the properties being given a ‘significant grading’.
In relation to  we note that that principal façade and the primary building volume
remains largely intact despite the rear of the building having been demolished and a structure
added to the rear 

The heritage overlay will help to ensure that any future development of that site respects the
heritage precinct within which it is located, and comprises a respectful addition to the dwelling
itself.
We were very pleased that council have upheld community desire to retain  in
its current façade and we hope that future decisions regarding this property continue to ensure
that the look and feel of our beautiful neighbourhood is maintained.





 

 

 

 

Subject: Amendment C161 - Update Amendment 

 

Dear PPC, 

I am writing to voice my full support for the Amendment C161, particularly, the heritage Overlay 

proposed for the Iconic building at  Melbourne and it’s significance as 

outlined in the heritage report, undertaken by Peter Andrew Barrett. 

 

 

 

 

The buildings at  provides a great example of local heritage significance on a 

large scale, due to the size of the foot print. The buildings are in good condition with gardens well 

maintained to support their overall appearance and aesthetics to the area. Their location on the 

corner of Queens Rd and Beatrice St is prime land for this area and municipality, given its proximity 

to Albert park lake and the Golf course. 

 

The buildings were constructed in the 1940’s in tune with the area and the aesthetics of this remain 

intact today. All efforts should be made to retain this building and others of significant heritage 

importance, as both Queens Rd & St Kilda Rd are famous internationally for their original 

architecture and significance within the Melbourne precinct. 

Please see below some other examples of these type of buildings. 
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Dear Sir/Madam,
I would like to show my support for the proposed Amendment C161 to the planning regulations to
recognise the heritage status of the buildings which located on 
I believes these buildings are very good and intact examples of the Functionalist style of architectural
now sadly lacking locally. And they significantly add to the history and architectural value of the area.
Kind regards,
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A proposal has been put forward to have  adjusted to a heritage listing
overlay.









 and have read 

the proposed Amendment C161 in relation to  located on the north west side of 

the unnamed alleyway  We wish to SUPPORT strongly the finding of the 

Heritage Review Update proposing that the grading of the property at  is revised 

from non-contributory to significant inside HO (HO444). Such an amendment to the Planning Scheme 

would further protect and enhance the heritage character of the Middle Park area. The existing 

Federation cottage is a single storey brick building with a pitched corrugated iron roof consistent with 

other residential buildings along the adjacent streets and laneways, in particular the single storey brick 

factory building with a sawtooth roof that has been converted for residential use opposite at  

. Protecting this intact Federation building from demolition or external alteration is 

vital to preserving the character and appearance of the adjacent laneways and streets which are noted 

for their “cohesion” and “largely intact streetscapes of Victorian and Edwardian housing”.  
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 wish to
support Amendment C161 to Recognise the heritage status of the three adjacent blocks of flats
at 
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Dear Sir/Madam,
I hereby support submission for Amendment C161 Port. The three adjacent blocks of flats
at  were built during the early stages of WWII by Charles Hector Young,
a local builder and are very good and intact examples of the Functionalist style of
architecture now sadly lacking locally.
We should keep Melbourne old buildings as heritage otherwise it will look like a city
without a soul.



 
 
 

  
 
 
 
The Head of City Policy, 
City of Port Phillip, 
Private Bag No 3, 
PO St Kilda,  Vic  3182 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
HERITAGE ASSESSMENT of  
 

 
 

 a prime target for developer 
purchase and subsequent tear down of this classic complex and rebuild on the site. 
 
What impressed us about the whole 3 complexes were the synergistic co-existence of the three 
buildings.  Their design is simple yet beautiful in subtle ways.  The compound gardens are 
immaculate and the flat that we visited was roomy and functional.  We were so glad that the three 
complexes still existed amongst a forest of high rise, heartless buildings. 
 

  It was 
amazing how these complexes almost alone changed the thinking of the time in regards to flat living 
in inner Melbourne.  Since then I have been following the brilliant information on your website 
afforded by your planning information and disclosure. 
 

 
 

 
 
Based on this information I fully support the change of overlay on this site to one of a heritage 
listing.  It does reinforce the aged beauty of Melbourne and hopefully protects the owners against 
predatory developers who would tear down this magnificent complex purely for the purpose of 
profit. 
 
I would be very happy to be contacted in regards to our feelings on this matter. 
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To whom it may concern

Dear Sir or Madam,

My name is Sharon Sun and my contact address is 

I would like to support the proposed Amendment to have the properties at 
recognised for their heritage value.

The three adjacent blocks of flats at  were built during the early stages
of WWII by Charles Hector Young, which is rare now locally. It will be a right decision to
keep some historical buildings for our generations.

With best regards
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Dear Sir/Madam,

I am writing this letter to preserve the historical buildings of three adjacent blocks of flats at 
from destroying these cultural heritage and to support submission for amendment C161 Port.

Heritage buildings are things we want to keep because we believe they make a valuable contribution to our
identity and culture.

Kind Regards,
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Dear Port Phillip Council,

By seeing historic buildings―whether related to something famous or recognisably
dramatic―tourists and long-time residents are able to witness the aesthetic and cultural
history of an area. A city needs old buildings to maintain a sense of permanency and
heritage. Melbourne is renowned for its beautiful architecture and we need to continue to
hold onto our heritage and culturally significant buildings.

I am writing to express my full support for the Amendment C161, particularly, the heritage
Overlay for the Iconic building at  and its significance
as spelt out in the Heritage Assessment report by Peter Andrew Barrett.

Architecture plays a huge part in our historical aesthetics and the 1940s buildings at 
 a beautifully maintained example. As a community we need to do

all we can to preserve our buildings that hold high heritage importance.

This reality brings to light the importance of locating and saving buildings of historic
significance―because once a piece of history is destroyed, it is lost forever.

Kind Regards,
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Hello

I would like to support the proposed Amendment C161 to the planning regulations to
recognise the heritage status of the buildings which stand between 

I would like to support the following submission;

I think it is a positive move to preserve the history of this area.

Please mark my support.
Best wishes
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Head of City Policy,
City of Port Phillip,
Private Bag No 3,
PO St Kilda Vic 3182
Dear Sir / Madam,

Amendment C161 - Update Amendment
I am fully behind the proposed listing of the Heritage Buildings comprising 
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To whom it may concern,
We make this submission in support of Amendment C161 - and in particular in support of the
proposal to apply a heritage overlay to the southern side of 

 the years,
value the heritage significance of the street and the area we live in.
We are particularly supportive of any heritage protection for . The heritage
overlay will help ensure that any future development of that site respects the heritage precinct
within which it is located, and comprises a respectful addition to the dwelling itself.
We were very pleased that council upheld the community desire to retain  in its
current façade and we hope that future decisions regarding this property continue to ensure
that the look and feel of our beautiful neighbourhood is maintained.
Thank you for the important work you are doing for our heritage.
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Dear Sir and Madam,

I strongly support that should be listed as a heritage
building and it is such a sad loss for Victorian and Australian to destroy such an
historical building only for some short sighted commercial purpose. I am worrying In
this case, soon Australian would have no history no culture left! Thinking about our
next generation, these are the valuable assets we should have cherished for them!
Historical buildings are representing culture; and culture makes us feeling proud!

I am strongly supporting the council’s intention to heritage list for those buildings on
They are the treasures for human beings, specially Victorian and

Australian!

Kind regards
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Hi,

I would like to pledge my support behind the
Port Phillip Council’s intention to heritage list the buildings on  
These buildings are opposite the Grosvenor on Beatrice Street.
The buildings are significant, having been constructed in the early 1940’s and of local aesthetic
and historical significance to the Albert Park area.

As a resident of  it would a travesty should these buildings not be preserved in
the way they were constructed, I fully support the Council in their initiative.

Kind Regards



 
 

                                                                                                   
                                            
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I would like to register my support for amendment-c161. 
It is distressing to see so many wonderful examples of our architectural 
heritage being rezoned for large impersonal dwellings. 
This is an early prime example of our national heritage. Keeping sites like these 
is what differentiates our city from other cities. One of the wonders of visiting 
cities is to appreciate the architecture which leads to a better understanding of 
that city’s history. 
 

 were built during the 
early stages of WWII by Charles Hector Young, a local builder and are very 
good and intact examples of the Functionalist style of architectural now sadly 
lacking locally  

 
 is one of many Heritage sites which should be preserved. 

The complete list of amendments makes one more aware of what the 
architects and council planning staff are endeavouring to preserve for us all.  
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 

 
 

 





Comments on Amendment C161 as it relates to  
 
Dear Head of Strategic Planning, City of Port Phillip 
 

 
 

 
 
 have read the relevant documents (including the Heritage Assessment, Andrew Barrett 2017 and 

the Port Phillip Heritage Review Update, David Helms 2019) and have inspected the outside of  
 

 
The property, which was built in 1940-41, comprises three low rise blocks of flats: Glen Eagles, 
Kinross and Kinfauns and auxiliary buildings. The flats are surrounded by gardens.  The flats, 
designed in the Moderne style, appear to be in beautiful condition, as are the gardens surrounding 
them. 
 
I completely support the intention of the City of Port Phillip to apply a new individual Heritage 
Overlay to   The Port Phillip documents are persuasive in showing 
why they are of local aesthetic and historic significance to Port Phillip and it is unnecessary for me to 
repeat the reasons in my comments here – refer Statement of Significance: Glen Eagles, Kinross and 
Kinfauns. 
 

 
 

  
 
 

 
 



Comments on Amendment C161 as it relates to  
 
Dear Head of Strategic Planning, City of Port Phillip 
 

 
 

 
 
I have read the relevant documents (including the Heritage Assessment, Andrew Barrett 2017 and 
the Port Phillip Heritage Review Update, David Helms 2019) and have inspected the outside of  

 
 
The property, which was built in 1940-41, comprises three low rise blocks of flats: Glen Eagles, 
Kinross and Kinfauns and auxiliary buildings. The flats are surrounded by gardens.  The flats, 
designed in the Moderne style, appear to be in beautiful condition, as are the gardens surrounding 
them. 
 
I completely support the intention of the City of Port Phillip to apply a new individual Heritage 

.  The Port Phillip documents are persuasive in showing 
why they are of local aesthetic and historic significance to Port Phillip and it is unnecessary for me to 
repeat the reasons in my comments here – refer Statement of Significance: Glen Eagles, Kinross and 
Kinfauns. 
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I add my support to Council to recognise the “Heritage Value” of the flats at 

I do believe that these flats are a significant milestone in the history of the area, and that
they add to the history and architectural value of the area.
Thank You





We are delighted by and support Port Phillip Council’s initiative and proposal to heritage list the 

abovementioned flats built during the early stages of World War 11 by Charles Hector Young.  As 

residents and owner of various property in the area we need to retain the important character and 

history of the area, which amongst its parks and heritage building’s, we are proud to call home.      



From: Marcus Chua
To: Helpdesk - Strategic Planning
Subject: Proposal 58-60 Queens Road - heritage value - For
Date: Sunday, 19 July 2020 10:48:50 AM
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To Whom It May Concern - The Port Philip Council

Dear Sirs,

I would like to support the Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to the planning
regulations to recognise the heritage status of the buildings 58-60 Queens Road.

These block of flats, 58-60 Queens Road were built by WWII Charles Hector Young, a
local builder and represent the Functionalist style of architectural, seldom seen in today's
modern architecture. The definitely add to the diminishing history and architecture of this
area. They bring a joy to the eye when I go for my walks and enjoy the historic element of
a bygone era that they bring, the spirit and energy that it emanates is immeasurable.

Therefore I support Port Philip Council in this proposed amendment based on the above
thoughts.

Thank you.

Regards,

Marcus Chua
1312 / 576 St Kilda Road,
Melbourne VIC 3004

mailto:marcus.chua.h.m@gmail.com
mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au


From: Mark Brickles
To: Dr Gina Brickles; Helpdesk - Strategic Planning
Subject: Amendment C161 - Edgewater Towers
Date: Sunday, 19 July 2020 10:55:33 AM
Attachments: IMG_3102.jpeg

IMG_9738.jpeg
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To Whom it May Concern
We are writing to register our very strong support for the heritage listing of this site and
the protection of it for future generations. 

We are the owners of 2 apartments at Edgewater Towers(4G and 10F). We have lived
there several times since 2007 and intend to retire there in the future. I have been a board
member since 2011.

The Edgewater community has invested significant resources into the site over the last 10
years. When we first moved in, back in 2007, it was dilapidated. It had been neglected for
decades.

The community has restored the facade of the building, the lobby, corridors, gardens,
rooftop and the carpark at the rear of the building(installing beautiful Chinese Elms that
will one day form a boulevard of trees). Once grown we will install lighting on the trees.

The architecture of the building is something the board and community are working hard
to make as uniform as possible and restore as close to the original design as possible. We
have been actively restoring the beautiful wooden windows, many of which are still as
solid now as the day they were installed.

It is a very rare site in the area and will never be able to be recreated in the future. It gives
a snapshot of a rare period in Melbourne and St Kildas history. The beautiful modernist
design building and sweeping carpark down to Peanut Farm Reserve. 

The views of the building from Peanut Farm Reserve, up the tree lined carpark to the
building are just as beautiful as the views from the bay. They are enjoyed by thousands of
people every month. A couple of photos attached. 

We thank the council, planning minister and especially David Helms for helping preserve
this site as a historical site for future generations.

Regards,
Mark and Gina Brickles

mailto:mark.brickles@gmail.com
mailto:osteopathy@gmail.com
mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au








From: sym.kohn@gmail.com
To: Helpdesk - Strategic Planning
Subject: Amendment C161 - Edgewater Towers, 12, Marine Parade, St Kilda (HO510)
Date: Sunday, 19 July 2020 1:57:59 PM
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The Chair,
Planning Committee,
Port Phillip City Council.
Dear Chair
I purchased an apartment at Edgewater Towers in 2009 and have been a Board member for 10
of the past 11 years and Chair for most of that time (and am still currently a member). With the
support of most of the owners, we have spent the past 10 years refurbishing the building whilst
retaining strong and sympathetic links to its heritage and original design.
I would like to register my strong support for the upgrading of Edgewater Towers to a
Significant Heritage Place. I believe that a substantial majority of owners would also support this
based on my discussions with many of them over the years.
There are a number of features still existing within the building (curved stone wall in the lobby,
original block fence on Marine Parade, terrazzo floor in the lobby, bank of copper-faced letter
boxes in the lobby), many of which are irreplaceable today, and if you are ever in a position to
cite individual features in a heritage overlay, I should be very pleased if you could consider these.
I would be happy to show any committee member or appropriate council officer around the
building (subject to any current Covid-19 restrictions), either personally or by Zoom or
equivalent, and would also be happy to be contacted (details below) if further information is
wanted. I would also invite you to access our website (www.edgewatertowers.com.au) or our
Wikipedia page (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Edgewater_Towers) for more information.
Sym Kohn
0418 349 292
sym.kohn@gmail.com

mailto:sym.kohn@gmail.com
mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au
https://protect-au.mimecast.com/s/0rQiCVAGY9hxGvNNFziQc-?domain=edgewatertowers.com.au
https://protect-au.mimecast.com/s/dBRQCZYM3RF5JGrrIPa34A?domain=secure-web.cisco.com


From: Dinesha
To: strategicplanning@portphillip.voc.gov.au; Helpdesk - Strategic Planning
Subject: Support for Heritage Listing Properties at 58-60 Queens Rd, Melbourne, 3004.
Date: Sunday, 19 July 2020 4:34:03 PM
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Support for Heritage Listing Properties at 58-60 Queens Rd,
Melbourne, 3004.
We are residents of 55 Queens Rd Melbourne.

We are writing to express our strong support for the proposed action to heritage list the
properties at 58-60 Queens Rd.
These buildings add an enormous amount of character, aesthetic and architectural beauty
to both Queens Rd and Beatrice St.
Furthermore, if the buildings are not heritage listed there is the risk that these buildings
could be destroyed and a multi-level residential block be built in its place. Were this to
happen it would significantly affect the ambiance, character and charm of Beatrice St as
well its safety, function and historical significance. This would negatively impact the
numerous families with young children that reside in this area.
These buildings are nearly 100 years old and we strongly urge Council to protect them.

Yours Sincerely,
1. Dinesha Gunatillake - 720/55 Queens Rd, Melbourne.
2. Alexander Earl - 720/55 Queens Rd, Melbourne.

mailto:dineshaseventyfive@gmail.com
mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.voc.gov.au
mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au


From: Stefan Angelini
To: Helpdesk - Strategic Planning
Subject: Re: Support to Amendment C161
Date: Sunday, 19 July 2020 9:39:48 PM
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Yes 58-60 Queens Road, Melbourne

Kind Regards,

Stefan Angelini

Gembrook Family Office
PO Box. 6811 St Kilda Road Central 8008
Victoria, Australia
m. 0423 848 608
e. stefan@gembrook.co

Confidentiality: The contents of this e-mail may contain information that is confidential, privileged or commercially valuable and is intended for the
named recipient of this e-mail. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified that several Commonwealth Acts of Parliament strictly prohibit
any review, re-transmission, disclosure, use or dissemination of this communication. Gembrook Close Pty. Ltd. does not warrant that the contents of
any electronically transmitted information will remain confidential. If you receive this e-mail in error, please reply to us immediately and delete this
transmission together with any attachments.
Viruses: It is the recipient/client's duty to virus scan and otherwise test the information provided before loading onto any computer system. No
warranty is made that this material is free from computer virus or any other defect or error. Any loss/damage incurred by using this material is not the
sender's responsibility. Gembrook Close Pty. Ltd. entire liability will be limited to resupplying the material.

On Fri, Jul 10, 2020 at 9:32 AM Helpdesk - Strategic Planning
<strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au> wrote:

Good morning Stefan,

Many thanks for taking the time to make a submission to Amendment C161port.

Which property in Amendment C161port is this submission of support in relation to? 58-60
Queens Road, Melbourne?

Once I have this information I will be able to register your submission.

Have a lovely weekend.

Kind regards,

Phoebe Hanna

Strategic Planner | Strategy & Design

T: 03 9209 7509

St Kilda Town Hall | 99a Carlisle Street, St Kilda, Victoria 3182

From: Stefan Angelini <stefan@gembrook.co> 

mailto:stefan@gembrook.co
mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au
mailto:stefan@gembrook.co
mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au
mailto:stefan@gembrook.co


Sent: Saturday, 4 July 2020 9:08 PM
To: Helpdesk - Strategic Planning <strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au>
Subject: Support to Amendment C161
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To Whom it may concern,

Name - Stefan Angelini

Address - 404/8E evergreen Mews, Armadale VIC 3143

Proposal response - Support Proposal. Melbourne is losing its historical value, particularly
the period following WWII, a dramatic event of our past.

Recommended Amendments - None

Notice to support the proposed Amendment

http://www.portphillip.vic.gov.au/amendment-c161.htm

Kind Regards,

Stefan Angelini

Gembrook Family Office
PO Box. 6811 St Kilda Road Central 8008
Victoria, Australia
m. 0423 848 608
e. stefan@gembrook.co

Confidentiality: The contents of this e-mail may contain information that is confidential, privileged or commercially valuable and is intended for
the named recipient of this e-mail. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified that several Commonwealth Acts of Parliament strictly
prohibit any review, re-transmission, disclosure, use or dissemination of this communication. Gembrook Close Pty. Ltd. does not warrant that the
contents of any electronically transmitted information will remain confidential. If you receive this e-mail in error, please reply to us immediately
and delete this transmission together with any attachments.
Viruses: It is the recipient/client's duty to virus scan and otherwise test the information provided before loading onto any computer system. No
warranty is made that this material is free from computer virus or any other defect or error. Any loss/damage incurred by using this material is not
the sender's responsibility. Gembrook Close Pty. Ltd. entire liability will be limited to resupplying the material.

This message and any attachments may be confidential and/or legally privileged. If you received this message in error, please do not copy or
distribute it. Instead, destroy it and notify the sender immediately. To the extent that this email contains information provided to Port Phillip City
Council by other sources, Port Phillip City Council does not warrant that it is accurate or complete. To the extent that there are opinions or views
expressed in this email, they are those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Port Phillip City Council. Please do not
delete or alter this notice.

mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au
https://protect-au.mimecast.com/s/F-QGCXLK1RfXwJLxU6UfoQ?domain=portphillip.vic.gov.au
mailto:stefan@gembrook.co


From: Ms Wu
To: Helpdesk - Strategic Planning
Subject: Fw: I support council to make 58-60 Queens Road Melbourne 3004 as Heritage Listing Buildings
Date: Sunday, 19 July 2020 10:25:33 PM
Importance: High
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From: Ms Wu <sharon.wu168@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, 19 July 2020 10:24 PM
To: strategicplanning@portphillip.voc.gov.au <strategicplanning@portphillip.voc.gov.au>
Subject: I support council to make 58-60 Queens Road Melbourne 3004 as Heritage Listing
Buildings
Dear Sir/Madam

These buildings are significant to people live nearby. And it has 80 years of history to
Melbourne and of local aesthetic and historical significance to Melbourne people. Not one
can bring history back to life when is gone.

This listing will add character and distinctiveness to this area, heritage is a fundamental in
creating a 'sense of place' for my community. The heritage places are an excellent local
educational resource for people of all ages. There are a lot of new buildings nearby and is
so important to have this as heritage listing to tell the history of the area. Also, would
benefit for tourism. Heritage Listing will make a better place to live and work for
Melbourne people.

Thank you very much.

Best Regards 
Sharon Wu
GROSVENOR
G03/55 Queens Road
Melbourne VIC 3004
E: sharon.wu168@hotmail.com

mailto:sharon.wu168@hotmail.com
mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au


From: Rose Peace
To: Helpdesk - Strategic Planning
Subject: I support council to make 58-60 Queens Road Melbourne 3004 as Heritage Listing Buildings
Date: Sunday, 19 July 2020 10:33:35 PM

[External Email] Please be cautious before clicking on any links or attachments.

Dear Sir/Madam

These buildings are significant to people live nearby. And it has 80 years of history to
Melbourne and of local aesthetic and historical significance to Melbourne people. Not one
can bring history back to life when is gone.

This listing will add character and distinctiveness to this area, heritage is a fundamental in
creating a 'sense of place' for my community. The heritage places are an excellent local
educational resource for people of all ages. There are a lot of new buildings nearby and is
so important to have this as heritage listing to tell the history of the area. Also, would
benefit for tourism. Heritage Listing will make a better place to live and work for
Melbourne people.

Thank you very much
Xiao Hong Wu
THE JEWEL
Lot 43/566 St Kilda Road
Melbourne VIC 3004

mailto:rc3396815@gmail.com
mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au


From: Ms Wu
To: Helpdesk - Strategic Planning
Subject: I support council to make 58-60 Queens Road Melbourne 3004 as Heritage Listing Buildings
Date: Sunday, 19 July 2020 10:28:18 PM
Importance: High
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Dear Sir/Madam

These buildings are significant to people live nearby. And it has 80 years of history to
Melbourne and of local aesthetic and historical significance to Melbourne people. Not one
can bring history back to life when is gone.

This listing will add character and distinctiveness to this area, heritage is a fundamental in
creating a 'sense of place' for my community. The heritage places are an excellent local
educational resource for people of all ages. There are a lot of new buildings nearby and is
so important to have this as heritage listing to tell the history of the area. Also, would
benefit for tourism. Heritage Listing will make a better place to live and work for
Melbourne people.

Thanks 
Best Regards 
Xiao Hong Wu
GROSVENOR
807/55 Queens Road
Melbourne VIC 3004
E: xhwu168@hotmail.com

mailto:xhwu168@hotmail.com
mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au
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HEAD OF CITY POLICY, CITY OF PORT PHILLIP
Re: AMENDMENT C161
Dear Sir,
I write to add my voice in support of Amendment C161 to the Port Phillip Planning Scheme in
relation to the brick apartment building at 
Unfortunately Melbourne has already lost much of it's architectural heritage and so you/we
should take every opportunity to preserve and safeguard what is left.
Certainly many of the new buildings that have replaced so many of the beautiful old building on
Queens Road have not been an improvement.
I therefore strongly support Amendment C161.
Thank you



















p. 1 246 Albert Road, South Melbourne VIC 3205  |  P +61 3 9525 4299  |  bryceraworth.com.au

26 August 2020 

Statutory Planning 
City of Port Phillip 

To whom it may concern 

Re: 335 Ferrars Street, South Melbourne 
Proposed regrading of the subject site and its environs 

This letter has been prepared at the request of the owners of the subject land, 335 Ferrars Street, South Melbourne. 
It is prepared in relation to the proposed regrading applicable to the subject site that is associated with a new citation 
and new heritage policy mapping for the surrounding environs, identified as Railway cutting and bridges. This citation 
was created as part of the Port Phillip Heritage Review (February 2019) by David Helms.  In preparing this advice the 
site has been inspected, and a review undertaken of the relevant planning scheme provisions, along with applicable 
heritage studies including the Port Phillip Heritage Review 2018, an incorporated document, the City of Port Phillip 
Heritage Policy Map January 2020 and the Port Phillip Planning Scheme Amendment C161port Explanatory Report. 
The analysis below draws upon a review of Clause 43.01, the Heritage Overlay provisions in the Port Phillip Planning 
Scheme, and Council’s local heritage policy, Clause 22.04. 

The key relevant changes contemplated within Amendment C161port are that the subject site and its environs have 
been taken out of the St Vincent Place East heritage precinct, known as HO440, and have been reclassified to sit 
within the Emerald Hill Residential Precinct, known as HO440 under the provisions of the Port Phillip Planning 
Scheme.  The environs of the site have also received a specific citation, Railway cutting and bridges, Citation 2311, 
prepared as part of the Port Phillip Heritage Review (February 2019) by David Helms. This citation specifically 
identifies the subject site as a building within the Railway cutting and bridges heritage place. The Railway cutting and 
bridges heritage place is proposed to be graded ‘significant’, a change that has the effect of elevating the significance 
of the subject site from ‘non-contributory’ to ‘significant’.  This said, it is noted that the Railway cutting and bridges 
heritage place comprises the addresses 221-351 Ferrars Street & 332A Park Street, South Melbourne, including 
many buildings of little to no heritage significance. Paint controls apply under HO440, although tree controls and 
internal controls do not.  

The subject property at 335 Ferrars Street is a thin rectangular shaped allotment with a frontage to Ferrars Street to 
the west, with off-site parking adjacent to the north. The built form on the site is a single-storey 20th century structure 
with rendered parapet that has been extended in similar brick to its south (without the same parapet detail) and with 
a modern glass and steel addition to the north.  The site is located in a mixed street context containing a high 
proportion of buildings from different periods, with a number of visually dominant recent buildings on the east side 
of Ferrars Street.   

Within Port Phillip, places are graded varyingly as ‘Non-Contributory’, ‘Contributory’ and ‘Significant’ with these 
gradings defined at Clause 22.04 as follows: 

Significant heritage places include buildings and surrounds that are individually important places of either 
State, regional or local heritage significance and are places that together within an identified area, are part of 
the significance of a Heritage Overlay. These places are included in a Heritage Overlay either as an area or as 
an individually listed heritage place and are coloured “red” on the City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map in 
the Port Phillip Heritage Review, Volume 1-6.  
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Contributory heritage places include buildings and surrounds that are representative heritage places of 
local significance which contribute to the significance of the Heritage Overlay area. They may have been 
considerably altered but have the potential to be conserved. They are included in a Heritage Overlay and are 
coloured “green” on the City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map, in the Port Phillip Heritage Review, Volume 
1-6.

Non-contributory properties are buildings that are neither significant nor contributory. They are included in 
a Heritage Overlay and have no colour on the City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map in the Port Phillip 
Heritage Review, Volume 1-6. However any new development on these sites may impact on the significance 
of the Heritage Overlay, and should therefore consider the heritage characteristics of any adjoining heritage 
place and the streetscape as covered in this policy.

The statement of significance included within the new citation for Railway cutting and bridges heritage place, 221-
351 Ferrars Street & 332A Park Street, South Melbourne, is reproduced below: 

What is significant? 
The railway cutting extends for about 800 metres between the former South Melbourne and Albert Park railway 
stations. Originally excavated in 1856-57 as part of the St Kilda branch line of the Melbourne & Hobson’s Bay 
Railway Company, this landscaped cutting includes three bluestone bridges at Dorcas, Park and Bank streets.  

How is it significant?  
The railway cutting and bridges are of local historic and aesthetic significance to the City of Port Phillip. 

Why is it significant? 
Aesthetically, the railway cutting is of significance as an important vista between the railway stations at South 
Melbourne and Albert Park. Extending in a straight line for almost a kilometre, this notably long view can be 
appreciated from several vantage points including the road bridges at Dorcas, Bank and Park streets, the 
footbridge at Coventry Street, and the level crossing at Bridport Street. The bridges themselves are important 
visual elements, punctuating the vista, while the grassed embankments and mature trees also contribute to its 
aesthetic qualities. It contrasts with many other early railway cuttings (eg that in Alma Park) which tend to be 
curved. (Criterion E)  

Historically, the railway cutting and road bridges are of significance for their associations with the initial 
development of Melbourne’s railway network in the 1850s. Although much of the actual railway infrastructure was 
removed following the line’s conversion to a light rail, the cutting itself remains as one of the oldest and longest 
in the inner city area, while the three bluestone bridges are also rare and significantly early surviving examples of 
their type. (Criteria A & B) 

We have been asked to comment on the merit (or otherwise) of the proposal to change the status of the subject site 
at 335 Ferrars Street, South Melbourne from ‘non-contributory’ to ‘significant’ as part of the proposed new Railway 
cutting and bridges heritage place.  This change arises as a result of the ‘blanket’ regrading of the land associated 
with the Railway cutting and bridges heritage place.  

Having reviewed the documentation associated with Amendment C161 and inspected the buildings in detail, while 
the inclusion within a Heritage Overlay is accepted, it is the view of this office that the grading of the subject site at 
335 Ferrars Street, South Melbourne is not warranted.  There is no obvious sign of the building’s historic role or 
purpose other than the small sign on the exterior associated with the South Melbourne Cycle Club. While this sign 
dates from 1881, it is apparent that the central, oldest part of the building itself does not date from that period. 
Indeed, the building is not shown on either the 1895 MMBW detail plan for the area, nor the c1933-1950 MMBW 
detail plan for the area.  On this basis it is assumed that all parts of the building date from some time after 1930. 

The sole reference to the building in the Port Phillip Heritage Review Update – February 2019, within the content of 
its discussion of the broader heritage place is as follows:   

The premises of the South Melbourne Cycle Club at 335-337 Ferrars Street is a red brick building, apparently 
of Edwardian or inter-war vintage, which is enlivened by rendered stringcourses, scotia cornices and flat-
arched windows with steel-framed casement sashes.  

The relationship of the plaque with the place is unknown, insofar as the plaque clearly predates the subject building 
and its additions by decades.  There would seem little intrinsic link between a use such as the Cycle Club and the 
identified significance of the Railway cutting and bridges heritage place. 
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The building is effectively described as one of a number of buildings that are ancillary to the key elements of the 
place: 

The steeply sloping sides of the railway cutting are grassed, and there are also a number of mature pepper 
trees (Schinus molle, a ubiquitous element along railway reserves such as these) and other plantings. A 
number of buildings have been erected alongside the railway cutting, variously fronting Ferrars Street or 
Ferrars Place. The scout hall, on Ferrars Place near Bridport Street, is a utilitarian red brick structure with 
buttress-like brick piers and a broad gabled roof. The premises of the South Melbourne Cycle Club at 335- 
337 Ferrars Street is a red brick building, apparently of Edwardian or inter-war vintage, which is enlivened by 
rendered stringcourses, scotia cornices and flat-arched windows with steel-framed casement sashes. There 
is also row of townhouses, of quite recent origin, at 339-349 Ferrars Street.  

This said, there is no clear suggestion that the building makes any contribution to the significance of the place, any 
more than do the townhouses of modern origin. 

Upon inspection, a number of significant alterations have occurred on the subject site. These include but are not 
limited to the following: 

• the building has undergone a substantial extension to the south, possibly quite recently or possibly in
the 20th century, with detailing that is a simplified version of the original facade;

• a glass, steel and render ‘entry’ extension has been made to the north in recent years;
• windows facing Ferrars Street have all been altered with the introduction of a metal ‘shroud’ detail and

with modern fixed single pane glazing;
• some sections of the façade to Ferrars Street have been altered (ie partially bricked up, or windows

introduced, etc), and the façade shows signs of partial repointing that may indicate areas of change;
• the profile and detailing of the roof have been altered to the extent it presents as a ‘modern’ roof type;
• from the rear (railway side), an upper level addition, or highlight glazing, is readily apparent as part of

the altered roof form.

The Port Phillip Heritage Review Update – February 2019 makes the recommendation to “Retain in heritage overlay 
HO440 and change the heritage status on the Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map to ‘significant’”.  This recommendation 
seems to apply to the cutting land as a whole, rather than to the building in question in particular.  This said, any 
future works to the site would most likely be assessed against the policy settings at Clause 22.05 for ‘significant’ 
buildings.  There would seem little basis for this given the extent to which the building has been altered, its modest 
at best historical interest, and its minimal contribution to the values identified in the statement of significance for the 
new Railway cutting and bridges heritage place.   

Indeed, it is clear that the citation at present does not identify any aspect of the site that might suggest it meets the 
criterion of being a ‘representative heritage place(s) of local significance which contribute(s) to the significance of 
the Heritage Overlay area’, ie the key criterion for being a ‘contributory’ place.  

While the citation and other documents pertaining to the proposed changes are in general thorough and robust in 
relation to the core subject matter of the railway cutting and bridges, the methodology of regrading all the buildings 
at 221-351 Ferrars Street & 332A Park Street, both older and newer, as ‘significant’ is too general and requires 
attenuation within the citation. This is of particular importance to the buildings that are of little to no significance, 
including the subject site.  

Having regard for this, while the citation can identify the key aspects of the land, ie the cutting and bridge, as 
‘significant’, and possibly also some other elements including the Scout Hall, it should also specify that some other 
items are not in themselves significant.  In particular, the citation should be amended to itemise that the subject 
building is of little to no significance at best, and the recent townhouses and apartments are of no significance.  

This office does not believe that the citation goes far enough to identify those buildings that are of no significance, 
or in the case of the subject building, of little to no significance.  

Please contact this office if you have any queries in relation to the above. 

Bryce Raworth Pty Ltd 







 
 
 
EMAIL ADDRESS  
strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au 
 
21st July 2020 
 
 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern - The Port Philip Council 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
I would like to support the Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to the planning regulations to 
recognise the heritage status of the buildings 58-60 Queens Road. 
 
These block of flats, were built by WWII Charles Hector Young, a local builder 
and represent the Functionalist style of architectural, seldom seen in today's modern architecture. 
They definitely add to the diminishing history and architecture of this area. They bring a joy to the 
eye when I go for my walks and enjoy the historic element of a bygone era that they bring, the spirit 
and energy that it emanates is immeasurable.  
 
Therefore, I support Port Philip Council in this proposed amendment based on the above thoughts.   
 
Thank you.  
 
Regards, 
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21st July 2020
To Whom It May Concern - The Port Philip Council
I would like to support the Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to the planning regulations
to recognise the heritage status of the buildings 
These block of flats,  were built by WWII Charles Hector Young, a local
builder and represent the Functionalist style of architectural, seldom seen in today's modern
architecture.
They definitely add to the diminishing history and architecture of this area. We need to preserve
as much of our history as possible in this area rather than continue to create this feel of a
concrete jungle.

Therefore, I support Port Philip Council in this proposed amendment based on the above
thoughts.
Thank you.
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To Whom It May Concern - The Port Philip Council
I would like to support the Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to the planning regulations
to recognise the heritage status of the buildings 
These block of flats,  were built by WWII Charles Hector Young, a local
builder and represent the Functionalist style of architectural, seldom seen in today's modern
architecture. They definitely add to the diminishing history and architecture of this area. They
bring a joy to the eye when I go for my walks and enjoy the historic element of a bygone era that
they bring, the spirit and energy that it emanates is immeasurable.
Therefore, I support Port Philip Council in this proposed amendment based on the above
thoughts.
Regards,



 

 

 

21st July 2020 

 

 

To Whom It May Concern - The Port Philip Council 

Dear Sirs, 

I would like to support the Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to the planning regulations to 

recognise the heritage status of the buildings  

This block of flats,  were built by WWII Charles Hector Young, a local builder, and 

represent the Functionalist style of architectural beauty rarely seen in today's modern architecture. 

They significantly add to the diminishing history and architecture of the local area that we are 

fortunate to be in and we have a responsibility to maintain its heritage. 

They bring a sense of joy when walking the area and I enjoy the historic element of a bygone era 

that they represent. 

I support Port Philip Council in this proposed amendment based on the above thoughts. 

Thank you. 

 

Regards, 
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Dear Sir or Madam,
I’d like to support the proposed Amendment C161 recognizing for the heritage values of
the flats at . These flats definitely contribute the historic value to this
area, which is so importantly precious especially in the trend of ever increasing new
developments. It’s the part of the features defining this area.
Thanks & Regards,
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To whom it may concern

The Port Philip Council.

Dear Madam / Sir,

We are in support of the Council proposed amendment C161 of the planning regulation to
recognise the heritage status of the Charles Hector Young 

designed buildings at . 

We think that the councils proposal to protect iconic buildings of a by gone era like these
buildings is a great initiative as it maintains a balance of 

architecture from both the old and the new world.

We support your proposal 100%.

With kind regards,
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22 July 2020

To Whom It May Concern

The Port Philip Council

Dear Sirs, 

I would like to support the Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to the planning regulations
to recognise the heritage status of the buildings 

These block of flats,  were built by WWII Charles Hector Young, a local
builder and represent Functionalist style of architectural, seldom seen in today's modern
architecture. They definitely add to the diminishing history and architecture of this area. They
bring a joy to the eye when I go for my walks and enjoy the historic element of a bygone era that
they bring, the spirit and energy that it emanates is immeasurable. 

Therefore, I support Port Philip Council in this proposed amendment based on the above
thoughts.

Thank you.

Regards,
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To Whom It May Concern
Re Amendment C161 - heritage status of the buildings 
Head of City Policy
City of Port Philip Council
Dear Sir/Madam,
I would like to support the Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to the planning regulations
to recognise the heritage status of the buildings 
The  development is a beautiful and well maintained property and is a unique
composite example of the architecture of its time.
The considered layout and landscaping compared to today’s compact high rise living is a
refreshing example of days gone by, adding to the historical architectural diversity of the area
that should be protected.
I fully support Port Philip Council in this proposed amendment based on the above.
Thank you for your consideration.
Regards,





 

21st July 2020  

  

Head of City Policy, 

City of Port Phillip,  

Private Bag No 3, PO St Kilda Vic  3182 

Email - strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au  

 

Re Amendment C161 - heritage status of the buildings  

 

Dear Sirs,  

 I would like to support the Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to the planning regulations to 

recognise the heritage status of the buildings   

The  development is one of the last brick developments of its kind left in the 

Queens Road/ St Kilda Road precinct and should be protected. It is a beautiful and well maintained 

example of the architecture of its time and adds to the diversity of building design that makes living 

in the area such a joy. 

 

  Seeing both in all their glory really highlights the beautiful 

historical architectural diversity in the precinct. 

I support Port Philip Council in this proposed amendment based on the above thoughts.    

  

Sincerely,  
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To whom it may concern.

Dear Sir/Madam,
I am writing to you in support of Council’s proposed Amendment C161 to the Planning Regulations to
recognise the heritage status of the three apartment blocks at  I believe these
apartments were built during the early years of WW11 by a local builder and, despite the passage of
near on 80 years, they remain as excellent examples of the architecture of that time. They have been
very well maintained and provide a source of pleasure to me as I pass by on a walk. Their preservation
is all the more important because of the recent (and even on-going) sacrifice of apartment complexes of
similar vintage in this immediate vicinity.
Australia’s history is very short yet, even so, much of the architecture that represents the various stages
of that brief existence has been ripped up and thrown away. Let us not make the same mistake with
these wonderful examples of early 1940’s construction.
Thus, again, I fully support Council’s proposed Amendment C161 to heritage list the apartments at 

Thank you for your consideration.
Regards,





STRATEGIC PLANNING- CITY OF PORT PHILLIP  

 

To Whom It May Concern, 

 

This letter serves to confirm my support on Councils proposed Amendment C161 to the planning 

regulations . Recognising the Heritage Status of the Buildings  

 

These buildings represent an Architecture that needs to be preserved along Queens Road. The low 

level of its Building character allows light and space around the surrounding Area and in particular to 

the Albert Park Lake District. 

Queens Road is already over built with Multistorey buildings. Any further additions of Multistorey 

permits to d would diminish the Charm and Character of what little is left. 

 

In conclusion I support Port Phillip Council in its proposed amendment. 
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To Whom It May Concern - Port Phillip Council

I want to offer my support to the Council for its proposed Amendment C161 to the planning
regulations which will recognise
heritage status of the building at 

This block of flats was constructed by local builder Charles Young before the end of the second world
war and represents
a Functionalist style seldom seen today and as such is a constructive addition to the diminishing
history and architecture of our area. 
Since we increasingly seem to lack any real sense of history and diversity in our built environment
and are only too ready
settle for the pedestrian sameness in our modern cities we should take every opportunity to save
something worthwhile
of our past for future generations.

I therefore support Port Phillip Council in this proposed amendment.



[External Email] Please be cautious before clicking on any links or attachments.

Dear Sir/Madam,
We wish to support Council with its proposed Amendment C161 to the Planning Regulations in
recognition of Heritage Status
of the buildings 
These flats were built by Charles H Young, a local builder & in our view represent the
Functionalist style of architecture seldom seen
in today`s world. We walk frequently past the buildings & state that the historic aspect of this
bygone era is most pleasing & any change
would be a tragedy.
We fully support Council with its proposed Amendment.
Yours faithfully,



18 July 2020 
 
 
Head of City Policy 
Private Bag 3 
PO Box St Kilda VIC 3182 
 
By Email: strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au 
mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.goc.au 
 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C161 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

   
 
We object to the Amendment for the following reasons: 
 

• There is a lack of demonstrated and substantiated reasons for the upgrading of the significance of 
the property to “significant”.  The same is true of the current grading of contributory.   

• The Port Phillip Heritage Review Update February 2019 contains no detailed reference to the site 
or why it is now considered to be significant.   

• The only description of the house given in the comments in that Heritage Review is “relatively 
intact bi-chrome Victorian house”.  It is true that the bricks are two different colours but the 
following non original features have been installed since 1990: 

o The verandah roofing, supporting timber, soffit lining, aluminium decorative trims and 
timber posts; 

o The roof (zincalume); 
o The gutters; 
o The front door; 
o The front fence and gate; and 
o The fuse box on the eastern wall of the house. 

 

• The HO1 overlay area is large.     
 

• The property is located on a streetscape which is not intact or consistent in heritage terms.  
 

For the reasons set out above, the land should be removed from the Heritage Overlay.  
 
Please acknowledge receipt of this submission and ensure that we remain informed of the progress of 
the Amendment, including referral of submissions to a Panel, if required.  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

    



       
       

       
       

        
 
 
RE: PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C161 (PART) –  

MELBOURNE 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
I am writing to support the proposed Planning Scheme Amendment C161 generally and, in 
particular, the proposed amendments relating to the heritage status affecting the property 
at  
 
I have read the consultant’s report to Council  
Heritage Assessment, November 2017,” and the Statement of Significance relating to this 
property developed by Council and forming part of this amendment. 
 
I endorse the conclusion that this property is of local historical significance and local 
aesthetic significance to Port Phillip. The Statement of Significance provides a clear rationale 
for this conclusion and the amendment will appropriately formalise protection in the 
planning scheme. 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
Please contact me at the above postal or email address as required. 
 
Yours sincerely 
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Dear Sir/Madam

I would like to show my support to the proposed amendment C161 to planning regulations to recognise
heritage status of buildings, in particular the flats 

The likes of these buildings add significant historical and architectural value to this area. The local area has
already lost far too many of this architectural style and by having this amendment in place, it would reduce any
further losses.

The mix of low, medium and high rise and the mixture of historic and modern make it a very appealing suburb
to live and to visit.

By placing a heritage listing it would prevent the destruction of these wonderful buildings and being replaced
by more high rise which would add to the "canyon" effect in Queens Lane which makes it not so "livable"
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Dear Councilors,
After reading about the apartments situated at , I would also like to
support the Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to the planning regulations to recognise
the heritage status of the buildings .
These block of flats,  were built by WWII Charles Hector Young, a local
builder and represent the Functionalist style of architectural, seldom seen in today's modern
architecture.
Apart from who built them and when they were built, there architecture and the history that
goes with them, it is also pleasant to see buildings, that are not high rise apartments.
Everywhere you look now, all you see are 20 storey towers going up in record time. There is no
beauty in these, just glass towers constructed as quickly as possible and as cheap as possible
They bring no joy to the eye when I go for my walks, as do some of those few remaining
buildings of a bygone era .
It would be a tragedy to turn another one of these into a tower, for no other reason other than
profit.
Therefore, I support Port Philip Council in this proposed amendment based on the above
thoughts.
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Administration:

Subject: RE: Importance of Heritage Listing the Buildings of 
Attention – The Port Phillip Council.
To Whom it May Concern,

since 1965 I would like to support the Council in its proposed Amendment C 161 to the planning
regulations to
formally recognise the Heritage status of these Buildings.
Queens Road has its own character and the protection and retention of the properties known as

 and their unique place in Melboune’s history overlooking Albert Park is
paramount.
I therefore support the Port Phillip Council in this important
proposed amendment.

 







 

 

 

strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au  

 

23rd July 2020 

 

To Whom It May Concern, 

 

I am writing to show my support for Port Phillip Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to recognise 

the heritage status of  

 

These buildings were built in 1940s and represent the popular flats style during the inter-war period. 

The three blocks of flats were combined the aesthetic and functionalist, showed the high standard of 

flat complex design in 1940s. They are the witness of this area and maintain a sense of heritage for 

future generations. 

 

Therefore, I support council on its proposed amendment. 

 

 

Best regards, 
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We would like to strongly support the Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to the planning
regulations to recognise the heritage status of the buildings 
These blocks of flats, were built by WWII Charles Hector Young, a local
builder and represent the Functionalist style of architectural, seldom seen in today's modern
architecture.
They definitely add to the diminishing history and architecture of this area.
The owners of these three blocks of flats keep the gardens and surrounds in excellent condition
and obviously appreciate the historic value of their homes.
My husband and I are very concerned that if a large development was to be built on the site at

, the traffic in Queens Lane would reach impossible numbers of vehicles.
Even as it is at the moment, it is always very busy and the footpaths are so narrow that it is
dangerous to walk along at any time of day.
Yours sincerely,



 
 

 
Thursday, July 23, 2020 
 
Head of City Policy  
City of Port Phillip 
Private Bag No 3, 
PO St Kilda, Victoria 3182 
 
 

 
  

  
 
 

   
 

 
 
 
Dear Sir/ Madame,  
 

 
  

 
It is noted that a heritage assessment was undertaken for the property  
located at  as tabled in the minutes of the 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 





       
 
 
 
 

 

Head of City Policy  

City of Port Phillip 

Private Bag No 3 

ST KILDA VIC 3182 

 

Re:  Change grading to Contributory.  

 

To whom it may concern, 

 

 

.  
 

Although I can appreciate maintaining the building and surrounds that are representative of heritage 

areas, it should be noted that the architectural integrity of  is not in line with 

surrounding properties.  has been considerably altered and it is astounding this 

proposed amendment would be considered. Heritage overlay by definition refers to maintaining the 

heritage appearance (i.e architectural integrity for heritage overlay) in light of the level of 1960s, 

70s, 80s modifications which have been undertaken to eliminate its heritage appearance. 
 

As Council heritage architects have acknowledged the façade has been lost and acknowledging the 

boundary wall has been lost, the mere inclusion of the chimney supports an appearance not in 

harmony with the revised façade would not be contributory as the peripheral aspect view from both 

Bridge St & Williamstown road is considerably varied. This indicates the building fabric is misleading 

and it is this mismatch of decade amendments which underpins the notion that the chimneys look 

out of place. The changes over the 1960s, 70s, 80s supports the notion they do not add to the 

architectural integrity of the building  
 

If Council’s aim is to conserve the heritage contribution, would you not retrospectively request all 

new proposals to have been built in a period manner? Yet council architectural architects argue this 

does not add to the architectural integrity of the building. Hence, conserving a minimal aspect of the 

building when the fabric has been considerably altered distorts the heritage overlay. The loss of the 

Victorian heritage façades, along with the out of place minimal visual chimneys supports an out of 

place appearance. This same appearance is evident with the level of new developments in the area 

which underpin a modernistic “fresh” visualisation. This type of supported development would 

support the notion the chimneys looks out of place with a non-Victoria façade  
 

Furthermore, the variety of materials utilised illustrates further heritage overlay is not warranted 

due to the myriad of different period materials being incorporated e.g. steel windows, aluminium 

windows, wrought iron and the variety of brick patterns confirm the property should not be  

considered for heritage overlay as its heritage integrity has been long lost. 
 

Kind regards 

 



 
 
 
  
strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au 

 

21st July 2020 

 
 
 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern - The Port Philip Council 
 
Dear Sirs, 

 
We would like to express our support to the Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to the 
planning regulations to recognise the heritage status of the buildings  

 
These block of flats,  add to the history and architecture of this area. They are 
pleasing to view and we love the art deco style and enjoy the lovely gardens and history that they 
provide the area. 
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Dear planning team,
I would like to offer my support for your intention to heritage list buildings at 

They are significant in representing our local history and provide a fantastic addition to the streetscape.
They contribute to diversity and as well as character. 
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Dear planning team,

I would like to offer my support for your intention to heritage list buildings at 
They are significant in representing our local history and

provide a fantastic addition to the streetscape. They contribute to diversity and as well as
character. I would be very sad to ever see them go.

Cheers,















24 July 2020 

Phoebe Hanna 
Strategic Planner 
City of Port Phillip 
Via email: strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

SUBMISSION TO AMENDMENT C161PORT 

1. INTRODUCTION
 

 We write in relation to Planning Scheme Amendment C161port which proposes to 
make a number of technical corrections to the planning scheme, including zoning and overlay 
mapping changes, and changes to the grading of heritage properties.   

One of the changes proposed by Amendment C161port affects the above land which is  
 

  

As outlined within Council’s Notice of Amendment, it is proposed to remove a portion of land on this 
site from the current Commercial 1 Zone and place it into a General Residential Zone to better reflect 
the delineation of the Church use from the commercial uses on the site. The area to be removed from 
the Commercial 1 Zone is identified on the Council’s Exhibited Zoning Map in Amendment C161port at 
Figure 2 in Appendix A.  

After receiving notice of the amendment and reviewing the relevant documentation,  
 

   

Our client requests that Council consider a further mapping change to the land at  
 

This land is currently General Residential Zone. The proposed 
addition to the Commercial 1 Zone is shown on the Proposed Zone Map in Figure 3 in Appendix A. 

To align with other planning scheme provisions, we would also request that the DDO8 overlay also be 
applied to the corresponding area.  
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2.1. CONSISTENCY WITH AMENDMENT C161PORT  
The proposed changes are broadly consistent with the strategic intent of Amendment C161port, which 
encompasses quite a broad range of mapping and overlay ‘tidy ups’ and reconciliations, as well as the 
application of new heritage provisions. In particular, the Amendment provides for new areas of 
Commercial 1 Zoning to be applied to specific portions of various sites, as well as the removal of such 
zoning from other sites.  

Our client’s proposal is not dissimilar, in that it is essentially seeking to apply an area of Commercial 1 
zoning to a limited portion of the subject site.  The purpose of the change is simply to reconcile the 
current zone boundary within the site to better reflect and accommodate contemporary improvements 
to the existing Commercial 1 assets on the land. We do not consider that this represents a departure 
from the strategic basis of the Amendment, on the basis that it is simply seeking to adjust the 
configuration of zone boundaries within the site, much like has been proposed on other sites.  

In-line with the current Amendment C161port, the proposed changes support the Planning Policy 
Framework of the Port Phillip Planning Scheme as follows: 

▪ Assist in the control of noise effects on sensitive land uses and improves community amenity in 
terms of noise emissions through an improved building design (Clause 13.05-1S); 



   3 

▪  
 

 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

 

  
 

  
 

 

  
 

The proposed changes are consistent with the objectives and strategies outlined in the Local 
Planning Policy Framework of the Port Phillip Planning Scheme, particularly the vision set out at 
Clause 21.05-1 (Built Form) of the Municipal Strategic Statement.  

More specifically: 

▪ Creating a walking and cycling network that is integrated, safe and accessible (Clause 21.03-2); 

▪ Reducing the impact of vehicles on local areas (Clause 21.03-2); 

▪ To ensure the design of new development is of a high quality and enhances the amenity of 
comfort, safety and visual amenity of the public realm (Clause 21.05-3); 

▪ The provision of universal access (Clause 21.05-3); 

▪ To ensure development provides a positive contribution to the public realm (Clause 21.05-3); 

▪ To encourage new development to protect and enhance pedestrian spaces (Clause 22.06-3); 

▪ Encourage the design of building frontages at footpath level to offer visual interest, passive 
surveillance, social interaction, safety, shelter and convenience (Clause 22.06-3); 

▪ Encourage car parking to be contained within a building or located at the rear of a building and not 
visible from the street (Clause 22.06-3). 
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Attention Head of City Policy
City of Port Phillip

with reference to amendment C 161port

We strongly support the conservation overlay proposed for the wonderful nineteen forties flats
near Albert Park situated at 

We love Melbourne history and our magnificent heritage, especially architecture, including the
building craft of the nineteen thirties and nineteen forties and these traditional apartments
preserve the ambience and character of the older Melbourne. Walks around this area would be
poorer without this ambience. The carefully crafted overlay proposal would allow this heritage to
be preserved, and without it there could well be a loss for the Melbourne of the future.

The heritage is rich because the flats are a group and also have attractive traditional gardens
which can also be preserved by the overlay.

Sincerely



 
1 / 1 

24 July 2020 
 
 
Head of City Planning 

City of Port Phillip 

Private Bag No. 3 

PO St Kilda  

Victoria 3182 

 
Email:  strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
RE:  

 

Thank you for an opportunity to comment on the proposed heritage protection to  

 

 

 

 

 

I hold the buildings in question in high regard.  Each is remarkably intact and represents a significant 

period of development in Melbourne’s history, perhaps of equal merit and value as the ‘Cairo Flats’ at 98 

Nicholson Street, Fitzroy by Best Overend, which was the minimal flat concept driven in the 1930’s period 

by the need for economic change.  (Overend also designed the Lord Somers Camp ‘Power House’ 

Headquarters building opposite Queens Road on Albert Park Lake in 1932, which is also heritage listed.) 

 

Of similar significance is the ‘Newburn Flats’ at 30 Queens Road by Romberg & Shaw completed in 1941, 

and the ‘Stanhill Flats’ of 34 Queens Road in 1943 also by Romberg, which reflect an era of simplicity in 

design, minimalist use of decoration and innovation through steel and glass in fenestration. 

 

The stretch of Queens Road, with its collection of important Modernist influence buildings in Melbourne, is 

accompanied by the three apartment buildings at 58 – 60 Queens Road.   

 

They also preserve their garden setting and contribute to the neighbourhood that will otherwise be 

overwhelmed by buildings of less architectural merit and significance with no landscape contribution and 

place the motor vehicle as the dominant influence on streetscape and design at street level. 

 

I support the recommendation that the existing apartments and landscape setting be protected for their 

heritage value. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

 

 









 
 

 
 

 
 

 



 
 
 

 
 
Friday, July 24, 2020 
 
Kelly White 
Head of City Policy 
City of Port Phillip 
99a Carlisle St 
St Kilda  Vic  3182 
 
 
Dear Ms White 
 
Re:  Amendment C161 port to the Port Phillip Planning Scheme 
 
We write to object to the above Amendment as it pertains to  

  We have reviewed the documents and have determined they do not take into account the 
inevitability of future flooding of the property and subsequent risks to the people living there, and 
identified serious matters for the City of Port Phillip and its representatives/officers as a result.   
 
Ground Zero for flooding in Elwood  
Elwood is known as prone to flooding.  However our property is particularly and unusually prone to this 

risk.  The following points outline exactly why. 

1. Draining the (Elwood) Swamp  

Our property is at the high watermark of the previous swamp, where the Elster Creek met the 

swamp –  

While people may forget this fact, the area’s topography and underlying water 

table do not forget.  We have observed that water inevitably pools around our property during 

floods, stormwater events, or heavy rain; whenever the conditions are right.  

 



 

2. The lowest of the (Elwood) low 

I draw your attention to the flash flooding map below provided by CoPP and Melbourne Water 

that identifies that  in the 20 year flood zone.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. 19th Century Planning 

For better or worse, a planning decision was made in the 19th century to build a suburb on a 

swamp.  In subsequent years mitigation measures have addressed the areas of highest risk, with 

water collection points designated at the sports ovals at Elwood Primary  

 Elwood Secondary and in the nearby Elsternwick Park (see above map).  

The fact that all these mitigation measures surround our property reiterates that local 

authorities were/are aware that this address is among the highest risk properties in the suburb. 

 

4. Flash flooding 

Flash flooding is the category of flooding that occurs after a heavy rainfall event, often in urban 

catchments. One characteristic of flash flooding is that it is difficult to predict as there is little 

advance warning that flooding will occur (unlike riverine flooding where oncoming waters are 

expected days in advance of arrival). 



 

The Elster Creek Catchment is particularly prone to flash flooding during high tide, as the water 

comes in from the Bay and drainage is effectively blocked.   

 

   
 

Since then, we have gotten in the habit of checking the tides when heavy rain is forecast as we 

know it’s only a matter of time when a high tide will meet a heavy rain, creating an overflow 

event at the Glenhuntly Road culvert.   

 

 

 

   
 

 

5.  

 

 

 

 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 also ask Council to pay proper consideration to the “Towards a Water Sensitive Elwood” 

study written for the federal government in 2015, which states that “There is a substantial 

overlap in [misuse of?*] the extent of the Heritage and Special Building overlays, suggesting that 

the increase in the minimum floor height of a proportion of Elwood properties at risk of flood will 

be delayed more than it might have otherwise been.” 

 

* The “misuse of?” is our question, injected into the quote, as we question the motivation 

behind Council’s use of a heritage overlay in this instance.  We both recall Cr Dick Gross stating 







	
	
	

24	July	2020	

	

	

	

Dear	Sir/Madam,		

	

RE:	PROPOSED	HERITAGE	LISTING	OF	 	

	

I	am	writing	to	support	Council’s	proposal	to	heritage-list	the	buildings	at	 	
as	they	are	significant	examples	of	1940s-era	architecture.	

	
	

	

We	especially	appreciate	and	admire	the	beautiful	gardens	and	trees	on	that	property	as	well	as	
the	general	surroundings.	

This	is	why	we	support	Council’s	proposal	to	heritage-list	those	buildings.	

Yours	sincerely,		
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To: 
strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au  
 
24th of July, 2020 
  
To Whom It May Concern - The Port Philip Council  
 
Dear Sirs,  
We wish to support the Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to the planning regulations to 
recognise the heritage status of the buildings   
These block of units,  were built by WWII Charles Hector Young, a local builder 
and represent the mid-century style of architectural, seldom seen in today's modern architecture.  
 
They definitely add to the diminishing history and architecture of this area. They bring a joy to the 
eye when we walk past and enjoy the historic element of a bygone era that they bring, the spirit and 
energy that it emanates is immeasurable.  
 
Therefore, we support Port Philip Council in this proposed amendment based on the above 
thoughts.  
 
Thank you and kind regards 
 

 
  

 



 

 

   

 
To: 
strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au  
 
24th of July, 2020 
  
To Whom It May Concern - The Port Philip Council  
 
Dear Sirs,  
We wish to support the Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to the planning regulations to 
recognise the heritage status of the buildings   
These block of units,  were built by WWII Charles Hector Young, a local builder 
and represent the mid-century style of architectural, seldom seen in today's modern architecture.  
 
They definitely add to the diminishing history and architecture of this area. They bring a joy to the 
eye when we walk past and enjoy the historic element of a bygone era that they bring, the spirit and 
energy that it emanates is immeasurable.  
 
Therefore, we support Port Philip Council in this proposed amendment based on the above 
thoughts.  
 
Thank you and kind regards 
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Noting that the heritage values of the properties are overstated and the site is located in a highly 

modified section of the streetscape, a strategic view of the site should be taken, and the Heritage 

Overlay removed in its entirety. 

Strategic View of the Site 

 

 

 

 

The ‘hearts’ of St Kilda – Acland Street and Fitzroy Street – are in dire need of revitalisation. St Kilda 

more broadly needs housing.  

   

Application of the Heritage Overlay imposes additional planning permit application requirements, 

with decision guidelines emphasising the protection of heritage places, regardless of the heritage 

status of the buildings on the site. Furthermore, it triggers the application of Council’s local Heritage 

Policy.  

While Heritage Policy is of no relevance to the site, its application applies a considerable additional 

administrative and cost burden on both Council and a development applicant. It is considered that 

the site’s response to the nearby heritage areas is adequately protected by the neighbourhood 

character and design response provisions on the Planning Scheme. There is no additional benefit in 

identifying it as part of this blanket heritage precinct, of which it is on the periphery. 

Heritage Policy Map 

The case for removing the site from the Heritage Overlay is supported by the low heritage value of 

the properties within it.  

The Heritage Policy Map, which is to be updated as part of Amendment C161, is intended to identify 

the relative heritage values. While Amendment C161 proposed changes to the Heritage Policy Map 

based on the Heritage Review, these changes fall short of recognising the actual heritage value of 

each of the properties. In fact, it appears that the review has not included a site visit or even desk 

top review of some properties.  

The impact of the proposed amendment on each property is identified by the Heritage Policy Map 

excerpts included as Attachment 1, and described as follows. 

    

   
 

 

  
 

  
 

    

    

    

While we support the identification of as non-contributory, we remain concerned 

about the identification of the  for the following reasons. 
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u 

 

 

forms part of the at-grade car park associated with the  

. Nonetheless, its ‘Significant’ grading is proposed to be maintained on the Heritage Policy Map. 

Clearly, the property makes no contribution to the heritage values of the area. Its identification calls 

into question the veracity of the heritage review process, and whether site visits were undertaken. 

If the site is maintained in the Heritage Overlay,  

 

   

 contains a single-fronted late Victorian weatherboard cottage. It has undergone 

significant modifications, including demolition of a considerable proportion of the original fabric, 

addition of a substantial double storey extension, replacement of the front window and door, and 

introduction of a skillion verandah (Figure 2). 

The property is currently identified as ‘significant’ by the Heritage Policy Map, and that identification 

is proposed to be retained by Amendment C161. We submit that this identification cannot be 

justified given the high degree of modifications that have been made to the original dwelling both 

internally and, more importantly, externally - including the overbearing second storey addition. It is 

within a fragmented part of the streetscape and does not contribute to the Heritage Overlay, so 

should be removed completely, along with the rest of the site.  

 

 contains a single storey, double fronted weatherboard dwelling. It has undergone 

some modifications, and is in poor condition (Figure 3).  
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It is identified by the current Heritage Policy Map as being Contributory, and is proposed to be 

upgraded to Significant. 

Given the condition of the building and its location – physically separate from any significant 

heritage buildings and the intact areas of the precinct –  it does not meet the definition for a 

‘Contributory heritage place’, as it simply does not contribute to the significance of the area. It is 

therefore difficult to understand how it can be considered to meet the definition of a ‘Significant 

heritage place’. Again, we submit the site in its entirety should be removed from the HO.  

 

 present unique or significant heritage or architectural qualities. They 

are commonplace, with far better examples elsewhere throughout the municipality and Melbourne 

generally. Furthermore, these two buildings are enveloped by a commercial enterprise with larger 

scale modern forms and thus the immediate context is severely compromised. Retention of the 

buildings in the Heritage Overlay may compromise the strategic redevelopment site, without any 

benefit. 

 

In progressing the Amendment, Council should take a strategic view of the site and heritage review 

to ensure it is not unnecessarily burdening St Kilda by preventing or complicating development 

proposals that could contribute to the area’s revitalisation. In regard to the  

in particular, consideration should be given to: 

• The site’s context, including that the  does not provide an intact 

heritage streetscape and that there are many areas with greater heritage value; 

• The low heritage value of the remaining buildings themselves, further compromised by the 

immediate context of the hotel buildings and separation from contributory heritage buildings; 

and 
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• The need to identify and facilitate strategic redevelopment sites that can contribute to Council 

obligations such as economic growth and viability of Acland St and providing much needed 

housing. 

As it is currently drafted, we are concerned that the Amendment prioritises the retention of heritage 

fabric, however low its value, over other objectives of planning in Victoria. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

___________________ 

 
 

 
  

 



 



Submission to the City of Port Phillip  

Re: Amendment C161port to the Port Phillip Planning Scheme 

I am writing this submission opposing that part of the proposed amendment proposing the  

properties situate at  be identified as significant heritage places as part of 

the Heritage Overlay. 

I do not believe that there should be any change to the existing Heritage Overlay status in which I 

understand that they are identified simply as “Contributory outside the Heritage Overlay” 

Nothing has changed since the original decision to confer on it contributory status. Indeed arguably 

the buildings are far less “original” now and, if they were not deemed worthy of significant status 

then, then there should be no reason now. 

In truth these buildings are nothing more than simple low rise apartment complexes constructed in 

the 1930s or 1940s. They are not particularly noteworthy.  

 

 

 

It has been argued in the Heritage Assessment prepared by Peter Andrew Barrett that the three-

storey brick blocks of flats at  “are of a restrained, but well-composed, 

Moderne design. They are situated within a landscape setting that contributes to their character.” 

Whilst I am not schooled in architecture I would question whether they are a particularly good 

example of Art Moderne, indeed whether they are really Art Moderne at all. Indeed from my 

research there appears to be a lot of conjecture as to what truly is Art Moderne and indeed some of 

the photographic examples that Mr Barrett includes are far more memorable than the plain, 

utilitarian structures that are .  

Further the landscaping is not original being a much later iteration and even the author of the 

assessment recognises this. Indeed the car ports and the ground floor café are similarly not original 

and are both later additions/alterations.  

The assessment report also makes much of the fact that he complex is a development by the 

solicitors Margot O’Donohue and Frank Lynch, who were significant flat developers in .  

Neither Ms O’Donohue nor Mr Lynch are noteworthy and indeed their perceived noteworthiness or 

otherwise should neither be an express or implied justification for an upgrade in the heritage overlay 

status 

The report further notes that the” complex is of local historical value as it demonstrates the 

significant role that  played in flat development in the municipality from the Interwar 

period, due largely to its close proximity to public transport and the views it afforded to Albert Park 

Lake”. 

 are remembered far, far more for the many mansions that existed 

on both those roads before high rise developments took root, a development that has seemingly not 



been a concern previously or indeed now for the City of Port Phillip who happily presided over the 

demolition of many, many building with far greater claims to Heritage listing or Heritage Overlay 

listing than . 

Indeed the City of Port Phillip population forecast for 2020 is 117,420, and it is forecast to grow to 

176,816 by 2041. That is an increase of almost 60,000 people or 50%. The site on which 58,59 and 60 

Queens Road sits is enormous, almost half a block on which sit 60 apartments only generating rate 

revenue for council of something in the order of $60,000 per annum.  

Were this site to be redeveloped it would no doubt provide some 300 to 400 apartments, generating 

much needed accommodation in this municipality and Council revenue, to the extent of upwards of 

$400,000 

These potential outcomes should not be jeopardised for the mere sake of maintaining a heritage 

overlay on buildings that have no real architectural significance. 

 

 
 

 

 

















 
. This means that we have missed the 

deadline for comments. Please let me know if there is anything that can be communicated 
to CoPP at this late stage.
 
Kind regards
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EMAIL ADDRESS
strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au

29th July 2020
To Whom It May Concern –
The Port Philip Council
Dear Sirs,
I would like to support the Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to the planning regulations
to recognise the heritage status of the buildings  These block of flats, 

were built by WWII Charles Hector Young, a local builder and represent the
Functionalist style of architectural, seldom seen in today's modern architecture. They definitely
add to the diminishing history and architecture of this area. They historic element of a bygone
era that they brings real character to the area and the spirit and energy that it emanates is
immeasurable. Therefore, I support Port Philip Council in this proposed amendment based on
the above thoughts.
Thank you. Regards,

mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au


[External Email] Please be cautious before clicking on any links or attachments.

Phoebe,
Thanks for your response and sorry for my delay in getting back to you.
Two things..
Simplest first. The sending of council rates etc notifications should be continued to be delivered to the current address as
payment of such is conducted by the recipient party.
This matter though is something they can’t/won’t deal with and unless you can have two contact points it is not worth
changing. Thanks for the thought though.
The second. I have just read the entire proposed heritage overlay and understand the rationale for the proposal.
Let me say though, that I am against this proposal. 

1. The land is zoned “Commercial”
2. As such, it is mostly property developers are interested in the site.
3. Growth in St Kilda does not auger well for the long term interests of this sort of resident property in this immediate area

and lack of opportunity will seriously affect our property value.
With Point 1, as the land is zoned “Commercial”, I have to question why there is a desire to implement a residential based
heritage overlay. 

To implement this proposal and restrict development can only be detrimental to the area as a whole. Especially, if we refer
back to the heritage proposal and acknowledge the exponential population growth within St Kilda and then try to estimate
future growth.
If at any point in the future, whether this property is developed for residential or commercial purposes, it can only be of
benefit.
I am happy to discuss this matter at any time, mornings are preferable though. So, please feel free.
Kind Regards,

From: Helpdesk - Strategic Planning [mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au] 

  
 

To: Helpdesk - Strategic Planning <strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au>
Subject: Heritage Overlay - File Reference 66/02/279

[External Email] Please be cautious before clicking on any links or attachments.



Attention: Phoebe Hanna.
I am writing to you regarding the heritage listing that is being discussed as per the attached documents.

The initial correspondence regarding this matter was directed to our real estate agent and not even the rental section.. From
there it took some time for the initial recipient to determine what should be done with it and then forward it on.
Then, as you can appreciate, during Covid19 we have had little ability to pursue this matter and we would request an
extension be granted so that this can be fully investigated and enable us to make an educated and informed response to the
issue.
I note the excerpt below( from the C161 document ) which seems to indicate that the other properties are of main interest
and not ours..

Or, could you, at least point us in the correct direction.
Also, going forward, is it possible that you send all correspondence regarding this directly to us.
Thanks in advance,



 
 

  

Damian Dewar 
Manager Strategy and Design 
Port Phillip City Council 
strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au 
 
 
 
Dear Mr Dewar 
 

 with the opportunity to 
comment on Amendment C161port to the Port Phillip Planning Scheme, and the granting of an 
extension of time to make a submission. 
 

 has reviewed the amendment, relevant supporting documents and the explanatory report 
and has  land affected by the 
amendment: 
 

•     
    
  
     

 
 

t has 
identified a range of typographical anomalies in the amendment, such as inaccurate names and 
addresses of the heritage places in the Schedule to Clause 43.01 Heritage Overlay, and inaccurate 
descriptions of the effect of the amendment on the abovementioned land in the explanatory report. 
Please refer to Attachment 1 to this letter for further details of the . 
 

onto the Principals of the affected 
schools, who may wish to make their own separate submissions. 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

   

mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au
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I OPPOSE THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE PLANNING SCHEME FOR
THE FOLLOWING REASONS:

1. has no intrinsic heritage value.

2. In his report Mr Helms relies on an obscure journal citation for arriving at the
conclusion that the has some heritage value and moreover resolves that such value is
Significant.

3. In fact , for all intents and purposes have
the appearance of extremely run down ordinary Edwardian buildings.

4. If the buildings had any heritage value (which is not the case) have been so significantly
altered over many years that any such alleged heritage value has been completely lost. The
substantial alterations to the buildings and property generally include, but are not
limited to the following:
(a) Fully building in the original balconies
(b) Replacement of original roof
(c) Erection of a high brick fence and gates
(d) Significant fencing within the internal courtyards (which courtyard was claimed to be
part of the unique heritage feature/aspect of 96G)
(e) External painting of all buildings
(f) Other significant external alterations

OTHER FACTORS RELEVANT TO COUNCIL TO TAKE INTO ACCOUNT
1.  in general zone directly across the Street from
the newly constructed Sacred Heart Hostel building.
2. The  / buildings comprise of four modest and run down 2 and 3
bedroom single level - units with 1 shared car space between them - so the land is
effectively private land providing very modest, low amenity accommodation
3.  is an exceptional development site suitable for the possible construction of quality
affordable apartment housing for the local community with excellent amenity.
4. The owners see the future of  housing a multi level apartment development with
ample carparking similar to other low cost public housing similar others on 

5. Locking up this site without having a solid heritage basis is not in the interests of the
community or planning policy.

I would encourage each and every councilor to drive past and inspect to evaluate this



for themselves and not to rely on a misconceived report by Mr Helms.
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To Whom It May Concern – The Port Philip Council

Dear Sirs,

I would like to support the Council on its proposed Amendment C161 to the planning
regulations to recognise the heritage status of the buildings . These
block of flats, were built by WWII Charles Hector Young, a local
builder and represent the Functionalist style of architectural, seldom seen in today's
modern architecture. They definitely add to the diminishing history and architecture of this
area. They historic element of a bygone era that they brings real character to the area and
the spirit and energy that it emanates is immeasurable. Therefore, I support Port Philip
Council in this proposed amendment based on the above thoughts.

Thank you. 



Head of City Policy, 

City of Port Phillip. 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

 

 

Double Heritage Tragedy if  were Redeveloped 

I strongly support your proposal to have the properties at  

recognised for their significant heritage value. 

Not only do these fine buildings warrant protection - if they were to be redeveloped, the view from 

, which was acclaimed for unique Australian architectural design 

in 2005, would be all but obliterated: 

I am not a "heritage expert", but the 3 buildings certainly do look as if they belong to an era, they 

have been carefully maintained, and I think it must surely be important that the expansive frontage 

onto Queens Road represents a green break which blends in well with the golf course and parkland. 

I hope there is solid support for your proposal, and I wish you well. 

 

 
 

 

 
 

  
 

 

 



 

Head of City Policy, 
City of Port Philip, 
Private Bag No3, 
P.O. St. Kilda 3182 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Heritage Proposal -  

 
 

I am writing to support your intention to heritage list the properties at  
 

 

 

contains a beautiful historic Mansion which shares  with the 

property you intend to heritage list.  
 

 

There are so few period buildings left in  an excellent example of 
what should be retained . 

 precinct has changed so much, and sadly not for the 
better, in the last thirty years. A further development on the  would represent a 

major diminution of the heritage-built environment. 

I believe that your proposal to heritage list  is of significant importance 
to the local environment and should be applauded by the residents in the general area. 

I fully support your proposal. 



. 

Head of City Policy 
Strategic Planning Dept. 
City of Port Phillip 
Private Bag 3 
P.O. St. Kilda 3182 

Dear Sir/Madame 

 
 

 

 

I absolutely applaud this proposal. 

There is so little left of heritage value in the area. 

, leaving a 
legacy of high rise office towers and apartment buildings, 
mostly with unappealing edifices.  
complex is well built and beautifully maintained and is a 
prominent example of the architecture of the 1940's. 

It deserves to be heritage listed. 



576-578 St Kilda Road,

Melbourne, 3004. 

23.07.20 

Head of City Policy, 

City of Port Phillip, 

Private Bag No.3, 

P.O. St.Kilda, 3182. 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Heritage Proposal re 58, 59 & 60 Queens Road, Melbourne 

As Chairman of the Owner’s Corporation at “Yve” (576-578 St Kilda Road, Melbourne) I write to 
strongly support your proposal to have the properties at 58-60 Queens Road, Melbourne recognised 
for their significant heritage value. 

All elected members of our body corporate committee at Yve were delighted to learn that Port 
Phillip Council was seeking to protect these buildings, and endorse the arguments articulated by 
Peter Barrett in your proposal.  

We know you might just think we only have a self-interest in promoting the heritage listing, so to 
ensure our arguments are more independent and carry more weight we sought our own expert 
opinion as well on your proposal. 

Roger Beeston Architects (RBA) are recognised as one of Melbourne’s most respected heritage 
architects and they have provided us with a report which also recommends that the buildings be 
recognised for their heritage value. I attach a copy of the RBA report, and draw your attention to 
Section 5.2 in particular and the report’s conclusion which supports your own recommendation.  

We have been overwhelmed by the response from residents of Yve to your proposal and no doubt 
you have received a few submissions from them as well. They have presented us with a range of 
positive arguments for retaining 58-60 Queens Road in their present shape, and many enjoy the 
daily walk past them as they visit Albert Park Lake and beyond. 

Yve owners of course also have a huge stake in ensuring the architectural standing of our 
neighbourhood, which also plays a key role in why we support this proposed for heritage listing. In a 
sense, Yve itself has a “by-product” heritage interest in this proposal. Let me explain. 

When Yve was completed in 2006, it was immediately recognised as a modern architectural 
masterpiece – a building of unique design with a multitude of attractive features. It won a plethora 
of awards. The building’s architects, Woods Marsh, won the Victorian Architectural Medal for its 
innovative use of space and form. Yve soon became known as a St Kilda Road icon.  

From the east, views of Yve are likely to be unimpeded for ages – they are protected by the grounds 
of Wesley College which will surely remain intact forever. 

However, from the west, across Albert Park Lake, the parkland and Queens Road, there is the threat 
that if the three buildings at 58-60 Queens Road were demolished, the default zonal building 
guidelines would allow the construction of 40-metre tall edifices. This would block out most of the 



vista of Yve from the west; from across the lake, pedestrians scanning the magnificent landscape 
would see only the top four floors of Yve at best. Even worse, from Queens Road, virtually nothing 
would be visible of Yve if a future tall development went ahead. 

I’m sure it comes as no surprise then that the residents of Yve feel that in a sense there would be a 
heritage “double-whammy” if 58-60 Queens Road were to be demolished sometime in the future – 
as part of the “heritage value” of Yve would be demolished at the same time. 

Together with St. Kilda Road and Beaconsfield Parade, Queens Road is one of the three beautiful 
gateways to Melbourne from the south. The properties at 58-60 Queens Road constitute an 
outstanding example of what must be saved.  

The overall property at 58-60 Queens Road has the largest and best frontage of the remaining 
properties along this boulevard. The frontage stretches nearly half the block between Lorne Street 
and Beatrice Street, with a carefully manicured hedge and an abundance of mature trees. Nestled 
behind in attractive gardens are the three fine period buildings described in your proposal, which all 
appear to have been well-maintained. 

Our own expert report from RBA echoes the same sentiment about the feel of the properties. But 
importantly, it concurs with the notion that there is a significant heritage value at stake here. 
Coupled with the argument above to protect the “heritage value” of Yve, the residents here wish 
you well in this vital initiative.  

Yours sincerely, 

Stephen Dabkowski 

(Chairman, Yve Owner’s Corporation) 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose 

This heritage report has been prepared for submission to the City of Port Phillip in relation to the heritage controls 
proposed for 58-60 Queens Road, Melbourne (subject site) with Amendment C161. It provides an independent review 
of the assessed heritage values of the subject site.  

Amendment C161 proposes to make a series of updates and technical corrections to the Port Phillip Planning Scheme 
and is currently at exhibition stage. Part of this Amendment seeks to implement the findings of four heritage 
assessments commissioned by Council, including the 58 - 60 Queens Road, Melbourne Heritage Assessment (Peter 
Andrew Barrett, November 2017), which recommends that an individual heritage overlay is applied to the subject site.  

This heritage report has been prepared by Roger Beeston, Principal Architect of RBA Architects + Conservation 
Consultants Pty, with the assistance of Ashleigh Ngan, Architectural Graduate, on behalf of the Owners Committee of 
the Yve Building at 576-578 St Kilda Road, Melbourne.  

The site was inspected from the street on 3 April 2020.  

1.2 Location 

The subject site is located in Queens Road, Melbourne at the intersection of Beatrice Street. To the north of the site is 
Beatrice Street and to the east (rear) is Queens Lane.  

The site consists of three, three-storey brick flats constructed during the Interwar period. To the north end is Glen 
Eagles (no. 58), in the middle is Kinross (no. 59), and to the south end is Kinfauns (no. 60).  

Aerial, showing approximate boundaries of subject site. The site consists of three brick flats constructed during the late Interwar 
period. (Source: Nearmap, 23 April 2020) 

No. 58 (Glen Eagles) 

No. 60 (Kinfauns) 

No. 59 (Kinross) 
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1.3 Heritage Status 

The site is not currently included in the schedule to the heritage overlay in the Port Phillip Planning Scheme.  

1.3.1 Amendment C161, Port Philip Planning Scheme 

Amendment C161 proposes to apply an individual heritage overlay (HO512) to 58-60 Queens Road that would 
encompass the entire site.1 Significant places are defined at Clause 22.04 (Heritage Policy) of the Port Phillip Planning 
Scheme.  

Significant heritage places include buildings and surrounds that are individually important places of either State, regional or 
local heritage significance and are places that together within an identified area, are part of the significance of a Heritage 
Overlay. These places are included in a Heritage Overlay either as an area or as an individually listed heritage place and are 
coloured “red” on the City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map in the Port Phillip Heritage Review, Volume 1-6. 

The Amendment does not propose any specific controls (i.e. internal controls, external paint controls or tree controls) at 
the subject site.2 

Proposed Heritage Overlay (HO512) shown dashed red – part of Planning Scheme Maps 4HO & 6HO. 
(Source: Am. C161, Port Phillip Planning Scheme, Exhibition Documentation) 

The following statement of significance for Glen Eagles, Kinross and Kinfauns at 58-60 Queens Road, Melbourne, is 
proposed as part of the amendment:3 

What is significant? 
Glen Eagles, Kinross and Kinfauns at 58, 59 & 60 Queens Road, Melbourne, built in 1940-41 as an investment for Margot 
O’Donohue and Frank Lynch are significant. The three-storey brick blocks of flats are of a restrained, but well-composed, 
Moderne design and are situated within a landscape setting that contributes to their character. Along the rear boundary of the 
site is a row of 23 single car garages for its residents, which are supplemented by vehicle parking elsewhere on this site.  
Non-original alterations and additions are not significant.  

How is it significant? 
The complex containing Glen Eagles, Kinross and Kinfauns flats, their landscape setting, and rear garages, is of local 
aesthetic and historic significance to Port Phillip.  

Why is it significant? 
This complex of flats is of local historical significance to Port Phillip. It is a large and intact complex of low-rise flats built in 
Queens Road, Melbourne in the early 1940s. This complex is of local historical value as it demonstrates the significant role 
that Queens Road played in flat development in the municipality from the Interwar period, due largely to its close proximity to 

1 ‘List of Affected Properties’ Am. C161, Exhibition Documentation 
2 ‘Schedule to Clause 43.01 Heritage Overlay’ Am. C161, Port Phillip Planning Scheme, Exhibition Documentation 
3 Citation No. 226, Port Phillip Heritage Review extract, June 2020 – Volume 2-6 – Revised citations, Exhibition Documents (Changes 

to Incorporated Documents).  
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public transport and the views it afforded to Albert Park Lake. It is also an example of a flat development by Margot 
O’Donohue and Frank Lynch, who built at least one other large block of flats in Queens Road. (Criterion A) 

The complex is of local aesthetic significance to Port Phillip, as a large and intact example of an early 1940s flats complex 
designed in a restrained, but well-composed, Moderne style. The three blocks of flats, Glen Eagles, Kinross and Kinfauns, 
demonstrate a transition in styling of blocks between the more ornate styles of historicism and Streamline Moderne, to that of 
the uncompromisingly Modern developments of Newburn and Stanhill flats. (Criterion E)  

Glen Eagles, Kinross and Kinfauns are a particularly fine, representative, and intact example of an Inter-war flat complex, 
demonstrating key features of flat design of this period, including incorporation of vehicle accommodation, and garden 
settings for each block. These garden settings, combined with the modest scale of the blocks (three-storey) and their hips 
roofs, provide a residential scale and character to this complex, absent in many Post-war flat developments in Port Phillip. It 
was these design attributes in early flats that helped shift earlier negative perceptions of flat living, to their growth in popularity 
with single and smaller family units in the Inter-war period. (Criterion D) 
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2 HISTORY 

2.1 Subject Site 

The Heritage Assessment (Peter Andrew Barrett, November 2017) outlines that Glen Eagles, Kinross and Kinfauns at 
58, 59 & 60 Queens Road, were constructed in 1940-41 for Margot O’Donahue and Frank Lynch, property developers 
who traded under the name Ardern Real Estate and Investment Company. The builder was Charles Hector Young of 
Carnegie. O’Donahue and Lynch were also responsible for the extant block of flats at 33 Queens Road (Lenhurst) and 
most likely the block of flats at 17 Queens Road (Monterey), the latter being almost identical to the subject flats (albeit 
overpainted).  

A 1945 aerial of the subject site shows the original building forms of the three subject flats. The flats are strategically 
orientated to take advantage of the sun and have an L-shaped configuration with internal courtyards that are integral to 
the functionality of the design. Linear paths serving the blocks of flats and large rectangular lawns are evident.  

The flats are set back a considerable distance from Queens Road, showcasing the open front yards. To the front of 
Kinross (no. 59) is a tree, probably the extant palm tree which continues to feature prominently on the site.  

1945 aerial showing the approximate boundaries of the subject site (dashed red) and the building forms of the three flats. The 
extant tree is indicated (green arrow).  
(Source: Landata, Melbourne and Metropolitan Area Project, No. 5, Run 19E) 

Builder – Charles Hector Young 
The subject flats were constructed by builder, Charles Hector Young. He is described as a carpenter in rate books and 
later he advertised as a builder.4 Charles resided at 310 Koornang Road, Carnegie at the time of his death in 1944 
(aged 44).5 He was the son of Janet and George Young and the husband of Mollie Young. His brother Albert, was 
appointed executor of the will, and may have also been a builder.6 

4 City of Caulfield rate book, 1937-38 entry 2575, Deaths, ‘Professions and Trades Section,’ Sands & McDougall’s Directory, 1942, 
p2023  

5 Deaths, Argus, 2 November 1944, p2 
6 Deaths, Argus, 6 November 1944, p13; City of Caulfield rate book, 1933-34, entry 3908 

No. 59 (Kinross) 

No. 58 (Glen Eagles) 

No. 60 (Kinfauns) 
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2.2 Flat Development along Queens Road 

The 1945 aerial (see below) shows the section of road between Louise Street to the north and Union Street to the 
south. Queens Road consists of large, deep rectangular sites, with vehicular access from Queens Lane to the rear.  
While Victorian period mansions remained along Queens Road and St Kilda Road, many sites, such as the subject 
site, had been redeveloped to accommodate the growing trend in flat development. The aerial captures this pivotal 
phase during the late Interwar period.  

The Waitemata flats at no. 65 and Rameta flats at no. 67 are evident to the north of Lorne Street (both now 
demolished). Both flats had been constructed by 1942 and have a similar building footprint and layout to the subject 
site, for example the buildings have an L-shaped footprint and internal courtyards, a substantial garden setting at the 
front (west) of the site, and garages at the rear (east) of the site.7  

The extant Newburn Flats at no. 30 (HO235), Brookwood Flats at no. 32 (HO346), Stanhill flats at nos 33 and 34 
(HO346), Lancaster House/Flats at no. 18 Queens Road (HO321), and Flats (HO333) at no. 628 St Kilda Road had 
been constructed. All five buildings are protected by individual heritage overlays in the Port Phillip Planning Scheme.  

The Brookwood and Stanhills flats have similar characteristics to the subject site such as a generous landscaped front 
yard and a building form that is configured to take advantage of the sun. Some paving has been introduced to the site, 
as is the case with the subject site.  

7 Sands & McDougall’s Directory, 1942, p60 
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1945 aerial showing the approximate boundaries of the subject site indicated (dashed red). Seven other Interwar period flats had 
had been constructed along Queens Road/St Kilda Road. Five of those flats (Lancaster (north of aerial), Newburn, Brookwood, 
Stanhill, and the flats at 628 St Kilda Road) are protected by an individual heritage overlay in the Port Phillip Planning Scheme.  
(Source: Landata, Melbourne and Metropolitan Area Project, No. 5, Run 19E)  

No. 67 (Rameta) (now demolished) 

No. 65 (Waitemata) (now demolished) 

No. 32 (Brookwood) - HO335 

No. 30 (Newburn) - HO235 

No. 628 St Kilda Road 
Flats – HO333 

No. 33 + 34 (Stanhill) – HO346 
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3 DESCRIPTION 

3.1 Subject Site 

The substantial site has an approximately 92 metre frontage to Queens Road. The three storey brick flats are largely 
concealed from the opposite side of Queens Road by large trees that been added to the road boundary. Whilst the 
addition of these trees has had some impact on the original presentation of the buildings from the road, the landscaped 
setting remains relatively intact. The early palm tree to the front of Kinross (no. 59) features prominently above the 
other trees. 

Subject site from Queens Road showing the extant palm tree to 
front of Kinross (no. 59) 

Kinross (no. 59), Queens Road façade from entry path. 
Despite modifications to the original courtyard, the 
landscaped setting and path configuration remain intact. 

3.2 Glen Eagles (no. 58), Kinross (no. 59) and Kinfauns (no. 60) 

The heritage assessment acknowledges that some changes have occurred to the site such as the addition of paved 
vehicle parking and landscaping between Kinross (no. 59) and Kinfauns (no. 60). Whilst this has had some impact on 
the original function of the courtyard, the linear path configuration and main entry points from Queens Road and 
Beatrice Street are intact. 

The three buildings are orientated along the east-west axis of the site and are strategically positioned to take 
advantage of the sun as well as the large site which is about 76 metres deep. Each flat is relatively low-lying with an 
emphasis on the horizontal form. The hipped roofs have terracotta tiles, and are low-pitched reinforcing the residential 
setting of the flats. The eaves have a timber lined soffit. The upper part of the brick chimneys at Kinross (no. 59) and 
Kinfuans (no. 60), have a single course in a rowlock brick configuration and narrow brick coping to the upper section.  

Kinross (no. 59) and Kinfuans (no. 60) have cream face brick facades while Glen Eagles (no. 58) has a salmon face 
brick facade. All three flats have a manganese brick plinth and red face brick to the rear elevations.  

The three buildings were designed in a restrained Moderne style and are for the most part identical in appearance. The 
facades are articulated by rectangular steel framed windows of horizontal proportions. Each window is tripartite in 
configuration and consists of thin horizontal mullions with casement windows to either side of a fixed central pane. 
Below this, is a contrasting sill of narrow bricks.  

The windows are located within shallow, recessed banding that has been carefully detailed. The banding stretches 
along the façade, and extends one brick past the edge of the outer window. Above and below the banding is a 
projecting brick course that reinforces the horizontal form of the building. The main entry of all three flats is recessed 
and consists of a rendered canopy with a bevelled, moulded cornice. The entry wall has manganese brick. 
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Glen Eagles (no. 58), Queens Road façade Kinross (no. 59), from Queens Road 

Glen Eagles, Beatrice Road facade Glen Eagles showing entry on Beatrice Road facade 

The heritage assessment outlines that the original garages consisted of the 13 extant garages in an L-shaped 
arrangement to the south of Glen Eagles, four of which are located along the Queens Lane boundary.8 The original 
garage section and detailing, including the brick coping in a rowlock brick configuration, has largely been retained. A 
change to the original drawings saw a caretaker’s residence above the garages removed and replaced with the extant 
outdoor clothes drying area. 

Queens Lane (rear) façade showing Glen Eagles (no. 58) to the 
right and original single car garages (x4) to the left. 

Queens Lane façade showing vehicular entry between Kinross 
(no. 59) and Kinfauns (no. 60). The additional garages along 
the Queens Lane boundary had been constructed by 1945.   

Nineteen additional garages to the rear of Kinross and Kinfauns on the Queens Lane boundary, were built shortly after 
the flats were constructed and are of a similar design to the original garages along Queens Lane.9  

8 Barrett, pp4-5 
9 Landata, 1945 aerial, Melbourne and Metropolitan Area Project, No. 5, Run 19E. The additional garages along Queens Lane are 

evident.  
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4 ANALYSIS 

4.1 Architectural Style 

The Heritage Assessment outlines the blocks of flats constructed during the Interwar period in the vicinity of the subject 
site. The buildings are of no uniform architectural style, rather they are expressed in a variety of styles that were 
popular in the 1920s through to the 1940s.10 This includes styles such as the English Vernacular Revival, Georgian 
Revival, Streamline Moderne, Art Deco and Modernism.  

From the identified group of flats, five are protected by an individual heritage overlay. This includes the Brookwood 
Flats (HO346) constructed in a Streamline Moderne style, Lancaster House/Flats (HO321) constructed in a Georgian 
Revival style, the Flats at 628 St Kilda Road constructed in an English Vernacular style, and Stanhill (HO346) and 
Newburn (HO235), both constructed in a Modernist style.   

Moderne style 
The subject flats are designed in a restrained, late iteration of the Moderne style.11 The Moderne style is indebted to 
the Modernist aesthetic which was popular in Australia over the 1930s, and referenced the ‘streamlined’ aesthetic of 
modern industrial design.  

Modernism emerged in Melbourne (and Australia) during the late Interwar period and evolved from diverse 
transnational sources, including the work of European modernists, such as Le Corbusier, Walter Gropius, Marcel 
Breuer and Ludwig Mies van der Rohe. Presented as an anti-style by practitioners and as a distinct break with 
earlier/historical styles, building design was to relate to purpose and functionality – houses were to be machines for 
living - with a focus on simple geometric forms and plain facing materials. Decoration was eschewed.  

Flats constructed in the Moderne style was typically an indicator of affluence, or at least, a progressive image. The 
style would have been an appropriate aesthetic for buildings constructed along Queens Road and the nearby St Kilda 
Road in the mid-late 1930s, as it had long been a desirable location for the wealthy. By the end of the 1930s, a 
streamlined influence was an embedded feature of many residential buildings, although the extent to which it was 
expressed often varied.  

The subject group of flats is a good and intact example of a more restrained expression of the Moderne style, and 
demonstrate a strong horizontal emphasis, bold forms with reductive detailing and walls in face brick. The flats have 
cream or salmon coloured walls and subtle brick banding/detailing creating a stream-lined and ‘clean’ aesthetic. Steel-
framed windows with horizontal glazing bars, including corner windows, are also indicative of the style and are 
representative of an acceptance of materials that had hitherto been largely associated with industrial buildings.  

The flats have hipped roofs indicative of their residential setting. Whilst more progressive examples of the Moderne 
style would have a flat roof, most buildings had a pitched roof, though often parapets were employed to largely conceal 
the latter type of roof.  

4.2 Flat Development along Queens Road and St Kilda Road 

The Heritage Assessment discusses the surviving Interwar blocks as having the ability to provide evidence of the 
history of this part of Port Phillip being at the forefront of flat development in Melbourne in the Interwar and early 
Postwar period.12  

It is evident that the subdivision pattern along Queens Road and St Kilda Road is unique and consists of deep sites 
that are not commonly seen in a suburban context. Combined with the location and views afforded to Albert Park, a 
sub-type of flat typology developed along Queens Road and St Kilda Road, that was specific to the area and more 
substantial than the norm. The large sites allowed for buildings to be set back from the street and for the provision of 
relatively generous landscaped areas/courtyards, typically about an L-shaped or U-shaped building footprint.  

10 Barrett, p13 
11 Barrett, p20 
12 Barrett, pp11-13 
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Flats constructed during the Interwar period did not necessarily make provision for garages. That they were usually 
provided to the flats in this part of the municipality suggests that a relatively affluent occupant/owner was anticipated. 
The substantial parcels of land with a wide rear lane, Queens Lane, allowed for easy vehicular access and a logical 
location for the garages. 

4.3 Comparative Analysis 

The Heritage Assessment identified relevant flats constructed during the Interwar period in the vicinity of the subject 
flats. The following schedule provides an assessment of those flats for comparative analysis. In each case the heritage 
controls at a local and state level (if applicable), name + address, details of the place and an accompanying photo has 
been provided. 

The following group of buildings mostly date to the latter part of the Interwar period (circa 1935 to circa 1940) with 
some dating to the subsequent decade/Post-WWII period. Architecturally, the popular contemporary styles are 
apparent in this group – primarily the Moderne and the English Vernacular Revival (or Tudor Revival), with one 
example of the Georgian Revival style. As a group they are largely intact and good to fine examples of their respective 
idioms. Several already are subject to heritage protection.  

Heritage 
Controls 

Address Details Photo 

N/A 8 Louise 
Street 

Not 
identified in 
the Heritage 
Assessment 

 Probably 1950s

 Two-storey cream
brick

 U-shaped building
configuration with
central courtyard.

 Metal-framed windows

Louise Street façade 

N/A Monterey 

17 Queens 
Road 

 Constructed circa 1940

 Moderne style

 Brick walls overpainted

 Builder/designer not
confirmed

 Possibly Ardern Real
Estate and Investment
Company

Arthur Street façade 

HO321 Lancaster 
House/Flats 

18 Queens 
Road 

 Constructed in 1938

 Georgian-Revival style

 Designed by Purnell &
Pearce

Queens Road facade 



58-60 QUEENS ROAD, MELBOURNE HERITAGE REVIEW

RBA ARCHITECTS + CONSERVATION CONSULTANTS 11 

Heritage 
Controls 

Address Details Photo 

HO235 

+ 

VHR 

H578 

Newburn 
Flats 

30 Queens 
Road 

 Constructed 1939-42

 Modernist influence,
distinctive example

 Romberg and Shaw

Queens Road façade 

HO335 Former 
Brookwood
Flats 

32 Queens 
Road 

 Constructed in 1936

 Streamline Moderne
with Art Deco
embellishments

 Architect not known

 Claude de Bernales,
property developer

Louise Street facade 

N/A Lenhurst 

33 Queens 
Road  

 Constructed in 1936-37

 English Vernacular
Revival style

 Architect not known

 Margot O’Donohue and
Frank Lynch, property
developers

Queens Road facade 

HO346 

+ 

VHR 

H1875 

Stanhill  

34 Queens 
Road 

 Constructed 1945-50

 Functionalist style,
early and distinguished
example of a ‘purer’
version of Modernism

 Romberg and Shaw

 Residential apartment
building

Queens Road façade 



58-60 QUEENS ROAD, MELBOURNE HERITAGE REVIEW

RBA ARCHITECTS + CONSERVATION CONSULTANTS 12 

Heritage 
Controls 

Address Details Photo 

HO333 Flats 

628 St Kilda 
Road  

 Constructed in 1936

 English Vernacular
Revival style

 Marsh & Michaelson
Architects

(Google Street View, 2019) 
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5 FINDINGS 

5.1 Summary of Heritage Review  

The group of three adjacent blocks of flats at 58-60 Queens Road, Melbourne (that is, Glen Eagles, Kinross and 
Kinfauns) were built at the end of the Interwar period, 1940-41, at the early stages of WWII, by Charles Hector Young, 
a local builder who may have constructed similar flats in the area. The site was developed by Margot O’Donohue and 
Frank Lynch, property developers who are responsible for the construction of the Lenhurst flats at 33 Queens Road 
and most likely Monterey at 17 Queens Road, the latter which has been designed in a very similar manner to the 
subject sites.  

The subject group of flats are good and intact examples of the late iteration of the Moderne style with their restrained 
and well-composed exteriors. Their elongated form allows for ready appreciation of the horizontal emphasis of their 
subtle brick detailing and ‘stream-lined’ aesthetic. 

The subject group of flats are representative of a distinctive sub-type of flats – a high-end group dating to the mid-20th 
century – late Interwar and Post-WWII periods - that developed along Queens Road and nearby in St Kilda Road. This 
sub-group relate to a pivotal phase of flat development of consistently large buildings with generous garden settings 
and typically include garages and are associated with the changing perceptions of flat living. 

5.2 Conclusion 

From our independent review, it is confirmed that the three adjacent blocks of flats at 58-60 Queens Road, Melbourne - 
being Glen Eagles, Kinross and Kinfauns - meet the threshold for local heritage significance in three of the eight 
recognised HERCON Criteria used for the assessment of heritage value,13 namely  

 Criterion A – historical,

 Criterion D – representativeness,

 Criterion E – aesthetic.

As such, the recommendations of the Heritage Assessment by Peter Barrett and the application of an individual 
heritage overlay to the site (HO512), as proposed by Amendment C161 of the Port Phillip Planning Scheme, is 
supported. 

End of report 

13 ‘Planning Practice Note - Applying the Heritage Overlay,’ August 2018. (Source: https://www.planning.vic.gov.au/resource-
library/planning-practice-notes) 



From: Jocelyn Logan
To: Helpdesk - Strategic Planning
Subject: Heritage listing 58 - 60 Queens Road Melbourne 3004
Date: Wednesday, 19 August 2020 8:25:00 AM

[External Email] Please be cautious before clicking on any links or attachments.

Good morning,

I wish to register my support to Port Phillip Planning to have 58-60 Queens Road Heritage
Listed.

The buildings are of aesthetic and historical significance, and I thank you for taking this step
to protect the them for the future.. 

Thank you again.

Jocelyn Logan
Queens Road resident
0402 504 166

mailto:jocelynlogan@live.com.au
mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au


From: Daniella Greenwood
To: Helpdesk - Strategic Planning
Subject: Amendment C161port - Support
Date: Wednesday, 2 September 2020 7:15:27 PM
Attachments: PastedGraphic-15.png

PastedGraphic-1.tiff

[External Email] Please be cautious before clicking on any links or attachments.

To whom it may concern,

I am the owner/occupier of unit 21/58 Queens Road, Melbourne, 3004.

My apartment is described as mid-twentieth century Moderne - the building, parking and
grounds are a real landmark in the local Port Phillip community. I am so proud to own this
little piece of Port Phillip history. When I explain to friends and colleagues where I live,
they invariably say something like “Oh, that one, it is beautiful”. Yes, it ‘is’ beautiful, and
I purchased it a few years ago with an understanding that I would be the steward of a very
special landmark. Although it was not ‘officially’ recognised at the time, I absolutely
assumed that the building and stunning grounds were to be protected.

I am in strong support of the proposed Heritage Overlay for the complex at 58-60 Queens
Rd, Melbourne. Unfortunately I have not been actively involved with the Body Corporate
and so my full support for this proposal has not been officially registered. After my
experience with the handling of the proposed Heritage Overlay I will definitely be more
involved moving forward.

I just wanted to reach out to let you know that one owner/occupier (and her partner) are in
full support of the  proposed Heritage Overlay. 

Best regards,

Daniella

E: daniellagreenwood@mac.com

M: +61 (0)434 314 866

Linkedin I Twitter 

mailto:daniellagreenwood@mac.com
mailto:strategicplanning@portphillip.vic.gov.au
mailto:daniellagreenwood@mac.com
https://protect-au.mimecast.com/s/WzEACJypJRi8qKnDsVXJUO?domain=linkedin.com/
https://protect-au.mimecast.com/s/TnNdCK1q0RFq241Gsv-aR4?domain=twitter.com
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From: Tasman Jones
To: Phoebe Hanna; planning.panels@delwp.vic.au.au; Kathryn Pound
Cc: David Song; johnwchurch@optusnet.com.au; Benjamin Stibbard
Subject: Submission to PS amendment Port Phillip C161 Part 2 (207 Little Page Street, Middle Park
Date: Thursday, 19 November 2020 3:09:35 PM
Attachments: Submission to C161pt2 PPV - 207 Little Page Street Middle Park.pdf

207 Little Page St, Middle Park - RTC July 2019 - Raworth.pdf
Struc Engineer Report (12-12-2019).pdf

Importance: High

[External Email] Please be cautious before clicking on any links or attachments.

Hello Phoebe,

Please find attached 3 documents forming our submission to Planning Scheme Amendment C161
Part 2. Attached are:

Submission letter outlining an objection;
Report to Council – Assessment of Heritage Impacts, July 2019 (Prepared by Bryce
Raworth Pty Ltd, for proposed redevelopment of 207 Little Page Street, Middle Park)
Structural Engineers report – Inspection at 207 Little Page Street, Middle Park 12th
December 2019 (prepared for Whitechurch Development P/L)

It’s understood this submission is lodged outside of time, if found acceptable we look forward to
your confirmation so that we can prepare for dates and requirements listed for January 2021.

Thank you.
Kind Regards,
Tasman Jones
Senior Planner

COVID-19 RESPONSE WE ARE OPEN FOR BUSINESS
During this unprecedented time, many of our staff will be working remotely and it is best to contact our staff via email or

mobile. Our Kew East Office is open and accepting deliveries.
This email and any attachments may contain privileged and confidential information and are intended for the named addressee only. If you have
received this e-mail in error, please notify Song Bowden Planning and delete this e-mail immediately. Any confidentiality, privilege or copyright is
not waived or lost because this e-mail has been sent to you in error. It is your responsibility to check this e-mail and any attachments for viruses. 
No warranty is made that this material is free from computer virus or any other defect or error.  Any loss/damage incurred by using this material is
not the sender's responsibility.

Submission #151

mailto:tjones@songbowden.com.au
https://protect-au.mimecast.com/s/5IOyCMwvM6f5kYKvIwHDOK?domain=songbowden.com.au/
mailto:tjones@songbowden.com.au
mailto:Phoebe.Hanna@portphillip.vic.gov.au
mailto:planning.panels@delwp.vic.au.au
mailto:Kathryn.Pound@portphillip.vic.gov.au
mailto:dsong@songbowden.com.au
mailto:johnwchurch@optusnet.com.au
mailto:ben@auhaus.com.au
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SongBowdenPlanning 
 


 
 
19th November 2020 
 
Strategic Planning 
City of Port Phillip 
Private Bag 3 
St Kilda VIC  3182 
 
 
Dear Phoebe,         
 
207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK 
SUBMISSION TO PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C161PORT (PART 2) 
 
 
We act on behalf of the landowner, for the above submission.  
 
It has come to our attention as of the 12th November 2020 that our client was not made aware of the exhibition period 
for the above Planning Scheme Amendment and wish to participate in the process, noting that we submit a strong 
objection to the proposed change of heritage grading for the site. 
 
We believe there are sufficient reasons to lodge a submission beyond the required timeframe and to object to the 
change of heritage grading for the site, as per the justifications contained in the attached documents. 
 
Furthermore, we substantiate our objection with support from the attached consultant reports and from Council’s 
Building Surveyor and Heritage Advisor. 
 
We trust the enclosed information is satisfactory to the Council. We look forward to your favourable consideration of 
our client’s application.   If you require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
 
Yours faithfully, 


SongBowdenPlanning 
 


 
 
Tasman Jones  
Senior Planner 
 
Attachments:  
 


- Report to Council – Assessment of Heritage Impacts, July 2019 (Prepared by Bryce Raworth Pty Ltd, for proposed redevelopment of 207 
Little Page Street, Middle Park) 


- Structural Engineers report – Inspection at 207 Little Page Street, Middle Park 12th December 2019 (prepared for Whitechurch 
Development P/L) 
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Proposed Redevelopment 
207 Little Page Street, Middle Park 


 
 


July 2019 


 


 


1.0 Introduction 


This report was prepared at the request of Auhaus Architecture on behalf of 
Whitechurch Development Pty Ltd, owner of 207 Little Page Street, Middle Park.  
The site is occupied by a Federation era cottage, which is included in the Middle 
Park and St Kilda West Heritage Overlay Precinct (HO444) in the Schedule to the 
Heritage Overlay of the Port Phillip Planning Scheme. 
 
This report relates to a proposal to redevelop the site with a new dwelling, involving 
demolition of the existing building.  The report analyses the significance of the 
property, whether the proposed redevelopment is appropriate in character and 
detail, and whether it is acceptable in terms of the potential impact on the significance 
of HO444. 
 
 


2.0 Sources of Information 


 
The analysis below draws upon inspections of the subject site and its environs.  
Reference has been made to relevant sections of the Port Phillip Planning Scheme, 
including the Heritage Overlay (Clause 43.01) and Heritage Policy (Clause 22.04) as 
well as to the Port Phillip Heritage Review and City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy 
Map (October 2018).  The Port Phillip Heritage Review Update, prepared by David 
Helms Heritage Planning, February 2019, has also been reviewed. 
 
This report is intended to be read in conjunction with the drawings prepared by 
Auhaus Architecture (dated 21 May 2019) and other documents submitted with 
respect to the application. 
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3.0 Brief History and Description 


The land addressed as 207 Little Page Street was subdivided from the rear of 208 
Page Street in August 1912 and purchased by Thomas Ashworth (Certificate of Title 
Vol. 3094, Fol. 613).  A property service plan (Figure 1) indicates that the existing 
dwelling was constructed for owner TR Ashworth in September 1912. 
 
The dwelling is a modest single storey cottage constructed of overpainted brick 
(Figure 2).  The building has a small setback from Little Page Street with two windows 
to this southern elevation.  The east elevation, which is unrelieved aside from a 
shallow recessed entry porch, has zero setback from the unnamed laneway which 
borders it.  The main section of the dwelling has a hipped roof, the corrugated metal 
cladding on which appears to have been renewed, and features a painted brick 
chimney and a cylindrical metal chimney.  A skillion roofed section is located to the 
north.  A tall brick fence, detailed to match the dwelling, and metal roller door are 
located along the northern end of the eastern property boundary (Figure 3). 
 
 
 
 


 
Figure 1 Property service plan showing the site in 1912. 


Source: South East Water. 
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Figure 2 View of the subject property at 207 Little Page Street showing the south and 


east elevations.  
 
 
 


 
Figure 3 The east and north elevations of the subject property.  The side fence and 


roller door are also visible. 
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Little Page Street itself is a narrow bluestone paved laneway that provides access to 
the rear of properties addressing Page Street (to the north) and Danks Street (to the 
south).  The unnamed laneway that runs along the east side of the subject site is also 
paved in bluestone pitchers.  Built form presenting to these laneways mainly 
comprises garages and rear fences, such as those to the east of the subject site at the 
rear of 36-38, 40-42 and 44 McGregor Street (Figure 4), as well as the side elevations 
of dwellings. 
 
To the west, the neighbouring property at 206 Page Street was formerly occupied by 
an interwar duplex.  This building this has recently been demolished however, and 
the land is currently being redeveloped with a modern dwelling that will feature a 
double storey garage/studio adjacent to the Little Page Street property boundary 
(Figure 5).  Futher west are double storey garages/outbuildings to the rear of 202-204 
Page Street (Figure 6). 
 
To the south, 202-208 Little Page Street is the only other property in the vicinity with 
a Little Page Street address.  This is a single storey brick factory building with a 
sawtooth roof that has been converted for residential use (Figure 7).  To the north, 
the property at 208 Page Street is a single storey Federation style dwelling of red brick 
with timber and rough cast gable end, corner porch and terracotta tiled roof (Figure 
8).  A two storey addition has been constructed to the rear. 
 
 
 
 


 
Figure 4 The garages and rear fences of properties east of the subject site, addressing 


McGregor Street, are seen at right. 
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Figure 5 The property to the west of the subject site has been cleared for redevelopment. 
 
 
 
 


 
Figure 6 Modern outbuildings to the rear of 202 and 204 Page Street, west of the subject 


site. 
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Figure 7 The former factory building at 202-208 Little Page Street, south of the subject 


site, has undergone residential conversion. 
 
 
 
 


 
Figure 8 208 Page Street north of the subject site. 
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4.0 Heritage Listings 


The site is included in the Middle Park and St Kilda West Heritage Overlay Precinct, 
identified as HO444 in the Schedule to the Heritage Overlay of the Port Phillip 
Planning Scheme (Figure 9).  External paint controls apply as a result of this listing. 
 
 


 
Figure 9 Heritage Overlay map showing the subject site (shaded red) within HO444. 


Source: Port Phillip Planning Scheme. 
 
 
The existing statement of significance for the Middle Park and St Kilda West Precinct 
is reproduced in part below: 
 


How is It Significant? 


The precinct is of historical and aesthetic significance to the City of Port Phillip. 


 
Why is It Significant? 


Historically, the precinct is significant as a notable and highly atypical expanse of 
late nineteenth and early twentieth century inner-suburban residential 
development, conspicuously sandwiched between the much older settlements of 
Port Melbourne (Sandridge), South Melbourne (Emerald Hill) and St Kilda. 
With the contemporaneous development of Middle Park and St Kilda West 
hampered by a notorious expanse of swampland and a foreshore military reserve, 
it was not until the late 1870s and early 1880s –when the swamp was reclaimed, 
military presence was withdrawn and the new Middle Park Railway Station was 
opened (1882) –that residential expansion could begin in earnest.  


The major boundary thoroughfares of Kerferd Road and Canterbury Road were 
amongst the first to develop, attracting the attention of wealthier citizens who built 
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large and grand residences –a trend that continued into the early twentieth century 
and established these roadways as prestigious residential addresses. Elsewhere in 
the precinct, specific areas ably illustrate the two closely-spaced phases of intense 
settlement: housing from the 1880s and '90s along the northwestern fringe, and 
to the south-east of Fraser Street, and counterparts from the 1900s and 1910s in 
the blocks closer to the beach. Contemporaneous non-residential buildings 
provide evidence of the expansion of community services during this key period: 
most notably the five churches, one school and numerous corner shops 
established along Richardson Street. 


A scattered but noteworthy overlay of later twentieth century development is 
represented by large inter-war dwellings along Canterbury Road, inter-war shops 
(including three dairies), low-rise inter-war apartment blocks (which significantly 
follow the alignment of the 1926 electric tramway route), and larger post-war 
counterparts in the former City of St Kilda and, most notably, as high-rise towers 
along Beaconsfield Parade. These apartments ably illustrate a tendency towards 
higher density living that has been a significant theme in the former City of St 
Kilda from the 1920s to the 1980s.  


Aesthetically, the precinct is significant for its fine and largely intact streetscapes 
of Victorian and Edwardian housing. The former, concentrated along the north-
western fringe and in the former City of St Kilda south-east of Fraser Street, 
represent most of the ubiquitous dwelling types associated with the era: small 
single-fronted cottages in brick and timber, more ornate Boom-style terraces, 
larger double-fronted villas, two-storey terrace houses and a few mansions. 
Edwardian housing, concentrated in the beachside blocks between Mills and 
Fraser Street, is dominated by modest single-storey red brick dwellings in the 
Queen Anne style, in attached rows, semi-detached pairs or freestanding. The 
boundary streets of Kerferd Road and Canterbury Road are especially notable 
for larger and grander residences from the period 1890-1930, including fine rows 
of double-storey Victorian terrace houses, large Victorian and Edwardian villas 
and inter-war attic-storey bungalows. Today, the high-status Victorian, Edwardian 
and Inter-War dwellings along Canterbury Road constitute the most intact 
remaining streetscape of the four prestigious residential boulevards (cf Albert 
Road, Queens Road and Fitzroy Street) that originally overlooked the Albert Park 
Lake reserve.  


Aesthetically and architecturally, Beaconsfield Parade stands out for its high 
concentration of residential buildings (from all eras) that –befitting its status as 
one of Melbourne’s most iconic beachfront promenades –not only generally 
display a higher level of architectural expression but were also explicitly designed 
to exploit views across the bay. Thus it is of especial significance within the 
precinct as a specific and consistent architectural pattern, rather than a reflection 
of any single era.  


Irrespective of their style and era, the pre-war buildings within the precinct exhibit 
notable cohesion through their broadly consistent scale (mostly one and two 
storey) and materials, their closely-grained siting and relatively narrow setbacks. 
Many of the streetscapes are enhanced by their settings, which includes original 
bluestone kerbs, gutters and pitching to laneways and crossovers (particularly 
along Kerferd Road), landscaped median strips (again in Kerferd Road, and the 
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far end of Danks Street) as well as some outstanding rows of mature deciduous 
street trees (most notably on Mary Street and Richardson Street, as well as Park 
Street, Page Street, York Street 


The Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map (October 2018) identifies 207 Little Page Street 
as non-contributory (Figure 10).  Gradings are defined at Clause 22.04 as follows: 


 
Significant heritage places include buildings and surrounds that are individually 
important places of either State, regional or local heritage significance and are 
places that together within an identified area, are part of the significance of a 
Heritage Overlay. These places are included in a Heritage Overlay either as an 
area or as an individually listed heritage place and are coloured “red” on the City 
of Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map in the Port Phillip Heritage Review, Volume 
1-6.  


Contributory heritage places include buildings and surrounds that are 
representative heritage places of local significance which contribute to the 
significance of the Heritage Overlay area. They may have been considerably 
altered but have the potential to be conserved. They are included in a Heritage 
Overlay and are coloured “green” on the City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy 
Map, in the Port Phillip Heritage Review, Volume 1-6. 


Non-contributory properties are buildings that are neither significant nor 
contributory. They are included in a Heritage Overlay and have no colour on the 
City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map in the Port Phillip Heritage Review, 
Volume 1-6. However any new development on these sites may impact on the 
significance of the Heritage Overlay, and should therefore consider the heritage 
characteristics of any adjoining heritage place and the streetscape as covered in 
this policy. 


 


 
Figure 10 The subject property (indicated by the arrow) is identified as a non-contributory 


place in the City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map. 
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The Port Phillip Heritage Review Update was prepared by David Helms Heritage 
Planning in February 2019.  It is understood that the purpose of the Port Phillip 
Heritage Review Update is, in part, to review errors and anomalies within existing 
heritage overlay places, and to make recommendations for changes to the planning 
scheme to correct these issues.  In March 2019 Council’s Planning Committee 
resolved to commence the planning scheme amendment process by requesting 
authorisation from the Minister for Planning to prepare and exhibit Amendment 
C161 to the Port Phillip Planning Scheme.  Following authorisation, the next step 
will be public exhibition of the Amendment. 
 
The Port Phillip Heritage Review Update has recommended that the grading of 207 
Little Page Street be revised from non-contributory to significant.  Appendix C of the 
update report states, in relation to the property, ‘This is a Federation era house, 
relatively intact, should be Significant.’ 
 
 


5.0 Heritage Policy 


As the dwelling is included in the Heritage Overlay, it is subject to the provisions of 
Clause 43.01. The purpose of this overlay is as follows: 
 


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 specifically identified 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. 


 
Before deciding on an application, in addition to the decision guidelines in Clause 
65, the responsible authority may consider, as appropriate: 
 


 The Municipal Planning Strategy and the Planning Policy Framework. 
 The significance of the heritage place and whether the proposal will adversely 


affect the natural or cultural significance of the place. 
 Any applicable statement of significance (whether or not specified in the 


schedule to this overlay), heritage study and any applicable conservation 
policy. 


 Any applicable heritage design guideline specified in the schedule to this 
overlay. 


 Whether the location, bulk, form or appearance of the proposed building will 
adversely affect the significance of the heritage place. 


 Whether the location, bulk, form and appearance of the proposed building 
is in keeping with the character and appearance of adjacent buildings and the 
heritage place. 


 Whether the demolition, removal or external alteration will adversely affect 
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the significance of the heritage place. 
 Whether the proposed works will adversely affect the significance, character 


or appearance of the heritage place. 
 Whether the proposed subdivision will adversely affect the significance of the 


heritage place. 
 Whether the proposed subdivision may result in redevelopment which will 


adversely affect the significance, character or appearance of the heritage place. 
[…] 


 
The proposal must also be assessed against Council’s local heritage policy as set out 
under Clause 22.04.  This policy provides more detailed guidance as to the forms of 
development that might be appropriate in Heritage Overlay areas.  The objectives of 
Clause 22.04 are as follows: 
 


Objectives 
To retain and conserve all significant and contributory heritage places.  


To discourage the demolition of significant and contributory heritage places. 


To ensure all new development and redevelopment of significant and 
contributory places is respectfully and harmoniously integrated with the 
surrounding character. 


To promote design excellence (in terms of building siting, scale, massing, 
articulation and materials) which clearly and positively supports the heritage 
significance of all Heritage Overlay areas. 


To ensure that new development and any publicly visible additions and/or 
alterations in or to a heritage place maintains the significance of the heritage place 
and employs a contextual design approach. 


To encourage development, in particular use of materials, that responds to the 
historic character of laneways and to minimise elements that adversely impact on 
that character 


 
Policies in relation to demolition are as follows: 
 


Where a permit is required for demolition of a significant or contributory 
building, it is policy to: 
 Refuse the demolition of a significant building unless and only to the extent 


that: 
- the building is structurally unsound; 
- the replacement building and/or works displays design excellence which 


clearly and positively supports the ongoing heritage significance of the 
area. 


 Refuse the demolition of a contributory building unless and only to the extent 
that: 
- –the building is structurally unsound, and either 
- the replacement building and/or works displays design excellence which 


clearly and positively supports to the ongoing heritage significance of the 
area, or 
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- in exceptional circumstances the streetscape is not considered intact or 
consistent in heritage terms.  


 Require all applications for demolition of significant or contributory buildings 
to be accompanied by an application for new development. 


 Allow the demolition of part of a heritage place if it will not affect the 
significance of the place and the proposed addition is sympathetic to the scale 
and form of the place. 


 
Policies in relation to new development in Heritage Overlay areas are as follows: 
 


It is policy that: 
 New development maintains and enhances an existing vista to the principal 


facade(s)of the heritage place, where a new development is adjacent to a 
heritage place (see PerformanceMeasure2) 


 New development generally reflects the prevailing streetscape scale and does 
not dominate the streetscape or public realm (see PerformanceMeasure3) 


 Front and side setbacks reflect those of the adjacent buildings and the 
streetscape, where this is an important element in the streetscape. 


 Roofs respond to any predominant roof form characteristic of the streetscape. 
 Door and window openings are complementary to the prevailing streetscape 


characteristics. Large expanses of glass or horizontal windows are generally 
avoided in principal front facades except where this is considered an 
appropriate design response.  
[…] 


 Visible wall elevations of the new building are articulated in a manner that is 
complementary to the streetscape through the use of different materials, 
massing and the inclusion of windows and doors where appropriate. 


 Materials, textures and finishes complement those evident in the streetscape. 
 Colour schemes complement the appearance and character of the 


streetscape. 
 
Policies in relation to laneways are as follows: 
 


 Where an upper floor is proposed, it is incorporated into the roof space or 
stepped back from the laneway to reduce its bulk. 


 There is zero setback from the laneway frontage (e.g. buildings/fences are 
built on the boundary line abutting the laneway). 


 External materials are limited to those utilitarian materials common in the 
early periods of development, typically red face brickwork for walls 


 
 


6.0 The Proposal 


The proposal for the subject site involves the demolition of the existing cottage and 
construction of a new building.  The proposed residence is of two storeys, plus roof 
terrace which is accessed via a stair pop-up adjacent to the western property 
boundary.  Basement level carparking is accessed via a car lift concealed behind a 
sliding door in the south elevation.  The dwelling will be largely constructed to the 
property boundaries, though partially inset from the east and south boundaries at 
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ground floor level, and the east elevation at first floor level, to accommodate narrow 
planters.  Wall finishes include concrete and black finish timber battens, with 
charcoal finish metal cladding to the roof stair access and timber privacy screens. 
 
From a heritage perspective, the proposed works raise two separate issues including 
the proposed demolition and the appropriateness of the new works.  These 
considerations are discussed below. 
 
Demolition 
 
The subject dwelling is graded non-contributory in the City of Port Phillip Heritage 
Policy Map, and demolition of such places is not discouraged by policy. 
 
While the Port Phillip Heritage Review Update has recommended that the grading 
of the property be revised to Significant, this assessment has not been tested at a Panel 
hearing.  It is questionable as to whether this is the most appropriate grading for the 
subject dwelling. 
 
As noted in the methodology for the Port Phillip Heritage Review (Volume 1, p.7 
and p.10): 


 
Levels of importance were simplified along traditional lines, assigning the letter A 
to places considered to be of national importance, B to those of regional 
importance and C to those of local importance. These levels of importance had 
implications for the introduction or confirmation of existing statutory control 
provisions in the Planning Scheme. Where a place was considered to have lesser 
importance than level C, it was ranked D, meaning that it was likely to be 
substantially intact but merely representative of an era. Places of lesser cultural 
value were ranked E, usually implying that the place had been defaced, but not 
irretrievably, or that it was aesthetically undistinguished. Finally, a place was 
ranked F if it was considered to have been important in the past but as a result of 
intervention now so compromised that it was likely to be of interest only. Places 
having for planning purposes no cultural value were ranked N. 
… 
Organisation of all preliminary heritage gradings into the following categories: 
• all places given a preliminary grading of A, B, C or D within a Heritage 


Overlay or A, B or C outside a Heritage Overlay should be collectively termed 
“Significant Heritage Places” and 


• all places given a preliminary grading of E or F inside a Heritage Overlay or 
D, E or F outside a Heritage Overlay should be collectively termed 
“Contributory Heritage Places” 


 
The character of the building, as a very modest, plain building of no architectural 
distinction, is such that it fits the ‘aesthetically undistinguished’ category associated 
with contributory significance, rather than the highest level of significance. 
 
The overarching decision guideline at Clause 43.01 is ‘Whether the demolition, 
removal or external alteration will adversely affect the significance of the heritage 
place.’  The significance of HO444 relates to ‘its fine and largely intact streetscapes 
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of Victorian and Edwardian housing.’  The situation of the subject site in a rear 
laneway means that it does not make a highly visible contribution to the main 
streetscapes of the precinct.  Furthermore, the laneway itself is not an intact heritage 
environment.  Built form to the immediate north, east and west of the subject site is 
modern, while to the south the non-contributory former factory building is an 
anomaly in this residential area.  In this case, demolition of a modest, isolated 
building that makes little if any contribution to the streetscapes of the wider precinct 
in a meaningful way will not, have an adverse impact on the significance of the Middle 
Park and St Kilda West Precinct, and can be supported. 
 
New Development 
 
The proposed new dwelling for the subject site is a carefully considered design that 
displays the ‘design excellence’ referred to in Clause 22.04, being responsive to the 
site. 
 
Both single and double storey forms are found in the immediate vicinity and the two 
storey height of the new building can be accommodated in this context.  The proposal 
is comparable in height to that of the neighbouring garage/studio under construction 
at 206 Page Street, as well as with the addition at 208 Page Street.  While the roof 
access stairwell and privacy screening are taller elements, they are set back from the 
laneway boundaries, which will serve to limit their visibility in views from directly 
opposite the site. 
 
Although policy at Clause 22.04 encourages an upper floor to be ‘incorporated into 
the roof space or stepped back from the laneway to reduce its bulk’ there are a 
number of examples of sheer two storey elevations without setback in the immediate 
vicinity, including the outbuildings at 202 and 204 Page Street and the addition at the 
rear of 208 Page Street.  The two storey street walls will not appear inappropriate in 
this context.  
 
The envelope of the new building generally aligns with the property boundaries, 
which is responsive to the policy of ‘zero setback from the laneway frontage (e.g. 
buildings/fences are built on the boundary line abutting the laneway)’.  The partial 
setbacks to allow for shallow planters does not greatly alter the impression of no 
setback, and together with the contrasting materiality, will provide some articulation 
that serves to break up the mass of the building and add visual interest. 
 
The building has a rectilinear form and features minimal fenestration, which is 
compatible with the laneway situation that is characterised by side elevations and 
garages.  Structures in the vicinity feature many different roof types, including 
parapeted, saw tooth, hipped and pitched roofs, and as such the flat, parapetted roof 
of the proposal will not appear out of place. 
 
The new works will employ a restrained palette of materials in neutral tones, which 
will clearly indicate the contemporary origins of the development. 
 
In conclusion, the proposed demolition of the subject building will not have an 
adverse impact on the significance of the Middle Park and St Kilda West precinct.  
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The design of the new building is appropriate for its laneway context and is generally 
consistent with Council policy.  Having regard for these matters, the scheme is 
supported as a reasonable and considered response to the policy directives found at 
Clauses 43.01and 22.04 of the Port Phillip Planning Scheme.   








R.I. Brown Pty Ltd – Job No. 19-413   1 


 


             
 


Whitechurch Develpments P/L 


Email to: 


Benjamin Stibbard, Auhaus Architecture: ben@auhaus.com.au 


John Whitechurch, Whitechuch Developments: johnwchurch@optusnet.com.au 


 


 


 


Dear Ben & John, 


 


RE:  INSPECTION AT 207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK 


  OUR JOB NO. 19-413 


 


INTRODUCTION: 


The above property was inspected by Russell Brown (author of this report) and 


Pramith Mampitiya of this office on the 18th November 2019. The purpose of 


our visitation was to determine the structural adequacy of the overall 


construction and to give an approximate cost if possible to achieve a 


reasonable lifespan. It was brought to our attention that the property is subject 


to a planning application reference 511/2019 with the City of Port Phillip and 


the relevant document contains a request for a structural engineering report. 


 


At the time of initiating this report we had available to us an architectural 


layout of the building as it currently exists.  Whilst onsite we took a set of 


photographs throughout the property and initiated a relative level survey and 


one bore log to determine soil type and degree of reactivity.  


 


PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: 


The building is a corrugated tin roof construction resting upon a normal 


pitched timbers. Thereafter solid brick for most of the walling, noting only two 


small walls were noted as stud within the kitchen/laundry zone. The floor is 


timber and believed to be infill timber flooring with no continuity between 


various rooms and the foundations are a narrow width form of concrete rubble. 


Note they were possibly of a better quality originally, some degradation 


appears to have occurred.  


 


12th December 2019 



mailto:ben@auhaus.com.au

mailto:johnwchurch@optusnet.com.au
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There is a very large tree in the front of the property with a rooting system 


sitting on top of the ground, indicating a very high salt content at depth. There 


are trees and shrubs in the back, again exhibiting a high salt content at depth 


due to their stunted growth. 


 


The surrounds of the property include a garden bed facing Little Page Street 


i.e. the south, the west side is a building site with partial construction 


underway, the eastern side is a laneway and to the north is a garden area poorly 


kept. 


 


BORE LOG: 


We received permission from the adjoining property as there was nowhere safe 


and/or easy to drill a hole adjacent to the property in the laneway or the front 


garden bed where the tree filled the whole area and there was paving on the 


north side. The borehole proved conclusively that we are in a sand with very 


minor silts associated with it and perhaps just enough clay to give some 


coloration. The free swells for the upper level were zero indicating that we 


have no clay of significance i.e. certainly not more than 2%. Below that at 


1.8m we did get some minor free swell and the ground reactivity is noted as 


between 6mm-11mm, noting that trees could have an effect to the lower band 


as picked up at 1.8m. The soil profile is an S, therefore movement and cracking 


within the building is not expected to be a consequence of ground reactivity 


but would be minor.  


 


A higher moisture content at 1.8 down which would indicate that we do have a 


clay componentry to which can shrink/swell. 


 


RELATIVE LEVELS: 


Refer to SK1 for levels and the locations of same. 


 


There is no datum point that can be guaranteed not to move, therefore the 


levels are relative to each other. I have also adjusted for different floor and 


surface finishes to achieve a +/-2 mm accuracy. 
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I have chosen one location to be the lowest and assigned it a datum of 1mm, 


thereafter every other level is higher than it, making it easy to assess the 


differentials between any given spot. the highest level is 23mm. 


 


The levels show a very consistent flat and true to line construction, noting that 


due to its age, the timbers below level must've rotted out in the past and we are 


looking at a more recent relevelling of the construction, possibly even the 


removal of damaged and deleterious timbers.  


 


A area that was relatively high was adjacent to the fireplace but if we eliminate 


it from the overall average, we have a very flat construction. The fact that the 


chimney has got the high area would indicate that they couldn't juggle the 


brickwork associated with the chimney where the timbers rested upon same. 


The other high spot of 23mm is associated with a strip footing which would 


possibly cause again the same criteria; difficult to alter a brick pier, thus they 


live with a slight out of alignment.   


 


Overall, the whole building is almost within construction tolerance, indicating 


that there is limited to no recent movement as a consequence of soil reactivity 


or tree roots expansion. 


 


PHOTOGRAPHS & DISCUSSION: 


Photos 1 to 7 and 15 are taken around the property and pick up the salient 


features. Photo 1 is a bluestone laneway on the south and photo 2 is a 


bluestone laneway to the east.  


 


Photo 3 looking back down, picking up minor trees in the adjacent property 


other side of laneway. Photo 4 large tree very close to the building initiating 


some minor failure due to root growth in and under, lifting the building locally 


(taken out in the levelling of the timber floor).  


 


Photo 15 picks up that the tree roots are virtually surface orientated and have 


chosen not to go to depth, an indication of a high salt content. Photos 5, 6 and 


7 are all on the construction site where the adjoining building is currently in 
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the process of being built and it picks up minor tree and shrub to the back of 


the building and thereafter some obvious cracking and dislocation and an old 


access door, indicating that perhaps this particular building was part of the 


adjoining site at some time.  


 


Photos 8 to 13 all pick up much the same thing; minor cracking as a result of 


root growth which is lifting the building, complete leaching of the mortar and  


some loose bricks.  


 


This would indicate a structurally destroyed wall and that rising damp 


containing salt has attacked the calcium in the cement mortar and has leached 


it out. Further, I note that the door is clearly not a fire rated element and thus 


the construction is non-compliant noting this does not make it structurally 


unsound, the leaching of the mortar does. 


 


Photo 14 is hard in and under the opening and it picks up that we have a very 


wide cavity and that we detected no wall ties at all using a spotlight to pick 


them up. We therefore have double skin brick wall with a wide cavity and no 


wall ties. 


 


Photos 16 and 17 and 33 pick up an off-green paint that has been applied over 


what is clearly a rising damp situation. The causation is obvious, we only have 


two vents and they exist on one side i.e. the small laneway east side. Thus, 


there is no cross ventilation, hence my certainty that the timber flooring has in 


the past rotted out completely and will continue to do so as there is insufficient 


ventilation and a reasonably aggressive moisture regime in the soil below. 


 


Photos 25, 26 and 27 all pick up minor cracking within the brickwork 


compared to that which one would see on a reactive site. Nonetheless it is 


being affected by the tree and possibly by rusting of lintels et cetera and 


ground movement (minor). We also note that in photos 28 and 29 there is some 


strong gapping of the barge board indicating that the timbers in the root zone 


are spreading.  
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Photo 30 indicates a failed gutter and leaching down the wall. Photo 31 similar 


comment to photo 30, plus small hairline cracks in the arch that have been 


repaired in the past. Photo 32 clear signs of rising and falling damp and 


noticeably leaching of the mortar. Looking at photo 33 we see positive proof 


that there is no damp course and we have a leaching situation. 


 


Photos 18 to 24 a building that was renovated within the last 18 months to find 


a tenant to live in same. There are still gaps between trimmers, wall and ceiling 


and one can still see where gaps have been infilled. For a site that has minor 


soil reactivity this is an indication that trees have had an effect on the 


foundations. 


 


REVIEW: 


As per the requirement of the City of Port Phillip, we answer their four dot 


points accordingly: 


 


Item 1. Define the interpretation of 'structurally sound'; 


Structurally sound means that the building is likely to perform well for the next 


50 years or can be made to do so i.e. the leached and damaged wall clearly 


needs to be pulled down and completely rebuilt as the cost to just infill through 


and to make good the leeched mortar will require both skins of brickwork to be 


worked on as they have both been severely leached. Due to the absence of wall 


ties observed in our inspection, the outer skin is likely to actually want to come 


loose and is not structurally sound. 


 


Item 2. Has specified that the analysis was undertaken with reference to this 


request for further information; 


I am acknowledging that this was foremost in my mind when I analysed the 


building. Noting that I have taken overview of what it has gone through and 


what it is likely to go through. 


 


Item 3. Includes the schedule of rectification works;  


The schedule of works would need to include the complete demolition of the 


west wall and its rebuilding, the redoing of all the footings and foundations 
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throughout the building to get away from the effect of trees currently existing, 


and to place in a damp course throughout all of the brickwork. Further, one 


needs to increase the amount of ventilation throughout the subfloor either by 


mechanical means or using false floor ventilators in the flooring system. The 


roof needs to be redone and reset as it  has failed (and is spreading) and needs 


to be rectified. 


 


Item 4. Costings are performed in accordance with the schedule of rectification 


works; 


 


As noted, I believe that to cost rectification works would come very close to 


exceeding the actual value of the construction as it currently stands. If one 


takes into account the loss of rental while all these works are performed and 


noting that the foundations of this building are highly questionable and they  


need to be replaced and not just underpinned, the cost becomes one of 


demolition and thereafter rebuilding.  


 


The major structural problems with this building are the leaching of all of the 


mortar up to a given height around the basic perimeter and up to a high height 


on the western wall, the complete absence of cross ventilation rotting out the 


timbers in the subfloor and the complete absence of a damp course to protect 


the mortar and the cost to actually do the repairs as noted above. 


 


I do hope this report has been of some use in making an assessment of this 


building and unlike some constructions where there is a visual value in keeping 


the outer perimeter and building brand-new within, in this case I do not 


perceive that to be the case as underpinning is highly questionable with the 


foundations that we exposed and it will not be practical to do so. I conclude 


that new footings are required 


 


Further with a rising damp situation permanently at attacking the building, I do 


not see that it is possible to guarantee its lifespan over sensible period of time 


for a reasonable cost. As a consequence, I would highly recommend for public 
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safety as well, noting that we do not believe wall ties have been used in the 


cavities and thus integrally the building already became unsafe. 


 


 


Yours faithfully, 


 


  
  


RUSSELL I. BROWN Dip.C.E. FIEAust. CPEng. 


[Registration No. EC 1206] 


 


For further information, please refer to the Victorian Building Authority’s Guide to Standards & Tolerances (2015):  


www.vba.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/29063/Guide-to-Standards-and-Tolerances-2015.pdf 


 


 


 



http://www.vba.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/29063/Guide-to-Standards-and-Tolerances-2015.pdf
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B O R E      L O G S 
 


 


AT:  207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK  DATE TAKEN: 18-11-2019 


 


B O R E   H O L E   N O.  1. 
 


0-200mm 


Highly disturbed soil including multiple 


layers of sand and silts with builder’s 


rubble built in.  


 


No sample taken.  


 


 


200-650mm 


Sand, very soft to the touch and dry. 


 


Sample taken at 600mm 


Mc: 4% Fs: 0% Ci: n/c 


 


 


650-1700mm 


Identical to above but slightly damper 


and losing colour a touch with depth. 


 


Sample taken at 1200mm 


Mc: 9% Fs: 0% Ci: n/a 


 


 


1700-1850mm 


Clay component increased noticeably, 


and sample felt a little drier noted as 


being typical of the Brighton group area. 


 


Sample taken at 1800mm 


Mc: 16% Fs: 10% Ci: n/a 


 


 


 


 


 


 
Mc: Moisture Content 


Fs: Free Swell 


Ci: Consistency Index 
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S I T E    P H O T O G R A P H S 
 


AT:    207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK  DATE TAKEN: 18-11-2019   


                                     


  


1 4 


  


2 5 


  


3 6 
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S I T E    P H O T O G R A P H S 
 


AT:     207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK  DATE TAKEN: 18-11-2019                                


 


  


7 10 


  


8 11 


  


9 12 
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S I T E    P H O T O G R A P H S 
 


AT:    207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK  DATE TAKEN: 18-11-2019    


                              


  


13 16 


  


14 17 


  


15 18 
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S I T E    P H O T O G R A P H S 
 


AT:   207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK  DATE TAKEN: 18-11-2019                                  


 


  


19 22 


  


20 23 


  


21 24 
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S I T E    P H O T O G R A P H S 
 


AT:      207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK  DATE TAKEN: 18-11-2019                               


 


  


25 28 


  


26 29 


  


27 30 
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S I T E    P H O T O G R A P H S 
 


AT:        207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK  DATE TAKEN: 18-11-2019                             


 


 


 


31  


 


 


32  


 


 


33  
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songbowdenplanning | admin@songbowden.com.au | 03 9077 6115 | Level 2, 700 High St, Kew East VIC 3102 

SongBowdenPlanning 

19th November 2020 

Strategic Planning 
City of Port Phillip 
Private Bag 3 
St Kilda VIC  3182 

Dear Phoebe, 

207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK 
SUBMISSION TO PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C161PORT (PART 2) 

We act on behalf of the landowner, for the above submission. 

It has come to our attention as of the 12th November 2020 that our client was not made aware of the exhibition period 
for the above Planning Scheme Amendment and wish to participate in the process, noting that we submit a strong 
objection to the proposed change of heritage grading for the site. 

We believe there are sufficient reasons to lodge a submission beyond the required timeframe and to object to the 
change of heritage grading for the site, as per the justifications contained in the attached documents. 

Furthermore, we substantiate our objection with support from the attached consultant reports and from Council’s 
Building Surveyor and Heritage Advisor. 

We trust the enclosed information is satisfactory to the Council. We look forward to your favourable consideration of 
our client’s application.   If you require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 

Yours faithfully, 

SongBowdenPlanning 

Tasman Jones 
Senior Planner 

Attachments: 

- Report to Council – Assessment of Heritage Impacts, July 2019 (Prepared by Bryce Raworth Pty Ltd, for proposed redevelopment of 207
Little Page Street, Middle Park)

- Structural Engineers report – Inspection at 207 Little Page Street, Middle Park 12th December 2019 (prepared for Whitechurch
Development P/L)
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Proposed Redevelopment 
207 Little Page Street, Middle Park 

July 2019 

1.0 Introduction 

This report was prepared at the request of Auhaus Architecture on behalf of 
Whitechurch Development Pty Ltd, owner of 207 Little Page Street, Middle Park. 
The site is occupied by a Federation era cottage, which is included in the Middle 
Park and St Kilda West Heritage Overlay Precinct (HO444) in the Schedule to the 
Heritage Overlay of the Port Phillip Planning Scheme. 

This report relates to a proposal to redevelop the site with a new dwelling, involving 
demolition of the existing building.  The report analyses the significance of the 
property, whether the proposed redevelopment is appropriate in character and 
detail, and whether it is acceptable in terms of the potential impact on the significance 
of HO444. 

2.0 Sources of Information 

The analysis below draws upon inspections of the subject site and its environs.  
Reference has been made to relevant sections of the Port Phillip Planning Scheme, 
including the Heritage Overlay (Clause 43.01) and Heritage Policy (Clause 22.04) as 
well as to the Port Phillip Heritage Review and City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy 
Map (October 2018).  The Port Phillip Heritage Review Update, prepared by David 
Helms Heritage Planning, February 2019, has also been reviewed. 

This report is intended to be read in conjunction with the drawings prepared by 
Auhaus Architecture (dated 21 May 2019) and other documents submitted with 
respect to the application. 
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3.0 Brief History and Description 

The land addressed as 207 Little Page Street was subdivided from the rear of 208 
Page Street in August 1912 and purchased by Thomas Ashworth (Certificate of Title 
Vol. 3094, Fol. 613).  A property service plan (Figure 1) indicates that the existing 
dwelling was constructed for owner TR Ashworth in September 1912. 

The dwelling is a modest single storey cottage constructed of overpainted brick 
(Figure 2).  The building has a small setback from Little Page Street with two windows 
to this southern elevation.  The east elevation, which is unrelieved aside from a 
shallow recessed entry porch, has zero setback from the unnamed laneway which 
borders it.  The main section of the dwelling has a hipped roof, the corrugated metal 
cladding on which appears to have been renewed, and features a painted brick 
chimney and a cylindrical metal chimney.  A skillion roofed section is located to the 
north.  A tall brick fence, detailed to match the dwelling, and metal roller door are 
located along the northern end of the eastern property boundary (Figure 3). 

Figure 1 Property service plan showing the site in 1912. 
Source: South East Water. 
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Figure 2 View of the subject property at 207 Little Page Street showing the south and 
east elevations.  

Figure 3 The east and north elevations of the subject property.  The side fence and 
roller door are also visible. 
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Little Page Street itself is a narrow bluestone paved laneway that provides access to 
the rear of properties addressing Page Street (to the north) and Danks Street (to the 
south).  The unnamed laneway that runs along the east side of the subject site is also 
paved in bluestone pitchers.  Built form presenting to these laneways mainly 
comprises garages and rear fences, such as those to the east of the subject site at the 
rear of 36-38, 40-42 and 44 McGregor Street (Figure 4), as well as the side elevations 
of dwellings. 

To the west, the neighbouring property at 206 Page Street was formerly occupied by 
an interwar duplex.  This building this has recently been demolished however, and 
the land is currently being redeveloped with a modern dwelling that will feature a 
double storey garage/studio adjacent to the Little Page Street property boundary 
(Figure 5).  Futher west are double storey garages/outbuildings to the rear of 202-204 
Page Street (Figure 6). 

To the south, 202-208 Little Page Street is the only other property in the vicinity with 
a Little Page Street address.  This is a single storey brick factory building with a 
sawtooth roof that has been converted for residential use (Figure 7).  To the north, 
the property at 208 Page Street is a single storey Federation style dwelling of red brick 
with timber and rough cast gable end, corner porch and terracotta tiled roof (Figure 
8).  A two storey addition has been constructed to the rear. 

Figure 4 The garages and rear fences of properties east of the subject site, addressing 
McGregor Street, are seen at right. 
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Figure 5 The property to the west of the subject site has been cleared for redevelopment. 

Figure 6 Modern outbuildings to the rear of 202 and 204 Page Street, west of the subject 
site. 
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Figure 7 The former factory building at 202-208 Little Page Street, south of the subject 
site, has undergone residential conversion. 

Figure 8 208 Page Street north of the subject site. 
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4.0 Heritage Listings 

The site is included in the Middle Park and St Kilda West Heritage Overlay Precinct, 
identified as HO444 in the Schedule to the Heritage Overlay of the Port Phillip 
Planning Scheme (Figure 9).  External paint controls apply as a result of this listing. 

Figure 9 Heritage Overlay map showing the subject site (shaded red) within HO444. 
Source: Port Phillip Planning Scheme. 

The existing statement of significance for the Middle Park and St Kilda West Precinct 
is reproduced in part below: 

How is It Significant? 

The precinct is of historical and aesthetic significance to the City of Port Phillip. 

Why is It Significant? 

Historically, the precinct is significant as a notable and highly atypical expanse of 
late nineteenth and early twentieth century inner-suburban residential 
development, conspicuously sandwiched between the much older settlements of 
Port Melbourne (Sandridge), South Melbourne (Emerald Hill) and St Kilda. 
With the contemporaneous development of Middle Park and St Kilda West 
hampered by a notorious expanse of swampland and a foreshore military reserve, 
it was not until the late 1870s and early 1880s –when the swamp was reclaimed, 
military presence was withdrawn and the new Middle Park Railway Station was 
opened (1882) –that residential expansion could begin in earnest.  

The major boundary thoroughfares of Kerferd Road and Canterbury Road were 
amongst the first to develop, attracting the attention of wealthier citizens who built 
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large and grand residences –a trend that continued into the early twentieth century 
and established these roadways as prestigious residential addresses. Elsewhere in 
the precinct, specific areas ably illustrate the two closely-spaced phases of intense 
settlement: housing from the 1880s and '90s along the northwestern fringe, and 
to the south-east of Fraser Street, and counterparts from the 1900s and 1910s in 
the blocks closer to the beach. Contemporaneous non-residential buildings 
provide evidence of the expansion of community services during this key period: 
most notably the five churches, one school and numerous corner shops 
established along Richardson Street. 

A scattered but noteworthy overlay of later twentieth century development is 
represented by large inter-war dwellings along Canterbury Road, inter-war shops 
(including three dairies), low-rise inter-war apartment blocks (which significantly 
follow the alignment of the 1926 electric tramway route), and larger post-war 
counterparts in the former City of St Kilda and, most notably, as high-rise towers 
along Beaconsfield Parade. These apartments ably illustrate a tendency towards 
higher density living that has been a significant theme in the former City of St 
Kilda from the 1920s to the 1980s.  

Aesthetically, the precinct is significant for its fine and largely intact streetscapes 
of Victorian and Edwardian housing. The former, concentrated along the north-
western fringe and in the former City of St Kilda south-east of Fraser Street, 
represent most of the ubiquitous dwelling types associated with the era: small 
single-fronted cottages in brick and timber, more ornate Boom-style terraces, 
larger double-fronted villas, two-storey terrace houses and a few mansions. 
Edwardian housing, concentrated in the beachside blocks between Mills and 
Fraser Street, is dominated by modest single-storey red brick dwellings in the 
Queen Anne style, in attached rows, semi-detached pairs or freestanding. The 
boundary streets of Kerferd Road and Canterbury Road are especially notable 
for larger and grander residences from the period 1890-1930, including fine rows 
of double-storey Victorian terrace houses, large Victorian and Edwardian villas 
and inter-war attic-storey bungalows. Today, the high-status Victorian, Edwardian 
and Inter-War dwellings along Canterbury Road constitute the most intact 
remaining streetscape of the four prestigious residential boulevards (cf Albert 
Road, Queens Road and Fitzroy Street) that originally overlooked the Albert Park 
Lake reserve.  

Aesthetically and architecturally, Beaconsfield Parade stands out for its high 
concentration of residential buildings (from all eras) that –befitting its status as 
one of Melbourne’s most iconic beachfront promenades –not only generally 
display a higher level of architectural expression but were also explicitly designed 
to exploit views across the bay. Thus it is of especial significance within the 
precinct as a specific and consistent architectural pattern, rather than a reflection 
of any single era.  

Irrespective of their style and era, the pre-war buildings within the precinct exhibit 
notable cohesion through their broadly consistent scale (mostly one and two 
storey) and materials, their closely-grained siting and relatively narrow setbacks. 
Many of the streetscapes are enhanced by their settings, which includes original 
bluestone kerbs, gutters and pitching to laneways and crossovers (particularly 
along Kerferd Road), landscaped median strips (again in Kerferd Road, and the 
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far end of Danks Street) as well as some outstanding rows of mature deciduous 
street trees (most notably on Mary Street and Richardson Street, as well as Park 
Street, Page Street, York Street 

The Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map (October 2018) identifies 207 Little Page Street 
as non-contributory (Figure 10).  Gradings are defined at Clause 22.04 as follows: 

Significant heritage places include buildings and surrounds that are individually 
important places of either State, regional or local heritage significance and are 
places that together within an identified area, are part of the significance of a 
Heritage Overlay. These places are included in a Heritage Overlay either as an 
area or as an individually listed heritage place and are coloured “red” on the City 
of Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map in the Port Phillip Heritage Review, Volume 
1-6.  

Contributory heritage places include buildings and surrounds that are 
representative heritage places of local significance which contribute to the 
significance of the Heritage Overlay area. They may have been considerably 
altered but have the potential to be conserved. They are included in a Heritage 
Overlay and are coloured “green” on the City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy 
Map, in the Port Phillip Heritage Review, Volume 1-6. 

Non-contributory properties are buildings that are neither significant nor 
contributory. They are included in a Heritage Overlay and have no colour on the 
City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map in the Port Phillip Heritage Review, 
Volume 1-6. However any new development on these sites may impact on the 
significance of the Heritage Overlay, and should therefore consider the heritage 
characteristics of any adjoining heritage place and the streetscape as covered in 
this policy. 

Figure 10 The subject property (indicated by the arrow) is identified as a non-contributory 
place in the City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map. 
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The Port Phillip Heritage Review Update was prepared by David Helms Heritage 
Planning in February 2019.  It is understood that the purpose of the Port Phillip 
Heritage Review Update is, in part, to review errors and anomalies within existing 
heritage overlay places, and to make recommendations for changes to the planning 
scheme to correct these issues.  In March 2019 Council’s Planning Committee 
resolved to commence the planning scheme amendment process by requesting 
authorisation from the Minister for Planning to prepare and exhibit Amendment 
C161 to the Port Phillip Planning Scheme.  Following authorisation, the next step 
will be public exhibition of the Amendment. 

The Port Phillip Heritage Review Update has recommended that the grading of 207 
Little Page Street be revised from non-contributory to significant.  Appendix C of the 
update report states, in relation to the property, ‘This is a Federation era house, 
relatively intact, should be Significant.’ 

5.0 Heritage Policy 

As the dwelling is included in the Heritage Overlay, it is subject to the provisions of 
Clause 43.01. The purpose of this overlay is as follows: 

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 specifically identified 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. 

Before deciding on an application, in addition to the decision guidelines in Clause 
65, the responsible authority may consider, as appropriate: 

 The Municipal Planning Strategy and the Planning Policy Framework. 
 The significance of the heritage place and whether the proposal will adversely 

affect the natural or cultural significance of the place. 
 Any applicable statement of significance (whether or not specified in the 

schedule to this overlay), heritage study and any applicable conservation 
policy. 

 Any applicable heritage design guideline specified in the schedule to this 
overlay. 

 Whether the location, bulk, form or appearance of the proposed building will 
adversely affect the significance of the heritage place. 

 Whether the location, bulk, form and appearance of the proposed building 
is in keeping with the character and appearance of adjacent buildings and the 
heritage place. 

 Whether the demolition, removal or external alteration will adversely affect 
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the significance of the heritage place. 
 Whether the proposed works will adversely affect the significance, character 

or appearance of the heritage place. 
 Whether the proposed subdivision will adversely affect the significance of the 

heritage place. 
 Whether the proposed subdivision may result in redevelopment which will 

adversely affect the significance, character or appearance of the heritage place. 
[…] 

The proposal must also be assessed against Council’s local heritage policy as set out 
under Clause 22.04.  This policy provides more detailed guidance as to the forms of 
development that might be appropriate in Heritage Overlay areas.  The objectives of 
Clause 22.04 are as follows: 

Objectives 
To retain and conserve all significant and contributory heritage places.  

To discourage the demolition of significant and contributory heritage places. 

To ensure all new development and redevelopment of significant and 
contributory places is respectfully and harmoniously integrated with the 
surrounding character. 

To promote design excellence (in terms of building siting, scale, massing, 
articulation and materials) which clearly and positively supports the heritage 
significance of all Heritage Overlay areas. 

To ensure that new development and any publicly visible additions and/or 
alterations in or to a heritage place maintains the significance of the heritage place 
and employs a contextual design approach. 

To encourage development, in particular use of materials, that responds to the 
historic character of laneways and to minimise elements that adversely impact on 
that character 

Policies in relation to demolition are as follows: 

Where a permit is required for demolition of a significant or contributory 
building, it is policy to: 
 Refuse the demolition of a significant building unless and only to the extent 

that: 
- the building is structurally unsound; 
- the replacement building and/or works displays design excellence which 

clearly and positively supports the ongoing heritage significance of the 
area. 

 Refuse the demolition of a contributory building unless and only to the extent 
that: 
- –the building is structurally unsound, and either 
- the replacement building and/or works displays design excellence which 

clearly and positively supports to the ongoing heritage significance of the 
area, or 
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- in exceptional circumstances the streetscape is not considered intact or 
consistent in heritage terms. 

 Require all applications for demolition of significant or contributory buildings 
to be accompanied by an application for new development. 

 Allow the demolition of part of a heritage place if it will not affect the 
significance of the place and the proposed addition is sympathetic to the scale 
and form of the place. 

Policies in relation to new development in Heritage Overlay areas are as follows: 

It is policy that: 
 New development maintains and enhances an existing vista to the principal 

facade(s)of the heritage place, where a new development is adjacent to a 
heritage place (see PerformanceMeasure2) 

 New development generally reflects the prevailing streetscape scale and does 
not dominate the streetscape or public realm (see PerformanceMeasure3) 

 Front and side setbacks reflect those of the adjacent buildings and the 
streetscape, where this is an important element in the streetscape. 

 Roofs respond to any predominant roof form characteristic of the streetscape. 
 Door and window openings are complementary to the prevailing streetscape 

characteristics. Large expanses of glass or horizontal windows are generally 
avoided in principal front facades except where this is considered an 
appropriate design response. 
[…] 

 Visible wall elevations of the new building are articulated in a manner that is 
complementary to the streetscape through the use of different materials, 
massing and the inclusion of windows and doors where appropriate. 

 Materials, textures and finishes complement those evident in the streetscape. 
 Colour schemes complement the appearance and character of the 

streetscape. 

Policies in relation to laneways are as follows: 

 Where an upper floor is proposed, it is incorporated into the roof space or 
stepped back from the laneway to reduce its bulk. 

 There is zero setback from the laneway frontage (e.g. buildings/fences are 
built on the boundary line abutting the laneway). 

 External materials are limited to those utilitarian materials common in the 
early periods of development, typically red face brickwork for walls 

6.0 The Proposal 

The proposal for the subject site involves the demolition of the existing cottage and 
construction of a new building.  The proposed residence is of two storeys, plus roof 
terrace which is accessed via a stair pop-up adjacent to the western property 
boundary.  Basement level carparking is accessed via a car lift concealed behind a 
sliding door in the south elevation.  The dwelling will be largely constructed to the 
property boundaries, though partially inset from the east and south boundaries at 
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ground floor level, and the east elevation at first floor level, to accommodate narrow 
planters.  Wall finishes include concrete and black finish timber battens, with 
charcoal finish metal cladding to the roof stair access and timber privacy screens. 

From a heritage perspective, the proposed works raise two separate issues including 
the proposed demolition and the appropriateness of the new works.  These 
considerations are discussed below. 

Demolition 

The subject dwelling is graded non-contributory in the City of Port Phillip Heritage 
Policy Map, and demolition of such places is not discouraged by policy. 

While the Port Phillip Heritage Review Update has recommended that the grading 
of the property be revised to Significant, this assessment has not been tested at a Panel 
hearing.  It is questionable as to whether this is the most appropriate grading for the 
subject dwelling. 

As noted in the methodology for the Port Phillip Heritage Review (Volume 1, p.7 
and p.10): 

Levels of importance were simplified along traditional lines, assigning the letter A 
to places considered to be of national importance, B to those of regional 
importance and C to those of local importance. These levels of importance had 
implications for the introduction or confirmation of existing statutory control 
provisions in the Planning Scheme. Where a place was considered to have lesser 
importance than level C, it was ranked D, meaning that it was likely to be 
substantially intact but merely representative of an era. Places of lesser cultural 
value were ranked E, usually implying that the place had been defaced, but not 
irretrievably, or that it was aesthetically undistinguished. Finally, a place was 
ranked F if it was considered to have been important in the past but as a result of 
intervention now so compromised that it was likely to be of interest only. Places 
having for planning purposes no cultural value were ranked N. 
… 
Organisation of all preliminary heritage gradings into the following categories: 
• all places given a preliminary grading of A, B, C or D within a Heritage 

Overlay or A, B or C outside a Heritage Overlay should be collectively termed 
“Significant Heritage Places” and 

• all places given a preliminary grading of E or F inside a Heritage Overlay or 
D, E or F outside a Heritage Overlay should be collectively termed 
“Contributory Heritage Places” 

The character of the building, as a very modest, plain building of no architectural 
distinction, is such that it fits the ‘aesthetically undistinguished’ category associated 
with contributory significance, rather than the highest level of significance. 

The overarching decision guideline at Clause 43.01 is ‘Whether the demolition, 
removal or external alteration will adversely affect the significance of the heritage 
place.’  The significance of HO444 relates to ‘its fine and largely intact streetscapes 
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of Victorian and Edwardian housing.’  The situation of the subject site in a rear 
laneway means that it does not make a highly visible contribution to the main 
streetscapes of the precinct.  Furthermore, the laneway itself is not an intact heritage 
environment.  Built form to the immediate north, east and west of the subject site is 
modern, while to the south the non-contributory former factory building is an 
anomaly in this residential area.  In this case, demolition of a modest, isolated 
building that makes little if any contribution to the streetscapes of the wider precinct 
in a meaningful way will not, have an adverse impact on the significance of the Middle 
Park and St Kilda West Precinct, and can be supported. 

New Development 

The proposed new dwelling for the subject site is a carefully considered design that 
displays the ‘design excellence’ referred to in Clause 22.04, being responsive to the 
site. 

Both single and double storey forms are found in the immediate vicinity and the two 
storey height of the new building can be accommodated in this context.  The proposal 
is comparable in height to that of the neighbouring garage/studio under construction 
at 206 Page Street, as well as with the addition at 208 Page Street.  While the roof 
access stairwell and privacy screening are taller elements, they are set back from the 
laneway boundaries, which will serve to limit their visibility in views from directly 
opposite the site. 

Although policy at Clause 22.04 encourages an upper floor to be ‘incorporated into 
the roof space or stepped back from the laneway to reduce its bulk’ there are a 
number of examples of sheer two storey elevations without setback in the immediate 
vicinity, including the outbuildings at 202 and 204 Page Street and the addition at the 
rear of 208 Page Street.  The two storey street walls will not appear inappropriate in 
this context.  

The envelope of the new building generally aligns with the property boundaries, 
which is responsive to the policy of ‘zero setback from the laneway frontage (e.g. 
buildings/fences are built on the boundary line abutting the laneway)’.  The partial 
setbacks to allow for shallow planters does not greatly alter the impression of no 
setback, and together with the contrasting materiality, will provide some articulation 
that serves to break up the mass of the building and add visual interest. 

The building has a rectilinear form and features minimal fenestration, which is 
compatible with the laneway situation that is characterised by side elevations and 
garages.  Structures in the vicinity feature many different roof types, including 
parapeted, saw tooth, hipped and pitched roofs, and as such the flat, parapetted roof 
of the proposal will not appear out of place. 

The new works will employ a restrained palette of materials in neutral tones, which 
will clearly indicate the contemporary origins of the development. 

In conclusion, the proposed demolition of the subject building will not have an 
adverse impact on the significance of the Middle Park and St Kilda West precinct. 



Report to Council 207 Little Page Street 
Middle Park 

Bryce Raworth Pty Ltd  |  Conservation • Heritage 15 

The design of the new building is appropriate for its laneway context and is generally 
consistent with Council policy.  Having regard for these matters, the scheme is 
supported as a reasonable and considered response to the policy directives found at 
Clauses 43.01and 22.04 of the Port Phillip Planning Scheme.   
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Whitechurch Develpments P/L 

Email to: 

Benjamin Stibbard, Auhaus Architecture: ben@auhaus.com.au 

John Whitechurch, Whitechuch Developments: johnwchurch@optusnet.com.au 

Dear Ben & John, 

RE: INSPECTION AT 207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK 

OUR JOB NO. 19-413 

INTRODUCTION: 

The above property was inspected by Russell Brown (author of this report) and 

Pramith Mampitiya of this office on the 18th November 2019. The purpose of 

our visitation was to determine the structural adequacy of the overall 

construction and to give an approximate cost if possible to achieve a 

reasonable lifespan. It was brought to our attention that the property is subject 

to a planning application reference 511/2019 with the City of Port Phillip and 

the relevant document contains a request for a structural engineering report. 

At the time of initiating this report we had available to us an architectural 

layout of the building as it currently exists.  Whilst onsite we took a set of 

photographs throughout the property and initiated a relative level survey and 

one bore log to determine soil type and degree of reactivity.  

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: 

The building is a corrugated tin roof construction resting upon a normal 

pitched timbers. Thereafter solid brick for most of the walling, noting only two 

small walls were noted as stud within the kitchen/laundry zone. The floor is 

timber and believed to be infill timber flooring with no continuity between 

various rooms and the foundations are a narrow width form of concrete rubble. 

Note they were possibly of a better quality originally, some degradation 

appears to have occurred.  

12th December 2019 

mailto:ben@auhaus.com.au
mailto:johnwchurch@optusnet.com.au


R.I. Brown Pty Ltd – Job No. 19-413 2 

There is a very large tree in the front of the property with a rooting system 

sitting on top of the ground, indicating a very high salt content at depth. There 

are trees and shrubs in the back, again exhibiting a high salt content at depth 

due to their stunted growth. 

The surrounds of the property include a garden bed facing Little Page Street 

i.e. the south, the west side is a building site with partial construction

underway, the eastern side is a laneway and to the north is a garden area poorly 

kept. 

BORE LOG: 

We received permission from the adjoining property as there was nowhere safe 

and/or easy to drill a hole adjacent to the property in the laneway or the front 

garden bed where the tree filled the whole area and there was paving on the 

north side. The borehole proved conclusively that we are in a sand with very 

minor silts associated with it and perhaps just enough clay to give some 

coloration. The free swells for the upper level were zero indicating that we 

have no clay of significance i.e. certainly not more than 2%. Below that at 

1.8m we did get some minor free swell and the ground reactivity is noted as 

between 6mm-11mm, noting that trees could have an effect to the lower band 

as picked up at 1.8m. The soil profile is an S, therefore movement and cracking 

within the building is not expected to be a consequence of ground reactivity 

but would be minor.  

A higher moisture content at 1.8 down which would indicate that we do have a 

clay componentry to which can shrink/swell. 

RELATIVE LEVELS: 

Refer to SK1 for levels and the locations of same. 

There is no datum point that can be guaranteed not to move, therefore the 

levels are relative to each other. I have also adjusted for different floor and 

surface finishes to achieve a +/-2 mm accuracy. 
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I have chosen one location to be the lowest and assigned it a datum of 1mm, 

thereafter every other level is higher than it, making it easy to assess the 

differentials between any given spot. the highest level is 23mm. 

The levels show a very consistent flat and true to line construction, noting that 

due to its age, the timbers below level must've rotted out in the past and we are 

looking at a more recent relevelling of the construction, possibly even the 

removal of damaged and deleterious timbers.  

A area that was relatively high was adjacent to the fireplace but if we eliminate 

it from the overall average, we have a very flat construction. The fact that the 

chimney has got the high area would indicate that they couldn't juggle the 

brickwork associated with the chimney where the timbers rested upon same. 

The other high spot of 23mm is associated with a strip footing which would 

possibly cause again the same criteria; difficult to alter a brick pier, thus they 

live with a slight out of alignment.   

Overall, the whole building is almost within construction tolerance, indicating 

that there is limited to no recent movement as a consequence of soil reactivity 

or tree roots expansion. 

PHOTOGRAPHS & DISCUSSION: 

Photos 1 to 7 and 15 are taken around the property and pick up the salient 

features. Photo 1 is a bluestone laneway on the south and photo 2 is a 

bluestone laneway to the east.  

Photo 3 looking back down, picking up minor trees in the adjacent property 

other side of laneway. Photo 4 large tree very close to the building initiating 

some minor failure due to root growth in and under, lifting the building locally 

(taken out in the levelling of the timber floor).  

Photo 15 picks up that the tree roots are virtually surface orientated and have 

chosen not to go to depth, an indication of a high salt content. Photos 5, 6 and 

7 are all on the construction site where the adjoining building is currently in 
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the process of being built and it picks up minor tree and shrub to the back of 

the building and thereafter some obvious cracking and dislocation and an old 

access door, indicating that perhaps this particular building was part of the 

adjoining site at some time.  

Photos 8 to 13 all pick up much the same thing; minor cracking as a result of 

root growth which is lifting the building, complete leaching of the mortar and 

some loose bricks.  

This would indicate a structurally destroyed wall and that rising damp 

containing salt has attacked the calcium in the cement mortar and has leached 

it out. Further, I note that the door is clearly not a fire rated element and thus 

the construction is non-compliant noting this does not make it structurally 

unsound, the leaching of the mortar does. 

Photo 14 is hard in and under the opening and it picks up that we have a very 

wide cavity and that we detected no wall ties at all using a spotlight to pick 

them up. We therefore have double skin brick wall with a wide cavity and no 

wall ties. 

Photos 16 and 17 and 33 pick up an off-green paint that has been applied over 

what is clearly a rising damp situation. The causation is obvious, we only have 

two vents and they exist on one side i.e. the small laneway east side. Thus, 

there is no cross ventilation, hence my certainty that the timber flooring has in 

the past rotted out completely and will continue to do so as there is insufficient 

ventilation and a reasonably aggressive moisture regime in the soil below. 

Photos 25, 26 and 27 all pick up minor cracking within the brickwork 

compared to that which one would see on a reactive site. Nonetheless it is 

being affected by the tree and possibly by rusting of lintels et cetera and 

ground movement (minor). We also note that in photos 28 and 29 there is some 

strong gapping of the barge board indicating that the timbers in the root zone 

are spreading.  
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Photo 30 indicates a failed gutter and leaching down the wall. Photo 31 similar 

comment to photo 30, plus small hairline cracks in the arch that have been 

repaired in the past. Photo 32 clear signs of rising and falling damp and 

noticeably leaching of the mortar. Looking at photo 33 we see positive proof 

that there is no damp course and we have a leaching situation. 

Photos 18 to 24 a building that was renovated within the last 18 months to find 

a tenant to live in same. There are still gaps between trimmers, wall and ceiling 

and one can still see where gaps have been infilled. For a site that has minor 

soil reactivity this is an indication that trees have had an effect on the 

foundations. 

REVIEW: 

As per the requirement of the City of Port Phillip, we answer their four dot 

points accordingly: 

Item 1. Define the interpretation of 'structurally sound'; 

Structurally sound means that the building is likely to perform well for the next 

50 years or can be made to do so i.e. the leached and damaged wall clearly 

needs to be pulled down and completely rebuilt as the cost to just infill through 

and to make good the leeched mortar will require both skins of brickwork to be 

worked on as they have both been severely leached. Due to the absence of wall 

ties observed in our inspection, the outer skin is likely to actually want to come 

loose and is not structurally sound. 

Item 2. Has specified that the analysis was undertaken with reference to this 

request for further information; 

I am acknowledging that this was foremost in my mind when I analysed the 

building. Noting that I have taken overview of what it has gone through and 

what it is likely to go through. 

Item 3. Includes the schedule of rectification works;  

The schedule of works would need to include the complete demolition of the 

west wall and its rebuilding, the redoing of all the footings and foundations 
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throughout the building to get away from the effect of trees currently existing, 

and to place in a damp course throughout all of the brickwork. Further, one 

needs to increase the amount of ventilation throughout the subfloor either by 

mechanical means or using false floor ventilators in the flooring system. The 

roof needs to be redone and reset as it  has failed (and is spreading) and needs 

to be rectified. 

Item 4. Costings are performed in accordance with the schedule of rectification 

works; 

As noted, I believe that to cost rectification works would come very close to 

exceeding the actual value of the construction as it currently stands. If one 

takes into account the loss of rental while all these works are performed and 

noting that the foundations of this building are highly questionable and they 

need to be replaced and not just underpinned, the cost becomes one of 

demolition and thereafter rebuilding.  

The major structural problems with this building are the leaching of all of the 

mortar up to a given height around the basic perimeter and up to a high height 

on the western wall, the complete absence of cross ventilation rotting out the 

timbers in the subfloor and the complete absence of a damp course to protect 

the mortar and the cost to actually do the repairs as noted above. 

I do hope this report has been of some use in making an assessment of this 

building and unlike some constructions where there is a visual value in keeping 

the outer perimeter and building brand-new within, in this case I do not 

perceive that to be the case as underpinning is highly questionable with the 

foundations that we exposed and it will not be practical to do so. I conclude 

that new footings are required 

Further with a rising damp situation permanently at attacking the building, I do 

not see that it is possible to guarantee its lifespan over sensible period of time 

for a reasonable cost. As a consequence, I would highly recommend for public 
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safety as well, noting that we do not believe wall ties have been used in the 

cavities and thus integrally the building already became unsafe. 

Yours faithfully, 

RUSSELL I. BROWN Dip.C.E. FIEAust. CPEng. 

[Registration No. EC 1206] 

For further information, please refer to the Victorian Building Authority’s Guide to Standards & Tolerances (2015): 

www.vba.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/29063/Guide-to-Standards-and-Tolerances-2015.pdf 

http://www.vba.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/29063/Guide-to-Standards-and-Tolerances-2015.pdf
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B O R E  L O G S 

AT:  207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK DATE TAKEN: 18-11-2019 

B O R E   H O L E   N O.  1. 

0-200mm

Highly disturbed soil including multiple 

layers of sand and silts with builder’s 

rubble built in.  

No sample taken. 

200-650mm

Sand, very soft to the touch and dry. 

Sample taken at 600mm 

Mc: 4% Fs: 0% Ci: n/c 

650-1700mm

Identical to above but slightly damper 

and losing colour a touch with depth. 

Sample taken at 1200mm 

Mc: 9% Fs: 0% Ci: n/a 

1700-1850mm 

Clay component increased noticeably, 

and sample felt a little drier noted as 

being typical of the Brighton group area. 

Sample taken at 1800mm 

Mc: 16% Fs: 10% Ci: n/a 

Mc: Moisture Content 

Fs: Free Swell 

Ci: Consistency Index 
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S I T E    P H O T O G R A P H S 

AT:    207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK DATE TAKEN: 18-11-2019  

1 4 

2 5 

3 6 



R.I. Brown Pty Ltd – Job No. 19-413 12 

S I T E    P H O T O G R A P H S 

AT:     207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK DATE TAKEN: 18-11-2019 

7 10 

8 11 

9 12 
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S I T E    P H O T O G R A P H S 

AT:    207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK DATE TAKEN: 18-11-2019   

13 16 

14 17 

15 18 
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S I T E    P H O T O G R A P H S 

AT:   207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK DATE TAKEN: 18-11-2019 

19 22 

20 23 

21 24 
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S I T E    P H O T O G R A P H S 

AT:  207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK DATE TAKEN: 18-11-2019 

25 28 

26 29 

27 30 
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S I T E    P H O T O G R A P H S 

AT:  207 LITTLE PAGE STREET, MIDDLE PARK DATE TAKEN: 18-11-2019 

31 

32 

33 
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