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6. As shown in the above map, the existing precincts are:

6.1 HOG6 (St Kilda East Precinct), which is generally bound by Wellington Street /
Dandenong Road to the north, Orrong Road to the east, Argyle and Inkerman
Streets to the south and St Kilda Road to the west.

6.2 HO391 (Murchison St/Alma Road Precinct), which is generally bound by Alma
Road to the north, Alexandra Street to the east, Mooltan Avenue to the south and
Hotham Street to the west.

7. Additionally, the Amendment seeks to:

71 update the incorporated document Port Phillip Heritage Review Volumes 1-6
(Version 28, September 2018) (PPHR) by:

711 replacing the existing HO6 and HO391 heritage precinct citations with
new citations;

712 replacing 76 existing individual property citations with new citations;

7.1.3 adding 5 new citations for individually significant properties in heritage
precincts HO6 and HO391;

714 adding 3 new citations for new individually significant properties HO503,
HO505 and HO506;

7.1.5 updating the grading of 63 existing properties in the Heritage Overlay;
and

7.1.6 transferring 34 existing HO properties from existing heritage precinct HO6
to HO391.

7.2 amend the schedule to clause 72.04 to include three new incorporated documents,
being the individual Statements of Significance for the new individually significant
properties HO503, HO505 and HO506;

7.3 update the incorporated City of Port Phillip Neighbourhood Character Map (Version
28 September 2018) (Neighbourhood Character Map) to show removal of
‘Contributory outside HO’ graded properties now included in the HO6 or HO391

precincts;

7.4 include the Review as a background document in clause 22.04 (Heritage Policy);
and

7.5 make other consequential changes to clause 21.07 (Incorporated Documents),

clause 22.04 (Heritage Policy) and the schedule to clause 72.04 to update the
version number and date of the PPHR (including the City of Port Phillip Heritage
Policy Map (Heritage Policy Map) and the Neighbourhood Character Map).

[7994677: 25252613_1] page 4



L EHNIAE AR ARTMEAC TR
Maddocks

Panel directions

8. This submission responds to direction #2 of the Panel Directions issued on 1 October 2019
(Panel Directions) directing Council to publicly circulate its ‘Part A’ submission. It is
arranged under the following headings, in accordance with the Panel Directions:

8.1 Background to the Amendment;

8.2 Strategic context and assessment; and

8.3 Identification of submissions relating to a specific property and Council’s response.
9. We also attach the following documents showing Council’s proposed post-exhibition

changes in track-changes formatting at Attachment 3:

9.1 the Explanatory Report and instruction sheet;
9.2 proposed clauses and schedules:
. clause 21.07 — Incorporated Documents;

= clause 22.04 — Heritage Policy;

. schedule to clause 43.01 (Heritage Overlay);
. schedule to clause 72.04.
9.3 revised maps to reflect the above ordinance (6HO and 7HO);
9.4 Port Phillip Heritage Review — October 2019 (extract);
9.5 Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map — July 2019 (extract);
9.6 revised Citation — HO6 — October 2019;
9.7 heritage citations for the following individually significant properties:

- citation no. 2388 - Marlton Cres & 25-27 Chapel Street, St Kilda; and

. citation no 78 - 4 Chapel Street, St Kilda East;

. citation no. 2015 — 42 Hotham Street, St Kilda East
9.8 statements of significance for each of:

9.8.1 21 Redan Street, St Kilda “Maisonettes” — May 2019;

9.8.2 226 Alma Road, St Kilda East — May 2019; and

9.8.3 264-266 St Kilda Road, St Kilda — May 2019.

10. Council also notes the HO6 St Kilda East Precinct Review Report — Final Report prepared by

David Helms Heritage Planning, September 2018 will require amending in response to the
proposed changes. Council intends to do so following the released of the Panel’'s report and

prior to seeking the Minister’s approval of the Amendment. For completeness, however, a
summary of the changes currently proposed is provided as part of Attachment 3.
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11. Council's 'Part B' submission, will be made during the hearing will address, as appropriate,
the remaining directions of the Panel, Council’s responses to the matters raised in expert
evidence called, and submissions made by the parties during the hearing.

Background to Amendment

12. The relevant background is described below. A chronology of events is also set out in
Attachment 2.

HOG6 St Kilda East Precinct Review

13. Heritage precincts HO6 and HO391 (Precincts) are identified in the PPHR, an incorporated
document under clause 72.04 of the Scheme.

1998 Review

14. The HOG6 precinct was one of the original heritage precincts introduced by the Port Phillip

Heritage Review 1998 (1998 Review). The 1998 Review built on a number of previous
heritage studies undertaken by the former municipalities of Port Melbourne, South
Melbourne and St Kilda and sought to establish a consistent approach to heritage
conservation across Port Phillip.

15. The 1998 Review identified heritage precincts and individual heritage places including
statements of significance for each, and classified all heritage places in the municipality
based on three grading categories defined in the following terms:

“Significant Heritage Place” include buildings and surrounds that are
individually important places of either State, regional or local heritage significance
or 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 a Heritage Overlay. 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.”
16. The 1998 Review consists of 6 volumes and 2 maps:
16.1 Volume 1 outlines the methodology employed for the study, provides a thematic

environmental history and makes recommendations for the protection of identified
heritage places. This volume also contains citations for heritage precincts.

16.2 Volumes 2-6 contain citations for 1,026 individual heritage places, observing not all
significant places that form part of a heritage precinct have individual citations.
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16.3 The Heritage Policy Map identifies all properties affected by the Heritage Overlay
within the municipality. Properties affected by the Heritage Overlay are coloured
according to classification — ‘significant heritage places’ are coloured red,
‘contributory heritage places’ are coloured green and ‘non-contributory properties’
have no colour applied.

16.4 The Neighbourhood Character Map identifies ‘Contributory Heritage Places’, being
outside areas deemed to be sufficiently intact to warrant a Heritage Overlay.
These properties have not been classified for their heritage value but do contribute
to neighbourhood character. They are coloured yellow. Properties are removed
from the Neighbourhood Character Map when they are included in a Heritage
Overlay and are then represented on the Heritage Policy Map.

17. The 1998 Review was one of the first heritage reviews to be implemented using the VPP
Heritage Overlay. It was introduced as an incorporated document in the Scheme via
planning scheme amendment C5, gazetted on 21 December 2000. Amendment C5 also
implemented the 1998 Review by inserting:

171 the Port Phillip Heritage Policy at clause 22.04 of the LPPF;

17.2 the schedule to the Heritage Overlay (clause 43.01) and associated planning
scheme maps to reflect the findings and recommendations of the study undertaken
by Andrew Ward and Associates; and

17.3 the Heritage Policy Map and the Neighbourhood Character Map as incorporated
documents.

18. The HOG6 Precinct has been considered in 2 subsequent heritage studies undertaken by
Council and the former St Kilda Council being:

18.1 East St Kilda Heritage Study, 2004 (2004 Study); and

18.2 Heritage Review, Wellington, Crimea and Redan Streets, St Kilda, 2015, Lovell
Chen (2015 Review).

19. The 2004 Study did not directly review the HOG6 precinct but assessed several new small
precincts and individual places in the St Kilda East area, including the HO391 precinct
adjoining the HO6 Alma & Hotham sub-precinct. The 2004 Study was implemented via
planning scheme amendment C46, gazetted on 7 September 2007.

20. The 2015 Review considered the need for precinct based heritage controls in Wellington
Street, and reviewed places of potential individual significance in Wellington, Crimea and
Redan streets. The 2015 Study made the following relevant recommendations in relation to
the HOG6 precinct:

201 Wellington Street was not recommended for the application of a precinct-based HO
(including an extension to the HO6 precinct);

20.2 Redan Street was recommended for inclusion in an extended HO6; and

20.3 the section of Crimea Street not currently included in the HOG6 precinct should be
reviewed, as it contains dwellings of heritage value to the street and precinct. The
Crimea Street properties identified for inclusion in an extended HOG6 precinct were
nos. 21, 23, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 35, 39, 41, 43 and 45.

21. Planning scheme amendment C122 was gazetted on 18 October 2018 and sought to
implement the recommendations and findings of the 2015 Review. Ultimately however, the
2015 Review was amended to focus only on Wellington Street. A revised review was
prepared in the form of the Heritage Review — Wellington Street, St Kilda, 2017, Lovell Chen.
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22. The panel report relevantly notes:’

Draft Heritage Review, Wellington, Crimea and Redan Streets, St Kilda (October
2015) which reviewed the heritage significance of specific properties in those
streets and assessed the merits of precinct based heritage controls in Wellington
Street, recognising the role of the street as a former tram route. Properties in
Crimea and Redan streets that were identified as warranting consideration for
inclusion in the HO will be the subject of a separate future Planning Scheme

amendment.

23. It follows the recommendations set out above were not implemented.

Review

24. In 2016 Council engaged David Helms Heritage Planning to undertake a review of the HO6
precinct.

25. David Helms Heritage Planning was instructed to:

251 prepare updated citations and statement of significance for the HO6 precinct;

25.2 review and make recommendations in relation to the HO6 precinct boundaries
(providing appropriate strategic justification for any changes proposed);

253 review and update the heritage grading (significant, contributory, non-contributory)
of places within the HOG6 precinct (where necessary);

254 review and update the citations for individually significant places within the HO6
precinct (where necessary);

25.5 identify and assess new places of potential individual significance; and

25.6 support the conservation and management of the HOG6 precinct in the future.

26. The Review was prepared in accordance with (among other things):

26.1 the Australia ICOMQOS Charter for Place of Cultural Significance, 2013 (Burra
Charter) and relevant practice notes;

26.2 Planning Practice Note 1: Applying the Heritage Overlay, 2015 (PPN1);?

26.3 Review of Heritage Provisions in Planning Schemes, Advisory Committee Report,
2007; and

26.4 Victorian Heritage Register Criteria and Threshold Guidelines, Heritage Council.

27. While the focus of the Review concerned the HOG6 precinct, the investigation and analysis
also identified the need for consequential changes to the HO391 precinct.

28. The Review was undertaken in 2 stages.

29. Stage 1 was completed in June 2016 and following extensive fieldwork. It identified a series
of key issues associated with the existing heritage citation and statement of significance for
the HOG6 precinct. In summary, the specific issues were:

" Page 73.

2 Observing this has since been superseded by the August 2018 version.
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291 Many of the citations for individually significant places within or near the HO6
precinct contain incomplete historic and descriptive information, and inadequate
statements of significance not in accordance with the format recommended in
PPN1.

29.2 The statement of significance appears to apply only to the western residential
section of the precinct and not to the sub-precincts.

29.3 Some of the HO6 sub-precincts could be joined to adjoining precincts including the
HO391.
29.4 The significance of some places within the HO6 precinct and shown on the

Heritage Policy Map may be incorrect. There may be additional places of
individual significance, including some places outside of the HO6 precinct.

29.5 The historical description focuses on the nineteenth century and includes specific
detail about several individually significant places but very little information about
the development of the precincts more generally. Much of the history also
comprises descriptions of historic buildings or areas that should be in the
description. For example, there is limited or no information about:

29.5.1 the commercial development along the east side of St Kilda Road;
29.5.2 the development of the sub-precincts to the east of Westbury Street;

29.5.3 the recovery, subdivision and development in the Federation / Edwardian
and interwar eras; and

29.5.4  the boom in flat buildings and the reasons why this area was so popular
are not well explained.

29.6 The description focuses very much on nineteenth century development with a lot of
information about individually significant places (that have their own detailed
citation), but limited detail about the various sub-precincts within the precinct.

30. Field-work and site inspections were carried out during Stage 1 and again in Stage 2
together with extensive historic research, assessment and analysis.

31. This culminated in the preparation of the Review.
32. The key outcomes and recommendations of the Review are summarised as:

32.1 update the HO6 and HO391 precinct citations, as well as 76 existing individual
citations for sites within the HO6 and HO391 precincts;

32.2 extend the boundaries of the HO6 precinct to include properties that meet the test
for a ‘significant’ or ‘contributory’ heritage place, resulting in the inclusion of 140
new properties within HO6 and HO391;

32.3 transfer some properties between Hotham and Alexandra Streets from HOG to
HO391 on the basis they have a stronger relationship to that precinct;

324 the identification of eight new individually significant heritage places. Of these, four
are already within HOG6, one is within HO391 and three others are outside the HO
and are proposed to have a site-specific heritage overlay applied, being:

32.4.1 HO503: 21 Redan Street, St Kilda;
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32.4.2 HO505: 226 Alma Road, St Kilda East; and
32.4.3 HO506: 264-266 St Kilda Road, St Kilda; and

32.5 change the heritage grading for 63 properties in HO6 and HO391, as well as the St
Kilda Cemetery in HO455 from ‘non-contributory’ to ‘significant’.

Preliminary public consultation was undertaken on a draft form of the Review from 1 to 25
June 2018 in the form of:

331 sending approximately 4,000 tailored letters sent to owners and occupiers of
affected properties, and key community groups;

33.2 hosting drop-in session for interested parties (approximately 30 attendees);
33.3 providing project information on Council’s website; and
334 inviting written submissions.

A total of 31 submissions were received. Of these, one submission was entirely supportive
of the review, five submissions were broadly supportive of the review but had specific
questions, and 25 submissions raised issues with the review generally in relation to specific
sites.

In summary, submitters:

35.1 requested removing individual properties because the heritage fabric had been
significantly altered;

35.2 requested changes in grading;
35.3 submitted additional historical information relating to individual properties; and

35.4 expressed concern about reduction in property value of individual properties
because of heritage grading.

In response to submissions, a number of changes were made to the Review, including:

36.1 updating the individual heritage citations to (among other things) correct minor
administrative errors and include additional information provided by submitters;

36.2 altering the gradings of individual properties;

36.3 adding one ‘non-contributory’ graded site to the HOG6 precinct, 26 Charnwood
Crescent (St Kilda);

36.4 removing four sites originally included in the Review following consultation and
additional assessment (2-8 Somerset St, St Kilda); and

36.5 removing 14 Raith Court (East St Kilda) from the existing Heritage Overlay based
on further assessment of the site.

A detailed summary of the submissions and Council’s response to submissions is set out in
Council’'s meeting minutes dated 12 December 2018.
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Council resolution

38. At its meeting on 12 December 2018, Council’s Planning Committee resolved to (among
other things):

38.1 endorse the Review as the strategic basis for proposing modified heritage controls
within the St Kilda East area;

38.2 request authorisation from the Minister for Planning (Minister) to prepare and
exhibit the Amendment, implementing the recommendations of the Review;

38.3 authorise the CEO or Council’'s delegate to finalise the exhibition documentation for
the Amendment generally in accordance with the form attached to the meeting
minutes; and

384 exhibit the Amendment under s 19 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987
(Act).

Exhibited Amendment

39. On 19 December 2018, Council wrote to the Minister and sought authorisation to prepare the
Amendment.
40. By letter dated 24 April 2019, a delegate of the Minister authorised Council to prepare the

Amendment subject to the following conditions:

1. Prior to exhibition, the Amendment must be updated to comply with the
requirement to incorporate individual statements of significance for new
heritage places proposed to be included in the Schedule to the Heritage
Overlay after 31 October 2018. The statements must also be incorporated
in the Schedule to Clause 72.04.

2. The Amendment documentation must be provided in track changes for
exhibition and updated to reflect the Amendment number allocated in the
Amendment Tracking System ‘C142port’.

41. In response to condition #1, following consultation with DELWP’s officers, Council prepared
three new incorporated documents for exhibition, being the statements of significance for
each of:

411 HO503 — 21 Redan Street, St Kilda;
41.2 HO505 — 226 Alma Road St Kilda East; and
41.3 HO506 — 264-266 St Kilda Road, St Kilda.

42. Council actioned condition #2 before exhibiting the Amendment.

43. The Amendment was formally exhibited under section 19 of the Act from 30 May to 30 June
2019. Notice of the Amendment was (among other things):

43.1 made available, including all exhibited documents in-person at the St Kilda Town
Hall and St Kilda Library, on Council’'s website and on the Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning (Department) website;

43.2 sent in the form of letters to all affected property owners and occupiers. The letters
were tailored to inform landowners and occupiers about how their properties were
affected by the Amendment, including distinguishing between properties currently
included in a Heritage Overlay, proposed to be included in the Heritage Overlay,
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proposed to have their heritage grading changed and proposed to be transferred

from one heritage precinct to another;

43.3 sent to key stakeholder groups;
43.4 sent to the Minister, prescribed Ministers and public authorities;
43.5 published in the Port Phillip Leader on 28 May 2019; and
43.6 published in the Victorian Government Gazette on 30 May 2019.
44, On 6 June 2019, Council’s officers and heritage advisor hosted a drop-in session at the St
Kilda Town Hall.
45, The Amendment documentation as exhibited comprised the following documents:
451 the Explanatory Report;
452 the Notice of Preparation of an Amendment;
45.3 the Instruction Sheet;
454 proposed clauses and schedules:
. clause 21.07 — Incorporated Documents;
= clause 22.04 — Heritage Policy;
. Schedule to clause 43.01 (Heritage Overlay);
. Schedule to clause 72.04 (Documents incorporated in this Planning
Scheme);
45.5 revised maps to reflect the above ordinance (6HO and 7HO);
45.6 Port Phillip Heritage Review — May 2019 (extract);
45.7 Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map — May 2019 (extract);
45.8 Port Phillip Neighbourhood Character Map — May 2019 (extract);
45.9 revised Citation — HO6 — May 2019;
4510  revised Citation — HO391 — May 2019;
45.11 new heritage citations for individually significant properties;
4512 revised existing heritage citations;
4513  statements of significance for each of:
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4514 HOG6 St Kilda East Precinct Review Report — Final Report prepared by David
Helms Heritage Planning, September 2018

Submissions

46. Council received 13 submissions in response to the exhibition of the Amendment. Of the
submissions received:

46.1 1 submission supported the Amendment; and
46.2 12 submissions objected to the Amendment.
Consideration of submissions and request to the Minister

47. Council’s officers considered the submissions and recommended a number of changes to
the citations exhibited as part of the Amendment, including:

Updates to heritage citations

471 Update the heritage citation #2388 (Marlton Crescent & 25-27 Chapel Street, St
Kilda — St Michael's School) and heritage citation #78 (4 Chapel Street, St Kilda —
St George’s Church) to reflect the changes proposed in submission #6.

47.2 Update Citation #2015 to remove reference to ‘Summers House’ in response to
submission #8.

Removal of sites from Amendment

47.3 Remove the following properties from the proposed HOB6 precinct: 3
47.3.1 11 Hotham Street, St Kilda (in response to submission #13); and
47.3.2 23 Lambeth Place, St Kilda (in response to submission #1).

Administrative changes

47.4 Update all references to the PPHR, Heritage Policy Map and Neighbourhood
Character Map and any incorporated documents to reflect the removal of sites from
the Amendment as well as to reflect Version 30, July 2019.

48. A detailed summary of the key issues raised in the submissions received and Council’s
response is set out below.

49, Following the consideration of the submissions by Council’s officers, on 28 August 2019
Council’s Planning Committee resolved to (amongst other things):

491 receive and consider the submissions received,;

49.2 endorse the Council officers’ response to submissions and recommended changes
to the Amendment (set out above) as the basis for Council’s submission to the
panel;

49.3 request the Minister appoint an Independent Planning Panel under s 23 of the Act

to consider the unresolved submissions;

3 Removing these properties means the description of properties being added to the Heritage Overlay is reduced
from 140 properties, to 138 properties. This must be reflected in an updated Explanatory Report.

[7994677: 25252613_1] page 13



L EHNIAE AR ARTMEAC TR
Maddocks

494 refer all unresolved submissions to the Planning Panel, including any late
submissions; and

49.5 authorise Council’s officers to consider removing the name applied in the citation of
42 Hotham Street provided it does not affect the efficacy of the heritage citation.

50. Since the 28 August 2019 meeting, Council officers have identified minor administrative
errors and recommend the following additional changes to the exhibited Amendment:

50.1 Update the schedule to clause 43.01 to correctly identify the HO6 precinct
boundaries and statements of significance being incorporated in the Scheme under
clause 72.04.

50.2 Update clause 72.04 to reference the correct address for the statement of
significance for 264-266 St Kilda Road, St Kilda (currently mislabelled as 264-226
St Kilda Road).

50.3 Update the Scheme maps 6HO and 7HO to:

50.3.1  correct HO numbers (where properties have been transferred from one
HO precinct to another), specifically:

= 42 Hotham Street, St Kilda East (to be deleted from HO397 as it is
being transferred into HO391) — Scheme Map 7HO.

. 18 Lansdowne Road, St Kilda East (to be deleted from HO179 as it
is being transferred into HO391) — Scheme Map 7HO.

. 26A Lansdowne Road, St Kilda East (to be deleted from HO180 as
it is being transferred into HO391) — Scheme Map 7HO.

50.3.2 include each of 119, 119A, 121 and 123 Alma Road, St Kilda East in
HOG6. These four properties were inadvertently omitted from map 7HO
although owners and occupiers of these properties were correctly notified
of the proposed inclusion of these properties in the Heritage Overlay, and
the Heritage Policy Map was exhibited correctly.

50.3.3 include the entirety of the below properties in the HO. The maps
erroneously show the HO applying only to a portion of the property:

" 19 Hotham Street, St Kilda East — Planning Scheme Map 6HO;
= 322-332 St Kilda Road, St Kilda — Planning Scheme Map 7HO.

504 Update the explanatory report to reflect the above changes.

Strategic context and assessment

51. A strategic assessment of the Amendment was set out in the exhibited Explanatory Report.
Council adopts and expands on that assessment for the purposes of this submission.

52. Council submits the key focus of the Panel with respect to this Amendment (and in response
to the submissions) relates to the requirements of the Heritage Overlay and the PPN1.

53. The PPN1 states the following places should be included in a Heritage Overlay:

Places identified in a local heritage study, provided the significance of the place
can be shown to justify the application of the overlay.
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Importantly, the PPN1 describes the threshold for determining ‘local significance’ (and as a
result, being identified in a local heritage study) as:

...those places that are important to a particular community or locality.

The Advisory Committee Report on the Review of Heritage Provisions in Planning Schemes
(August 2007) (Advisory Committee Report) expressed the threshold differently but
connoted similar sentiments. It framed the question to be asked as:

...is the place of sufficient import that its cultural values should be recognised in
the planning scheme and taken into account in decision-making?+

Later in the report, the Committee noted:

...the issue for planning purposes is simply whether a place is of sufficient
heritage note in the local context to warrant planning controls being put in place
to ensure that its heritage value is taken into account when development
proposals are being considered.®

[emphasis added]
In terms of process, the PPN1 goes on to say:

The heritage process leading to the identification of the place needs to clearly
justify the significance of the place as a basis for its inclusion in the Heritage
Overlay. The documentation for each place shall include a statement of
significance that clearly establishes the importance of the place and addresses
the heritage criteria.

Council submits these are the key matters a Panel ought consider in assessing the
Amendment.

Council also submits the following policy forms the framework for the Panel’s determination
in this hearing:

" the ‘overarching objective’ relating to heritage conservation set out at s 4(1)(d) of
the Act:

...to conserve and enhance those buildings, areas or other places
which are of scientific, aesthetic, architectural or historical interest or
otherwise of special cultural value.

= the Planning Policy Framework at clause 15.03-1S of the Scheme, in particular
the overarching objective of ensuring ‘the conservation of places of heritage
significance’ sought to be achieved through strategies including to:

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

Provide for the conservation and enhancement of those places which
are of, aesthetic, archaeological, architectural, cultural, scientific, or
social significance, or otherwise of special cultural value.

Ensure an appropriate setting and context for heritage places is
maintained or enhanced.

4 Advisory Committee Report, p. xvii.
5 Advisory Committee Report, pp 39-40.
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L] the focus of the Local Planning Policy Framework in the Scheme on the
importance of heritage in the City of Port Phillip,® including:

- Council's MMS, in particular clause 21.01-2 (Strategic approach)
seeking to ‘protect and reinforce the key elements of Port Phillip’s
urban structure including... places and precincts of heritage
significance...’;

- Council’s vision under clause 21.01-1 recognising ‘a city of distinct
neighbourhoods where an understanding of local character and
heritage is in important element of a sustainable future’; and

- the objective of clause 21.05-1 seeking to ‘conserve and enhance the
architectural and cultural heritage of Port Phillip’;

- the strategy under Direction 4 of Council's Plan 2017-2027 seeking to ‘protect
heritage places that represent our historic, social, cultural and architectural
identity’ which this Amendment seeks to implement; and

. Direction 4.4 of Plan Melbourne (2017-2050) to ‘respect our heritage as we build
for the future’.

60. The recognised HERCON criteria for the assessment of heritage values of a heritage place,
as set out in the PPN1 are:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6 In particular clauses 21.01, 21.05 and 22.04.
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Identification of submissions relating to a specific property and
Council’s response

61. Direction #2c. requires Council to respond to each ‘submission relating to a specific property’
in the form of:

61.1 a street view photo of that property;

61.2 a summary of the Amendment proposal for that site;

61.3 the relevant statement of significance or incorporated/reference document
reference;

61.4 a summary of the key issues raised in the submission; and

61.5 Council’s response, including any proposed changes to the Amendment.

General themes

62. Council notes a number of general themes emerge from the submissions received from
those submitters seeking to be heard, broadly relating to:

62.1 property values and financial implications (submitters #2, 10 and 12);

62.2 restricting redevelopment opportunities (submitter #5, 10 and 12); and

62.3 structural integrity or lack of ‘intactness’ of a place (submitter #11).
63. Each of these themes is addressed below before considering the individual submissions.
Property values and financial implications

64. A number of submitters raised concerns about the potential impact of the heritage controls
on property values and the saleability of a property.

65. Council submits the private financial impacts for property owners (such as those raised by
submitters) are not relevant economic matters to take into account when considering an
amendment to the Scheme and may be matters more appropriately considered at the time a
planning permit is applied for.

66. While Council acknowledges financial impacts may be considered if they overlap with, or
translate into public economic effects, it submits the financial matters raised in the
submissions are expressed on a site-by-site basis and not at a broader community level.

67. Council's approach to these submissions is consistent with the views of various planning
panels and judicial authority set out below.

68. In Amendment C14 to the Latrobe Planning Scheme, the Panel stated:
3.2.1 Economic and personal factors

Panels have repeatedly ruled that such issues are not material to this stage of the
planning process — a position supported by Practice Notes and numerous VCAT
decisions. This view maintains that although it is appropriate for the responsible
authority to consider all the objectives of the Planning and Environment Act 1987
including, inter alia, ‘fair, orderly, economic and sustainable use, and
development of the land’ (s.4(1)(a))...and... ‘to balance the present and future
interests of all Victorians’ (s4 (1)(g)) — the question of personal economic impact
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or potential constraint on development are matters for the next stage of the
planning process i.e. at the time a permit is applied for.

This approach has the merit of separating two distinct issues: assessment of the
significance of the place, and the question of its conservation, adaptation,
alteration or demolition. This conforms with proper heritage conservation practice
and mirrors the processes of the Victorian Heritage Act 1995. It reflects the
desirability of considering long term matters (if we accept that heritage
significance is likely to be somewhat enduring, if not immutable) at one point in
time; and, shorter term matters (personal desire, financial considerations and
economic circumstances) when they are most relevant.

69. In Amendments C91, C101 and C103 to the Stonnington Planning Scheme, the Panel
specifically considered the potential impacts of a Heritage Overlay on property values.
Under the heading 'Economic and Personal Factors', the Panel stated:

A number of submissions — written and at hearing — dealt with perceptions that
the Heritage Overlay process would:

. reduce the value of the property; and/or

. Impede owners' freedom to repair, renovate or replace the building.
Panels have repeatedly ruled that such issues are not material to this stage
of the planning process - a position supported by Practice Notes and numerous

VCAT decisions. It is not the purpose of this comment to re-confirm the (very
appropriate) rationale for this position.

[emphasis added]
70. This approach is also consistent with the views of the panel in Amendment C129 to the
Moreland Planning Scheme where the Panel observed under the heading 'Property
Ownership and Land Values':”

What is the issue?

The principal issue is the personal financial impact of inclusion of an owner’s
property in the Heritage Overlay. For some owners the issue plays outin a
number of ways:

. a perception that property value will be diminished;

. a perception that future use or development of the property will be
restricted or not be allowed;

. a perception that owners will be obliged to restore their properties to
something approaching original condition entailing extra expenditure on
repairs, maintenance or other works; and, consequently,

. a perception that controls are not equitable...
Discussion

In relation to financial impacts, in its decision on Frankston Amendment C53
(June 2010) the Panel held that:

Panels have repeatedly ruled that such issues are not material to this
stage of the planning process — a position supported by Practice Notes
and numerous VCAT decisions. This view maintains that it is
appropriate for the responsible authority to consider all the objectives

7 Pages 10-13.
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of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 - including fair, orderly,
economic and sustainable use, and development of the land’(s.4(1)(a))
... and ... to balance the present and future interests of all Victorians”
(s.4(1)(g)). However, the question of personal economic impact or
potential constraint on development are seen as matters for the next
stage of the planning process i.e. at the time a permit is applied for.

The Frankston C53 Panel also noted that:

This approach has the merit of separating two distinct issues —
assessment of the significance of the place; and, the question of its
conservation, adaption, alteration or demolition. This conforms to
proper heritage conservation practice including the Australia ICOMOS
Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance (the
‘Burra Charter’), and mirrors the processes of the Victorian Heritage
Act 1985.

It reflects the desirability of considering long term matters (if we accept
that heritage significance is likely to be somewhat enduring, if not
immutable) at one point in time; and shorter term matters (personal
desire, financial considerations and economic circumstances) when
they are most relevant. The so-called ‘two-stage’ process also
underlines the proposition that heritage assets (unlike some other
aspects of planning) are often irreplaceable. It is important that neither
the Planning and Environment Act 1987 nor the Frankston Planning
Scheme envisage their loss on the basis of personal whim or desire in
continually changing economic or financial environments.

In addition, as noted in Moreland C78 and reiterated in this report, the Southern
Grampians C6 Panel reasoned:

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

71. The Panel concluded in Amendment C129 that while it is appropriate for a planning panel to
consider the ‘fair, orderly, economic and sustainable use, and development of land’ in
accordance with the objective set out under s 4(1)(a) of the Act, ‘personal’ financial
circumstances (amongst others) are not the type of economic matters envisaged by this
objective:

This Moreland C129 Panel takes the view that it is appropriate for the planning
authority to consider all the objectives of the Planning and Environment Act 1987
and, accordingly, it is quite appropriate to consider fair, orderly, economic and
sustainable use, and development of the land and to balance the present and
future interests of all Victorians; and it is open to the Panel to similarly balance
these matters with heritage considerations, based on the evidence submitted to it.

This Panel, however, adopts the position that personal financial (and other)
circumstances are not the economic matters envisaged in s.4(1)(a) - which the
Panel takes to refer to the economy in its usual broad community sense. By way
of example, the Panel may consider conflict with policies regarding the location of
a new airport as a relevant matter. Again, for the Amendment to meet the other
tests of fair ... orderly ... sustainable use ... and development of the land, the Act
requires the Panel to satisfy itself that the Amendment has been:

Developed, documented and exhibited in accordance with the Act — rigorously,
transparently and with equal access to process; and

That there is no evidence submitted that establishes that there is no sustainable use
for the property.
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72. Since the release of the Panel’s report in Amendment C129, s 12(2)(c) of the Act was
amended and now states that a planning authority, in preparing a planning scheme
amendment, ‘must take into account its social effects and economic effects’.

73. In Amendment C207 to the Melbourne Planning Scheme a question arose as to whether the
private cost implications for property owners was a relevant consideration by a panel or
planning authority in the context of considering the ‘economic effects’ of an amendment.

74. The panel distinguished private costs of this kind from public costs and benefits. Public
costs were identified as a proper consideration in relation to planning scheme amendment
matters while the panel held private economic impacts fell outside the scope for
consideration. It was suggested however that the private costs (or at least the economics of
building retention versus demolition) might be matters which were relevant if a planning
permit triggered by the overlay were later to be considered:?®

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

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

[emphasis added]

75. The Panel’s report in Amendment C207 was considered by Justice Garde in Dustday
Investments Pty Ltd v Minister for Planning [2015] VSC 101. In response to extensive
submissions from the Plaintiff, Justice Garde found that the Plaintiff had failed to show any
legal error on the part of the Panel which heard Amendment C207 to the Melbourne
Planning Scheme.

76. In relation to the question of social and economic effects, Justice Garde determined:®

Where planning authorities are directed to consider conservation or heritage
matters, or social and economic effects, consideration must inevitably be given as
to the stage in the planning process that has been reached, and the nature of the
consideration that is to be given to these matters or effects at that stage.

77. In Amendment C149 to the Moreland Planning Scheme, the Panel agreed with the views of
the C207 panel stating: 10

The Panel agrees with the views of the C207 panel that private financial impacts are not
appropriate economic matters to take into account when considering an amendment unless
they overlap with or translate into public economic effects of some kind.

The financial matters raised in the present Amendment have generally not been expressed
as translating into public effects.

8 Pages 22, 27.
9 Paragraph 101.
10 Moreland C149 [2014] PPV (I3 May 2014).
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78. In Amendment C266 to the Boroondara Planning Scheme, the Panel again confirmed
‘private economic issues of a personal or property specific nature are not relevant’ to the
amendment stage, stating: '

The Panel recognises the concerns of the submitters but PPN1 and judicial
authority cited by Council make it clear that the key issue at the amendment
stage is the heritage significance of the property. Private economic issues of a
personal or property specific nature are not relevant at this stage. Council may
consider those matters when presented with a planning permit application.

79. Council submits in accordance with the above Panel reports and judicial authority, economic
considerations of a personal or property-specific nature are not to be taken into account at
the planning scheme amendment stage and may be considered at the time a planning permit
is applied for.

Restricting redevelopment opportunities

80. A number of submitters raised concerns that the Heritage Overlay would limit redevelopment
opportunities and make altering and maintaining these properties too onerous.

81. Council acknowledges the Heritage Overlay introduces another layer of control for property
owners by imposing additional permit triggers and relevant considerations to a future
planning permit application.

82. However, in Council’s submission, this is necessary to ensure those places with the requisite
level of heritage value are recognised and appropriately managed within the municipality.

83. In Amendment C14 to the Latrobe Planning Scheme, the Panel commented, under the
heading ‘Economic and Personal Factors’'2:

Panels have repeatedly ruled that such issues are not material to this stage of the
planning process — a position supported by Practice Notes and numerous VCAT
decisions. This view maintains that although it is appropriate for the responsible
authority to consider all the objectives of the Planning and Environment Act 1987
- including, inter alia, fair, orderly, economic and sustainable use, and
development of the land (s.4(1)(a)) ... and ... to balance the present and future
interests of all Victorians (s.4(1)(g)) — the question of personal economic
impact or potential constraint on development are matters for the next
stage of the planning process i.e. at the time a permit is applied for.

This approach has the merit of separating two distinct issues: assessment of the
significance of the place, and the question of its conservation, adaptation,
alteration or demolition. This conforms with proper heritage conservation practice
and mirrors the processes of the Victorian Heritage Act 1985. It reflects the
desirability of considering long term matters (if we accept that heritage
significance is likely to be somewhat enduring, if not immutable) at one point in
time; and, shorter term matters (personal desire, financial considerations and
economic circumstances) when they are most relevant.

The Panel observed that in the long life of many heritage properties economic
uses can rise and fall — sometimes with no impact on owners, sometimes with
substantial impact. In many cases threats to continuing economic viability may
be mitigated by permit allowances or use changes. In other cases, personal
situations change. In some cases demolition may be an appropriate response.
In all these situations it would seem highly desirable for all parties that
consideration is: (a) based on clear understanding of significance; and (b) at a
time when action is real and current, not conjectural.

1 Page 23.
12 | atrobe C14 (PSA) [2010] PPV 53 (19 May 2010).
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The so-called two-stage process also underlines the proposition that heritage
assets (unlike some other aspects of planning) are often irreplaceable and it is
important that neither the Planning and Environment Act 1987 nor the Latrobe
Planning Scheme envisage their loss on the basis of personal preference or
desire in a continually changing economic or financial environment.

[emphasis added]

84. Further, in Amendment C266 to the Boroondara Scheme, the Panel recognised provisions
within the Scheme restricting land use and development is not uncommon and that
alterations heritage properties is possible. It stated: '3

The Boroondara Planning Scheme has many provisions that restrict or enable
land use and development in different circumstances. The Heritage Overlay gives
Council the ability to assess certain permit applications in response to the
heritage place, including applications to demolish or remove a building.

The extent of further development will vary depending on each property’s
individual characteristics including positioning of the building on the lot, the design
and configuration of the significant building, location of buildings abutting the
property and the aspirations of each land owner.

Most of the exhibited properties are in the Neighbourhood Residential Zone or the
General Residential Zone which restricts development through mandatory
maximum building heights and mandatory garden area requirements. Clause 54
and 55 provisions (commonly referred to as ResCode), policy and overlays might
also restrict a property owner’s development plans.

Many buildings in the Amendment have been altered and modernised while
retaining heritage significance, which demonstrates that heritage properties can
be altered and modernised.

85. Applying the Panel’s observations, Council submits concerns relating to future
redevelopment opportunities of heritage properties are immaterial to this stage of the
planning process and more appropriately considered at the time a planning permit is applied
for.

86. This approach correctly recognises the importance of prioritising enduring and long term
matters such heritage protection and conservation over matters of development potential,
building condition, economic matters and planning approvals which are, by contrast, short-
term in nature.

87. Importantly, while ‘heritage’ will become an additional matter for consideration, Council
submits the introduction of the Heritage Overlay does not preclude buildings, works or
demolition of a property altogether.

88. It is a well-recognised and a generally accepted consequence that planning controls will set
parameters in relation to the use and development potential of land. All properties in the
municipality are subject to zoning controls and most are also subject to overlay controls.

89. Council’s local heritage policy (clause 22.04) sets out the relevant objectives, policy
statements and performance measures to guide decision making under the Heritage
Overlay. This policy enables Council to consider applications on a case by case basis.
Importantly, it does not prohibit opportunity for repair, extension to or redevelopment of
heritage places, but rather establishes an additional layer of consideration for such places so
that the existing heritage values of a place (individual property and / or precinct) are
maintained.

13 Page 26.
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90. While clause 22.04-3 generally discourages the full demolition of ‘significant’ or ‘contributory’
buildings, the partial demolition of ‘significant’ or ‘contributory’ buildings may be allowed
provided ‘it will not affect the significance of the place and the proposed addition is
sympathetic to the scale and form of the place’. Support for partial demolition to the rear of
heritage buildings to allow for modern additions is also common, and such alterations are
evident throughout the municipality.

91. Further, additions or alterations to heritage places are not precluded under clause 22.04-3.
Rather it is policy additions or alterations (among other things):

91.1 do not change the original principal fagade(s) or roof;

91.2 are distinguishable from the original parts of the heritage place to be conserved, if
a contemporary architectural approach is used; and

91.3 do not obscure or alter an element that contributes to the significance of the
heritage place.

92. It is also policy ‘an upper storey addition is sited and massed behind the principal facade so
that it preferably is not visible, particularly in intact or consistent streetscapes’. The
‘performance measure 1’ goes on to establish particular performance measures to satisfy the
above policy, including in diagrammatic form. This is intended to describe how Council’s
discretion under the Heritage Overlay may be exercised and assist permit applicants and the
community understand how a proposal will be assessed.

93. Finally Council notes any limitations associated with the proposed Heritage Overlay controls
is consistent with those already extended to thousands of inner and middle ring properties in
the metropolitan area already subject to Heritage Overlay controls.

Structural integrity or lack of intactness of a place

94. Submission #11 cites the poor condition of certain components of the heritage place as a
basis on which the Heritage Overlay ought not be applied.

95. Council acknowledges from the outset that not all buildings covered by the Amendment are
in perfect condition.

96. This issue was considered by the Panel considering Amendment C129 to the Moreland
Planning Scheme, under the heading ‘Building condition of the properties’: 14

A number of submissions (addressed throughout section 6) raised the poor
condition of their property and questioned the reasons for Heritage listing. The
Panel and Council acknowledge that financial aspects and conditions are of
considerable concern to property owners. However, the question is whether they
are a valid consideration when identifying heritage places and protecting them
through the introduction of the HO. The Panel agrees with Council in that:

Structural integrity and intactness of heritage places are important
considerations in heritage places but are quite separate concepts and need
to be considered at different stages.

[Emphasis added]

97. The Panel also observed the Advisory Committee had considered this issue in the Advisory
Committee Report, stating:'°

4 Moreland C129 (PSA) [2013] PPV 11, page 13.
15 paragraph 2.2.2 on page 2-46 of the report
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Structural integrity or condition should not be a criterion in assessing
heritage significance. It would be contrary to the fundamental principle in the
Burra Charter that... the consideration of significance should not be coloured by
consideration of the management consequences of listing. There are also good
policy reasons why condition should not affect the assessment of criteria: if it
were to be a factor, it would encourage owners of heritage properties who were
opposed to listing to allow them to fall into disrepair.

[emphasis added]

Council supports this ‘policy ground’ advanced by the Advisory Committee. Should a
planning panel refuse to recommend heritage controls for a property on the basis of its poor
condition, this may motivate some property owners potentially subject to heritage controls to
allow remnant heritage fabric to fall into a state of disrepair. In the context of a planning
system which does not compel property owners to actively undertake restorative works, it is
only appropriate heritage fabric be identified for protection at a separate stage of the process
from when redevelopment or demolition proposals are brought to the Responsible Authority.

As noted by the Panel in Amendment C129 to the Moreland Planning Scheme (and
expanded upon in Council’s ‘Part A’ submission), the benefit of this approach is to separate
two distinct issues (assessment as opposed to conservation or demolition) so as to ensure
longer term matters (such as heritage significance) and shorter term matters (such as private
economic considerations) are considered at the time they are most relevant.

Adopting the position of both the Moreland C129 Panel and the Advisory Committee, Council
submits the structural integrity or current condition of the buildings forming part of the
Amendment do not warrant consideration as part of this Amendment process.

This is not to say that the structural integrity or condition of a building is irrelevant in the
planning system. Such factors are highly relevant at the planning permit stage. However to
consider such matters at this stage of the Amendment process would undermine the ‘longer
term consideration’ of heritage protection. The Panel considering Amendment C149 to the
Yarra Planning Scheme expressed its views on this issue as follows: 16

A number of submissions raised the poor condition of their property and
questioned the reasons for heritage listing. The Panel and Council acknowledge
that building condition (and its financial implications) can be of considerable
concern to property owners. However, the question is whether they are a valid
consideration when identifying heritage places and protecting them through the
introduction of the Heritage Overlay.

The Panel again concurs with previous Panels in relation to this matter. In its
report on Latrobe C14 (May 2010) the Panel made the following observations:

The question of ‘intactness’ is frequently discussed in heritage debates
- both as a positive (e.g. “a very intact example ) or a negative (e.g.
“no longer intact”). Equally frequently the term ‘integrity’ is applied as a
synonym for intactness. For the purposes of this consideration, the
Panel proposes the view that intactness and integrity refer to different
heritage characteristics.

Intactness relates to the ‘wholeness’ of (or lack of alteration to) the
place. Depending on the grounds for significance, this can relate to a
reference point of original construction or may include original
construction with progressive accretions or alterations.

Integrity in respect to a heritage place is a descriptor of the ‘veracity’
of the place as a meaningful document of the heritage from which it
purports to draw its significance. For example a place proposed as
important on account of its special architectural details may be said to

16 Page 9.
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lack integrity if those features are destroyed or obliterated. It may be
said to have low integrity if some of those features are altered. In the
same case but where significance related to, say, an historical
association, the place may retain its integrity despite the changes to
fabric. Structural integrity is a slightly different matter. It usually

describes the basic structural sufficiency of a building.

Based on this approach it is clear that whilst some heritage places may
have low intactness they may still have high integrity - the Parthenon
ruins may be a good example. On the other hand, a reduction in
intactness may threaten a place’s integrity to such a degree that it

loses its significance.

With these comments in mind, this Panel assessed the condition of
buildings in the context of the impact alterations may have had on the
place’s significance. It has not considered the personal financial issues

surrounding repair, etc. as relevant to this stage of the process.

In respect to maintenance requirements the Panel makes the following

observations:

. Replacement or new materials may be allowed in a permit application;
. Internal alterations or repairs are not a matter for permit control;

. Many other classes of repair and maintenance work require no permit

consent; and

. Extensions or external additions are not prohibited but require permit

permissions.

As such the Panel does not believe these issues warrant consideration at this

point in the process.

[emphasis added]

The identification and protection of heritage places at the Amendment stage will allow the
structural integrity or condition of buildings to be properly assessed against identified

heritage values at the planning permit application stage.

This allows for the most appropriate balancing of competing priorities (in cases where a
redevelopment proposal might undermine the heritage significance of a place).

Further, Council submits the structural condition of a building does not necessarily negate its
heritage significance. Indeed, it is often possible to repair and restore structurally
compromised buildings, and Council typically encourages such outcomes for buildings with
heritage significance. However, it is recognised that a balance needs to be struck, and that

repair and restoration of heritage buildings is not feasible in all cases.

Council’s heritage policy (clause 22.04) establishes specific policy directions relating to the
demolition of a significant or contributory building affected by a Heritage Overlay, which

includes consideration of structural soundness.
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Property: 23 Lambeth Place, St Kilda

Amendment proposal: Inclusion in HO6
precinct and graded ‘significant’

Reference(s) to property in Amendment
documentation:

HOG6 St Kilda East Precinct Review (David
Helms Heritage Planning, 2018), pages 20, 25,
35 and 51.

St Kilda East — HOG6 (revised citation, extract of
Port Phillip Heritage Review), page 25.

Key issue(s) raised in submission:

The submitter objects to the property being
included in the HO as it has been demolished.

Council’s response (including proposed change(s) to Amendment):

L] Council officers acknowledge the former property at 23 Lambeth Place has been
demolished.
L] Given the property’s location on the edge of the proposed HOG6 precinct extension any

redevelopment of the site is unlikely to impact the significance of the streetscape.

L] On that basis Council supports removing the property from the proposed HOG6 precinct.

Submission #2

Property: 9 Johnson Street, St Kilda East

Amendment proposal: Inclusion in HO6
precinct and graded ‘non-contributory’.

Reference(s) to property in Amendment
documentation:

HOG6 St Kilda East Precinct Review (David
Helms Heritage Planning, 2018), pages 16, 19,
35 and 49
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Key issue(s) raised in submission:
The submitter objects to the property being included in the Heritage Overlay on the basis:

The property contributes ‘nil’ from a heritage standpoint.
Future changes to appearance / layout of the property would be subject to approval.

It may influence potential resale value.

Council’s response (including proposed change(s) to Amendment):

9 Johnson Street, St Kilda is a post-war property forming part of the Johnson Street
extension of HOG.

While ‘non-contributory’ grade places are excluded from HO precincts wherever possible,
where they are physically situated among ‘significant’ or ‘contributory’ graded places
within a streetscape, Council considers it appropriate the Heritage Overlay is applied to
these properties so to manage future development that may adversely impact on adjacent
heritage places and the historic streetscape and broader precinct on the basis of their
proximity.

As noted above, Council’s heritage policy generally allows the demolition of ‘non-
contributory’ graded places provided the new development responds appropriately to the
heritage context.

For the reasons advanced above, Council submits effects on property value is not a
relevant consideration in applying the Heritage Overlay.

Council does not propose changing the Amendment in response to submission #2.

Submission #3

Property: 35 Crimea Street, St Kilda East

Amendment proposal: Inclusion in HO6
precinct and graded ‘significant’.

Reference(s) to property in Amendment

documentation:

HOG6 St Kilda East Precinct Review (David
Helms Heritage Planning, 2018), pages 24 and
47.

St Kilda East — HOG6 (revised citation, extract of
Port Phillip Heritage Review), page 24.

Key issue(s) raised in submission:

The submitter requests the property be
downgraded to a ‘non-contributory’ graded
property as there is nothing of any heritage
value to be preserved.

Council’s response (including proposed change(s) to Amendment):

L] Council submits the assessment methodology described by Mr Helms is consistent with
the Burra Charter and PPN1. Mr Helms used the HERCON criteria for assessments,
prepared detailed citations containing statements of significance for each place and
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precinct that explain the basis on which they had been assessed as having heritage
significance, and applied relevant thresholds of local significance.

= The Review, in recommending specific properties be included in the Heritage Overlay as
an individual place or through a precinct extension also assessed the level of intactness
and integrity and determined where alterations have occurred, these have not
compromised the heritage significance of the place or its contribution to the heritage
precinct.

. The relevant considerations for determining the proposed grading of heritage places within
a precinct are outlined on page 8 of the Review, noting this includes consideration of the
definitions outlined in clause 22.04 of the Scheme and the statement of significance, an
assessment of fabric visible from the street and comparison with other similar places in
the broader precinct.

L] The property is a Victorian era house, which appears to have been altered in the
Federation / Edwardian period (c.1900s) when the half-timbering to the gable end was
added. The only other changes to the visible sections of the house are overpainting of the
brickwork, and alterations to the verandah. Otherwise its form and detailing are largely

intact.
= Council submits the proposed ‘significant’ grading is appropriate.
= Council does not propose changing the Amendment in response to submission #3.

Submission #4

Property: 21 Lambeth Place, St Kilda

Amendment proposal: Inclusion in HO6
precinct and graded ‘contributory’.

Reference(s) to property in Amendment
documentation:

HOG6 St Kilda East Precinct Review (David
Helms Heritage Planning, 2018), pages 16, 20
and 51.

St Kilda East — HOG6 (revised citation, extract of
Port Phillip Heritage Review), page 35.

Key issue(s) raised in submission:

The submitter objects to the property being
included in the Heritage Overlay on the basis it
has no heritage value, has aluminium windows
from the 1980s and needs to be restumped.
The submitter also requests 23 Lambeth Pl be

removed from the Amendment as it has been
demolished.

Council’s response (including proposed change(s) to Amendment):
L] The HOG6 currently applies to Lambeth Place except for nos. 19-23.

= While Council acknowledges some alterations to 21 Lambeth Place have occurred, it
submits a ‘contributory’ grading is appropriate on the basis:
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- the property is an Edwardian house and is comparable in integrity to other
‘contributory’ graded houses within the HO6 precinct, forming part of the
Lambeth Place extension; and

- although the windows have been replaced and other changes made, the
property retains the typical gable-fronted form, a tiled roof and one chimney
consistent with other houses in the street, and therefore contributes to the
historic streetscape character.

= Council submits restumping constitutes property maintenance and does not trigger a
permit under the Heritage Overlay, nor would it affect the heritage significance of the
property.

L] Council submits the proposed ‘contributory’ grading is appropriate.

L] Council does not propose changing the Amendment with respect to 23 Lambeth Place in

response to submission #4.

L] Council’s response to the property at 23 Lambeth Place is set out above in response to
submission #1.

Submission #5

Property: 31 Crimea Street, St Kilda East

Amendment proposal: Inclusion in HO6
precinct and graded ‘significant’.

Reference(s) to property in Amendment
documentation:

HOG6 St Kilda East Precinct Review (David
Helms Heritage Planning, 2018), pages 16, 18
and 47.

St Kilda East — HOG6 (revised citation, extract of
Port Phillip Heritage Review), pages 22 and 35.

Key issue(s) raised in submission:

= The submitter notes in Crimea Street there are significantly devalued buildings that are out
of character and built in the 1950s and 1960s. These have undermined the value of the
street and there is no benefit to extending the Heritage Overlay to the end of the street as
the northern end of Crimea Street is already protected with a Heritage Overlay.

L] Most of the properties in the immediate vicinity included in the Heritage Overlay have
already been significantly altered since they were originally constructed, and have lost
some of their original heritage value as a consequence.

= The submitter objects to the property being included in the Heritage Overlay on the basis it
may impact future plans to renovate the house. The Heritage Overlay will be too
restrictive of future plans.
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Council’s response (including proposed change(s) to Amendment):
Rationale for inclusion of Crimea Street in HO6

L] The Heritage Review, Wellington, Crimea and Redan Streets, St Kilda study prepared by
Lovell Chen (2015) recommended the review of the section of Crimea Street generally
south of Charnwood Road currently not included in HO6.

L] This area (including 21-35 and 20-34 Crimea Street) was further investigated in the
Review. This area was found to contain a collection of late Victorian, Federation and
interwar houses and flats. Although there are some places with no heritage value,
including 1960s flats, overall it was determined the currently excluded section has
comparable integrity and visual cohesion to the broader precinct and is justified for
inclusion in HOG.

Significance of 31 Crimea Street

] 31 Crimea Street is a Victorian era Italianate villa. Although there have been some
changes (the removal of the verandah being the most significant), the form and detailing
that make the property significant are largely intact and overall the integrity is comparable
to other ‘significant’ graded buildings within the HO6 precinct. Council submits the
proposed ‘significant’ grading is appropriate.

L] For the reasons advanced above, Council submits concerns relating to future
redevelopment opportunities of heritage properties are also immaterial to this stage of the
planning process and more appropriately considered at the time a planning permit is
applied for.

= Council does not propose changing the Amendment in response to submission #5.
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Property: 25 Chapel St, St Kilda (St Michael's
School) and 4 Chapel Street, St Kilda (St
George’s Presbyterian Church & Hall)

Amendment proposal:

25 Chapel Street, St Kilda (St Michael’s
School) — inclusion in HO6 precinct and
graded ‘individually significant’ with new
heritage citation #2388

4 Chapel St, St Kilda (St George’s Presbyterian
Church & Hall) — proposed update to existing
heritage citation #78

Reference(s) to property in Amendment
documentation:

25 Chapel Street, St Kilda (St Michael’s
School

HOG6 St Kilda East Precinct Review (David
Helms Heritage Planning, 2018), page 25.

Heritage citation #2388

4 Chapel St, St Kilda (St George’s Presbyterian
Church & Hall)
Heritage citation #78

Key issue(s) raised in submission:

The submitter requests the following changes to proposed new heritage citation #2388 - Marlton

Crescent & 25-27 Chapel St, St Kilda:

L] Marlton House - no changes

L] Former Kindergarten and Bishops Hall - amendments proposed to heritage citation to
accurately note that this building has been altered on its west side in recent years as a
result of permitted works that have impacted on the form of the original design.

L] 1925 School Building - the building should not be graded ‘significant’ in the heritage

citation, and should be considered 'contributory' as:

- The main envelope has been extended in several places and does not resemble

the original building anymore.
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- All windows have been altered and replaced with steel framed windows. The
only timber windows are now found in the non-original extensions to the east
end.

- Some windows to the front face of the original section of the building have been
raised in height, with their sills removed.

- The entry porch has been altered in terms of glazing.

The submitter requests the following changes to citation #78 — 4 Chapel Street, St Kilda East:

L] The church is a significant building, however the former church hall and Sunday School
should not be graded as ‘significant’ due to the buildings simple detailing with the most

prominent element being the rendered entry porch. The appropriate classification of this
building should be of secondary significance.

Council’s response (including proposed change(s) to Amendment):

Citation #2388 - Marlton Crescent & 25-27 Chapel St, St Kilda:

= The submitted changes to Citation 2388 identify the projecting entry porch of the 1925
School Building on the north elevation as the only surviving original element of the
building.

= Additional detail in the ‘description’ has been added about the placement of the entry

porch on the building, and to reiterate the fact that the fabric of the building to the east,
west and south elevations is of no significance.

L] No changes were proposed to the statement of significance in relation to the former
kindergarten and Bishops hall by the school. Council followed up with the school who
confirmed no further changes were required to the description of this building.

L] Council’s heritage advisor has reviewed and considered the proposed changes to citation
#2388 and agrees these changes are appropriate on the basis that they more accurately
reflect the elements of the 1925 School Building that are or are not significant.

Citation #78 - 4 Chapel Street, St Kilda East

= Council’s heritage advisor has reviewed and considered the proposed changes to citation
#78 and agrees that these changes are appropriate, on the basis that they more
accurately reflect that St George’s Church is the building of significance on the site, and
the church hall and Sunday School building located behind the church are of secondary
significance.

L] Council proposes amending citations #2388 and #78 to reflect the submission.
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Submission #8

Property: 42 Hotham Street, St Kilda East

Amendment proposal: Proposed to be
transferred from HO397 precinct to HO391
precinct and an update to existing 2015
heritage citation.

Reference(s) to property in Amendment
documentation:

HOG6 St Kilda East Precinct Review (David
Helms Heritage Planning, 2018), B.3 page 218
and 61.

Existing individual heritage citation (2015) in
PPHR.

Key issue(s) raised in submission:

The submitter objects to the property being included in the Heritage Overlay.

The submission claims the property owners were not informed of the decision to include
their property in the Heritage Overlay (which appears to have occurred in 2004).

The submitter rejects the basis on which the property is graded ‘significant’ as described
in the statement of significance in the existing 2015 citation.

The submitter asserts the Review does not:

- identify anything of real importance about the property, and only mentions the
features that are visible from the front of the property; or

- demonstrate in any meaningful or quantifiable way that the property has ever
been considered or acknowledged as being of historic, architectural, social or
cultural interest of value prior to the 2004 Heritage Alliance report.

The submitter objects to the assertion that there is a ‘place name’ for the property
(identified as Summers House in the existing 2015 citation).

The submitter claims that the addition of a fence to the property is one reason why the
property should not be considered ‘significant’.

The submitter questions why 44 Hotham St is proposed to be included as a ‘significant’
property when it was not included in original application of the Heritage Overlay to this
area.

The submitter states including this property in the Heritage Overlay would obstruct the
submitter mutually agreeing to sell the two properties to form a ‘super block’.

The submitter claims it did not received a formal response to their submission made in the
preliminary consultation period in July 2018.

The submitter presented a verbal submission at Council’s planning committee meeting on
28 August 2019 reiterating the above issues. Of particular note, the submitter
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emphasised its objection to the place name of ‘Summers House’ referenced in the 2015
citation.

Council’s response (including proposed change(s) to Amendment):

. The property has an existing individual citation in the PPHR (Citation 2015) is currently
included an individual Heritage Overlay (HO397), and has been since 2006 upon the
gazetted of planning scheme amendment C46 (Amendment C46).

. Council's records indicate notification of Amendment C46 was sent to the property owner
on 25 February 2005 and no submission was received.

. The existing citation sets out information about the significance of the property, including
that the house is of historical and aesthetic significance to the City of Port Phillip. The
Review found there have been no substantive changes to the property and the existing
assessment of local significance made in the 2004 Study is still relevant.

= The Review recommends updating the existing citation to include additional information
regarding what is (and is not) significant about the property, how it is significant, and why it
is significant in the form of:

- Under ‘What is significant’, adding a description of the place to clearly identify
the significant and non-significant features of the building in accordance with
PPN1.

- Under ‘Why is it significant’ identifying the relevant HERCON criteria in
accordance with PPN1.

- Addition of the ‘Thematic context’ and ‘Assessment’ sections.

- Inclusion of recommendation to retain the place in the HO as a ‘significant’
place, but to be transferred from individual HO397 to HO391 precinct overlay as
it historically forms part of the Murchison Street Precinct that is otherwise
included in HO391, consistent with PPN1.

. The updated statement of significance identifies the significant elements of the house, and
specifies that that the brick walling has been unsympathetically altered by the addition of a
tall timber paling fence. The non-original alterations and additions including the tall timber
paling to the original brick fence are not significant. Despite the alterations to this
element, the property’s integrity is comparable to other examples of ‘significant’ graded
properties within HO6 and HO391 and Council considers the ‘significant’ grading is

appropriate.

" Importantly the changes proposed by the Amendment do not alter the heritage controls
and policy that currently apply to this site and have done since its inclusion in the HO in
2004.

= Adjacent property 44 Hotham Street is proposed to be included in HO391 as it shares the

same history, having been built on the same subdivision of 2 mansions ‘Wavenhoe’ (161
Alma Rd) and ‘Fairholm’ (61 Alexandra St) and forms part of an intact streetscape of
interwar houses and flats along the east side of Hotham Street between Alma Road and
Mooltan Street (including 44 Hotham Street). A ‘Significant’ grading is proposed as the
property has comparable integrity to similar significant houses within the HO6 and HO391
precincts.

= While Council acknowledges all other issues raised in this submission, Council
respectfully submits they are not relevant considerations in determining whether to update
the heritage controls in the manner proposed through the Amendment.
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= In response to the submitters’ verbal submission, an alternate recommendation was
tabled and supported, requesting Council’s officers to consider deleting reference to

‘Summers House’ from the heritage citation.

L] Council proposes changing the Amendment in response to submission #8 only by deleting
the reference to ‘Summers House’ in the heritage citation.

Submission #9

Property: 322-332 St Kilda Road, St Kilda

Amendment proposal: Proposed to extend
HOG to apply to whole property and upgrade
current ‘non-contributory’ grading to
‘significant’.

Reference(s) to property in Amendment
documentation:

HOG6 St Kilda East Precinct Review (David
Helms Heritage Planning, 2018), page 59.

St Kilda East — HOG6 (revised citation, extract of
Port Phillip Heritage Review), page 32.

T —

T

Key issue(s) raised in submission:

L] The submitter objects to the ‘significant’ grading of the property on the basis:

The land does not include buildings that are individually important places of
either State, regional or local heritage significance.

The proposed citation for HO6 and the Review does not provide a thorough
analysis of the land such that the Owners Corporation has any certainty
regarding the extent of facade that would need to be retained and the specific
'internal fabric of interest'.

The works undertaken along the facade and at the rear of the land have no
heritage value.

The Review does not provide details of the comparative analysis undertaken to
other significant places within HOG.

If the grading is upgraded to a 'significant' grading, a heritage citation and
statement of significance should be included to ensure that it is clear that only
the fagade incorporating the central panel of "The Gresham" sign should be
retained. Any supporting heritage citation for the grading should make it clear
that the extent of the facade that has been substantially modified and the rear
office suites do not warrant a 'significant' grading.

Council’s response (including proposed change(s) to Amendment):

= Council refers the Panel to its response to submission #3 with respect to the methodology
adopted in determining gradings of heritage places as part of the Review.

“The land does not include buildings that are individually important places of either State, regional or

local heritage significance.”
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= The property is the former Gresham Laundry, constructed c.1920. Despite some
alterations to the building, this building is distinguished by the surviving Edwardian style
parapet which is divided into 4 bays with arched panels separated by engaged piers. The
central panel with ‘The Gresham’ in relief framed by sinuous Art Nouveau floral
decorations and flanked by hexagonal piers is of particular note. Overall, Council is
satisfied the integrity is comparable to other ‘significant’ grade buildings in HO6 and the
‘significant’ grading is appropriate.

. Council has had the benéefit of reviewing Mr Helms’ expert evidence statement (circulated
at the same time as Council’s ‘Part A’ submission). Council relies on Mr Helms’ opinion
that while the section of the building to the south of the central arcade is of limited
significance due to the degree of alteration, a ‘significant’ grading is still warranted
because:

- As demonstrated in the comparative analysis, the shopfronts and
verandahs/awnings of single storey commercial buildings graded ‘significant’
within precincts have often been modified or replaced.

- Here, the parapet is distinguished by the fine Art Nouveau detailing to the central
parapet, which is complemented by the original and distinctive parapet form of
the northern section. The form and detailing of this parapet is comparable to the
‘significant’ graded examples in Mr Helms'’s statement.

- The original central arcade is also of note, externally demonstrated by the
hipped-roof lantern. This is a distinctive feature and the only known surviving
example of an early arcade in Port Phillip.

“The proposed citation for HO6 and the Review does not provide a thorough analysis of the land
such that the Owners Corporation has any certainty regarding the extent of facade that would need
to be retained and the specific 'internal fabric of interest”

] Council relies on the changes proposed by Mr Helms in his expert evidence statement to
both the history and description of the HO6 precinct to more thoroughly explain the historic
development of this site and describe the features that contribute to the significance of the
precinct.

“The works undertaken along the facade and at the rear of the land have no heritage value.”

" Council agrees with Mr Helms where he agrees the verandah and the facade below, the
reconstructed parapets to the south of the central arcade, and the additions and buildings
constructed at the rear as part of the 1985 works are not ‘significant’ elements. This is
reflected in Mr Helms’ recommended changes to the statement of significance.

“The Review does not provide details of the comparative analysis undertaken to other significant
places within HO6.”

L] Council rejects this assertion. Section 1.5 (Approach and methodology) of the Review
describes the assessment, including comparative analysis, carried out. Mr Helms has
further explained the comparative analysis in his expert evidence statement demonstrating
the proposed ‘significant’ grading is justified.

“If the grading is upgraded to a 'significant' grading, a heritage citation and statement of significance
should be included to ensure that it is clear that only the fagade incorporating the central panel of
"The Gresham" sign should be retained.”
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= The property is proposed to be graded ‘significant’ within the HOG6 precinct and as such
the preparation of an individual citation is not warranted. The elements of significance are

made clearer having regard to Mr Helms’ proposed changes.

L] Council proposes changing the Amendment in accordance with Mr Helms’ recommended
changes to the HOG6 precinct heritage citation set out in his expert evidence statement
under the heading ‘Recommended changes to the HOG6 precinct citation’.

Submission #10

Property: 44 Hotham Street, St Kilda East

Amendment proposal: Inclusion in HO391
precinct and graded ‘significant’.

Reference(s) to property in Amendment
documentation:

HOG6 St Kilda East Precinct Review (David
Helms Heritage Planning, 2018), pages 122
and 48.

St Kilda East — Murchison Street & Wavenhoe
Avenue — HO391 (revised Citation, extract of

Port Phillip Heritage Review), pages 8-9.

Key issue(s) raised in submission:

L] The submitter objects to the property being included in the Heritage Overlay on the basis:

The property is the only asset of significant financial value. The limitations
placed on the property by a heritage listing will lower the land value and make it
harder to sell.

A heritage listing will prevent the owner from building units on the land and fixing
up the house would be more expensive than to build from scratch.

The area needs more housing built with the community in mind.
The Jewish community in the St Kilda East, Balaclava and Caulfield area has
built the infrastructure that they need and therefore do not have the luxury of

being able to move to cheaper neighbourhoods.

The submitter presented a verbal submission at Council’s planning committee
meeting on 28 August 2019 generally reiterating the above issues.

Council’s response (including proposed change(s) to Amendment):

= For the reasons advanced above, Council submits:

effects on property value is not a relevant consideration in applying the Heritage
Overlay; and

concerns relating to future redevelopment opportunities of heritage properties
are also immaterial to this stage of the planning process and more appropriately
considered at the time a planning permit is applied for.
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= Council does not propose changing the Amendment in response to submission #10.

Submission #11

Property: 9 Shirley Grove, St Kilda East

Amendment proposal: Inclusion in HO6
precinct and graded ‘significant’.

Reference(s) to property in Amendment
documentation:

HOG6 St Kilda East Precinct Review (David
Helms Heritage Planning, 2018), pages 16,

122 and 54.

St Kilda East — Murchison Street & Wavenhoe
Avenue — HO391 (revised Citation, extract of
Port Phillip Heritage Review), page 35

Key issue(s) raised in submission:

L] The submitter objects to the property being included in the Heritage Overlay on the basis:

The property was built in the early 1940s and made of timber frame with plaster
slat walls and ceilings internal. The exterior is of weatherboards and tiled roof.

Maintenance of the property has been of a very low standard.

The south elevation at the bottom wall plate have rotted though with the window
sashes now difficult to open and close.

The west elevation (front) has rot in the bottom wall plate and in a number of
sections the window had to be replaced with an aluminium window.

French double doors have been replaced with a single door, the canopy over the
door was pulled down due to rot and the canopy over the window is half gone.

The north elevation has rot to the veranda post and step leading to the front door
this needs to be replaced as it holds up the roof to the entrance.

The rot is in a number of places as the weatherboards have been replaced to
disguise the rot in the frame.

The kitchen floor has dangerously rotted though in places, in the last three years
the plaster walls and ceilings to every room have been patched over and
repainted.

The structural change in appearance deeming the Heritage Overlay
unnecessary.
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Council’s response (including proposed change(s) to Amendment):

= The Review recommends the whole of Shirley Grove except for 2 individually listed places
(#20 ‘Shirley Court’ and #22 ‘Pine Nook’) for inclusion in the HOG precinct on the basis:

The diverse streetscape of Shirley Grove is characteristic of the broader HO6
precinct, and similarly demonstrates the distinct phases of development over
time. Consistent with houses elsewhere, the interwar alterations to the
Victorian houses contribute to the architectural diversity and layering that is a
distinctive part of St Kilda precincts such as HO5, HO6 and HO7. In addition,
Shirley Grove is historically significant in the context of the HO6 precinct as the
most remote of the nineteenth century subdivisions and demonstrates how far
development progressed during the land boom.

L] 9 Shirley Grove was built ¢.1910-15, and is one of several early 1900s houses built on
vacant land between the original houses that were built during the late nineteenth century.
Together, these houses demonstrate the 2 phases of this part of St Kilda East, including
some of the few remaining Victorian era houses, and the infill that occurred around the
time the electric tramway was established along Dandenong Road.

= For the reasons advanced above, Council submits the structural integrity or current
condition of the buildings forming part of the Amendment do not warrant consideration as
part of this Amendment.

. Having said that, the recommendations for the grading of 9 Shirley Grove and others in
the Report were made having specific regard to the degree of alterations to the property,
intactness and integrity of the place based on an assessment of fabric visible from the
street.

Ll While Council acknowledges the property has been altered, the house retains much of the
original form and detailing including a hipped tile roof with half-timbered gable end, timber
casement windows, and brick and render chimney. The house is comparable in integrity to
other ‘significant’ graded properties within the HO6 precinct and part of Shirley Grove
extension.

= Council submits a ‘significant’ grading is both justified and appropriate. Council does not
propose changing the Amendment in response to submission #11.

Submission #12

Property: 5/226 Alma Road, St Kilda East

Amendment proposal: Inclusion in HO505
precinct and graded ‘individually significant’
with new heritage citation #2387

Reference(s) to property in Amendment
documentation:

HOG6 St Kilda East Precinct Review (David
Helms Heritage Planning, 2018), pages 24, 25
and 28.

Heritage citation #2387
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Key issue(s) raised in submission:
The submitter objects to the property being included in the Heritage Overlay on the basis:

. The 'significant' grading of the property would mean significant limitations on the options of
renovating and expanding the family home, and would also mean aloss in value, in an
already declining property market.

. The submitter would like to know why Council does not mitigate the financial impact that
the Heritage Overlay may have on a property owner.

Council’s response (including proposed change(s) to Amendment):
L] For the reasons advanced above, Council submits:

- effects on property value is not a relevant consideration in applying the Heritage
Overlay; and

- concerns relating to future redevelopment opportunities of heritage properties
are also immaterial to this stage of the planning process and more appropriately
considered at the time a planning permit is applied for.

L] Council does not propose changing the Amendment in response to submission #12.

Submission #13

Property: 11 Hotham Street, St Kilda East

Amendment proposal: Inclusion in HO6
precinct and graded ‘non-contributory’.

Reference(s) to property in Amendment
documentation:

HOG6 St Kilda East Precinct Review (David
Helms Heritage Planning, 2018), pages 19 and
48.

St Kilda East — HOG6 (revised Citation, extract
of Port Phillip Heritage Review), page 35.

Key issue(s) raised in submission:
The submitter objects to the property being included in the Heritage Overlay on the basis:

= The property is a non-contributory-grade place comprising of a 1950s house.

L] The balance of Hotham Street to the north did comprise Edwardian and interwar houses
though redevelopment has occurred, including the demolition of the former houses, hence
the properties are not recommended for listing.

L] The Review did not provide context for the property immediately adjacent to the property
to the south which is 1950s walk-up set of flats or provide any evidentiary basis that the
villaat 24 Johnson Street is legible in any way from Hotham Street providing a basis for
the inclusion of 11 Hotham Street as a 'non-contributory' graded property within the
Heritage Overlay.

[7994677: 25252613_1] page 40



L EHNIAE AR ARTMEAC TR
Maddocks

= The era of the development of the property and those adjacent is firmly 1960s and holds
no historic value.

L] It is unlikely that the style of housing or its presentation to the street is in anyway
representative of the type of properties incorporated in to the Heritage Overlay.

Council’s response (including proposed change(s) to Amendment):

L] The property at 11 Hotham Street was built on what was once part of the front garden of
the ¢.1970s house now at 24 Johnson Street. This property, and no. 9 on the corner of
Johnson Street, are proposed to be included within the HO6 precinct as ‘non-contributory’
graded places in order to manage future development that could impact on the setting of
and views to 24 Johnson Street, which is proposed to be included in the HO6 as a
significant place, and the Johnson Street streetscape.

= In response to this submission, further analysis was carried out in relation to the potential
impacts on 24 Johnson Street from developing the land at 11 Hotham Street as well as on
the broader Johnson Street HO6 precinct extension.

L] While Council acknowledges the redevelopment of 9 Hotham Street may have direct
impacts upon 24 Johnson Street and Johnson Street given it has a secondary frontage to
Johnson Street, the potential impacts of the redevelopment of 11 Hotham Street are much
less as its frontage is to Hotham street, coupled with the fact it is at the edge of the
proposed HO6 extension (refer to map below).
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Map showing location of 11 Hotham Street in relation to 24 Johnson Street

= Council proposes changing the Amendment in response to submission #13 by removing
11 Hotham Street from the proposed HOG6 precinct extension.
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106. Council also notes submission #7 received from the National Trust Australia supporting the
Amendment in its exhibited form.

Conclusion

107. This completes Council’s ‘Part A’ submission.

Maddocks

Briana Eastaugh

Lawyers for the Planning Authority
21 October 2019
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Attachment 1 — List of properties proposed for inclusion and
removal in HO6 and HO391 precincts under exhibited Amendment

C142port

Precinct
description

HO6

HO391

HO6

[7994677: 25252613_1]

St Kilda East

Murchison
Street / Alma
Road

Precinct
description

St Kilda East

Properties proposed for inclusion

1-31 Alma Grove

52, 58, 119-119a, 121 and 123 Alma Road

16, 18, 20-22 and 26 Charnwood Crescent

23-25, 27, 29, 31, 33 and 35-39 Charnwood Road

20-37, 39, 41, 43 and 45 Crimea Street

214 Dandenong Road

1 and 3 Fulton Street

9, 11, 38, 40 and 44 Hotham Street
1-27, 29, 31 and 33 Johnson Street
19, 21 and 23 Lambeth Place

2 and 4 Mooltan Avenue

15,17, 19, 21 and 23 Odessa Street
341 and 1/343 Orrong Road

1, 27 and 29 Redan Street

1-15, 17-19 and 21 Shirley Grove

18, 22, 24 and 49 Westbury Street

57,69, 71, 73, 75 and 77 Alexandra Street

157, 159 and 161 Alma Road

28, 30, 32, 34, 36, 38, 40, 42 and 44 Hotham Street

18 and 26A Lansdowne Road

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11,12, 13, 15,17, 19 and 21

Wavenhoe Avenue

Properties proposed for removal from HO6

14 Raith Court
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Attachment 2 — Chronology of events

Amendment C5 gazetted implementing the Port Phillip Heritage Review
1998 (1998 Review) by inserting:

L] the Port Phillip Heritage Policy at clause 22.04 of the LPPF;
L] the Schedule to the Heritage Overlay (Clause 43.01) and
21 December 2000 associated planning scheme maps to reflect the findings and

recommendations of the study undertaken by Andrew Ward and
Associates; and

. the City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map and the City of Port
Phillip Neighbourhood Character Map as incorporated
documents.

Amendment C46 gazetted implementing the findings and
7 September 2007 recommendations of the East St Kilda Heritage Study, 2004 (2004
Study).

2016 Council engaged heritage consultancy firm David Helms Heritage
Planning to undertake a review of the HO6 precinct (Review).

Preliminary consultation period for Heritage Overlay 6 St Kilda East
1-25 June 2018 Precinct Review (the review of Heritage Overlay 6 report) prepared by
David Helms Heritage Planning (Review).

Council’s Planning Committee resolved to (among other things):

= endorse the Review as the strategic basis for proposing
modified heritage controls within the St Kilda East area;

. request authorisation from the Minister for Planning (Minister)
12 December 2018 to prepare anq exhibit the Amendment, implementing the
recommendations of the Review;

L] authorise the CEO or Council’s delegate to finalise the exhibition
documentation for the Amendment generally in accordance with
the form attached to the meeting minutes; and

L] exhibit the Amendment under s 19 of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 (Act).
19 December 2018 Council wrote to the Minister and sought authorisation to prepare the
Amendment.
24 April 2109 Minister’s delegate authorised Council to prepare the Amendment subject

to 2 conditions.

30 May - 30 June

2019 Amendment formally exhibited
28 August 2019 Council’s Planning Committee resolved to (among other things):
= receive and consider the submissions received;
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L] endorse the Council officers’ response to submissions and
recommended changes to the Amendment (set out above) as
the basis for Council’s submission to the panel;

L] request the Minister appoint an independent Planning Panel
under s 23 of the Act to consider the unresolved submissions
received in response to the Amendment;

L] refer all unresolved submissions to the Planning Panel,
including any late submissions; and

L] authorise Council’s officers to consider removing the name
applied in the citation of 42 Hotham Street provided it does not
affect the efficacy of the heritage citation.

1 October 2019 Directions hearing
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Attachment 3 — Council’s proposed changes to exhibited
documents in track-changes format
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Planning and Environment Act 1987

PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME
AMENDMENT C142port

EXPLANATORY REPORT
Who is the planning authority?

This amendment has been prepared by the Port Phillip City Council, which is the planning authority for
this Amendment.

Land affected by the Amendment

The land affected by the amendment comprises:

e The area identified as Heritage Overlay 6 - St Kilda East (HO6) in the Port Phillip Planning
Scheme. The HOG6 precinct is generally bound by Wellington Street / Dandenong Road to the
north, Orrong Road to the east, Argyle and Inkerman Street to the south and St Kilda Road to the
west.

e The area identified as Heritage Overlay 391 — Murchison Street / Alma Road (HO391) in the Port
Phillip Planning Scheme. The HO391 precinct is generally bound by Alma Road to the north,
Alexandra Street to the east, Mooltan Avenue to the south and Hotham Street to the west.

e An additional 138140 properties within St Kilda East as shown at Figure 1 (below) and Attachment
A and B at end of this Explanatory Report.

Legend:

Current Heritage Overlay
Proposed additions to Heritage Overlay

Proposed removal from Heritage Overlay
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Figure 1. Land affected by Amendment C142port_(note: the above map has been amended to remove 11
Hotham Street and 23 Lambeth Place from the proposal).

What the Amendment does



The amendment proposes to give statutory effect to the review of HO6 (St Kilda East) that was
undertaken for the City of Port Phillip by David Helms Heritage Planning. In response to the review of
HOB6, the amendment proposes the following changes to the Port Phillip Planning Scheme:

1. Amend the Schedule to Clause 43.01 (Heritage Overlay) and Planning Scheme Maps 6HO and
7HO, to apply the Heritage Overlay to include the following 138140 new properties in HO6 and
HO391, and remove one property from HO6 on a permanent basis:

HO Number ‘ Description of Precinct New additions to HO6

HO6 St Kilda East 1-31 Alma Grove

52,58, 119-119a, 121 and 123 Alma Road

16, 18, 20-22 and 26 Charnwood Crescent
23-25, 27, 29, 31, 33 and 35-39 Charnwood Road
20-37, 39, 41, 43 and 45 Crimea Street

214 Dandenong Road

1 and 3 Fulton Street

9,11, 38, 40 and 44 Hotham Street

1-27, 29, 31 and 33 Johnson Street

19 and; 21-and-23 Lambeth Place

2 and 4 Mooltan Avenue

15, 17, 19, 21 and 23 Odessa Street

341 and 1/343 Orrong Road

1, 27 and 29 Redan Street

1-15, 17-19 and 21 Shirley Grove

18, 22, 24 and 49 Westbury Street

HO391 Murchison Street / Alma 57,69, 71, 73, 75 and 77 Alexandra Street

Road 157, 159 and 161 Alma Road

28, 30, 32, 34, 36, 38, 40, 42 and 44 Hotham Street
18 and 26A Lansdowne Road

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 17,19 and 21
Wavenhoe Ave

HO Number ‘ Description of Precinct ‘ Deletions from HO6
HOG6 St Kilda East 14 Raith Court

2. Amend the Schedule to Clause 43.01 (Heritage Overlay) and Planning Scheme Maps 6HO and
7HO, to apply individual Heritage Overlays to 21 Redan Street, St Kilda (HO503), 226 Alma Road,
St Kilda (HO505) and 264-266 St Kilda Road, St Kilda (HO506) on a permanent basis.

3. Update the incorporated Port Phillip Heritage Review Volumes 1-6 (Version 3028, May-October
2019) to:

a. Replace the existing HO6 and HO391 citations with new citations.

b. Replace 76 existing individual property citations with new citations.

c. Add 5 new citations for individually significant properties within HO6 and HO391.

d. Add 3 new citations for new individually significant properties HO503, HO505 and HO506.
e

Update the grading of 63 properties already included in the Heritage Overlay (refer
Attachment B).

—h

Transfer 34 existing HO properties from HO6 to HO391 (refer Attachment B).

4. Amend the Schedule to Clause 72.04 (Documents incorporated in this scheme) include three new
incorporated documents, being the individual Statements of Significance for new individually
significant properties HO503, HO505 and HO506.



5. Update the incorporated City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map (Version 3028, MayOctober 2019)
to show added and removed ‘Significant Heritage Place’, ‘Contributory Heritage Place’ and ‘Nil /
Non-contributory Place’ gradings in the HO6 and HO391 precincts.

6. Update the incorporated City of Port Phillip Neighbourhood Character Map (Version 3028, May
October 2019) to show removal of ‘Contributory Outside HO’ graded properties now included within
the HO6 or HO391 precincts.

7. Include the Review-of Heritage- Overlay-6HO6 St Kilda East Precinct Review Final Report (David
Helms Heritage Planning, 2018) as a background document in Clause 22.04 (Heritage Policy); and

8. Make other consequential changes to Clauses 21.07 (Incorporated Documents), Clause 22.04
(Heritage Policy) and the Schedule to Clause 72.04 (Documents incorporated in this scheme) to
update the version number and date of the Port Phillip Heritage Review (including the City of Port
Phillip Heritage Policy Map and the City of Port Phillip Neighbourhood Character Map).

Strategic assessment of the Amendment
Why is the Amendment required?

HOG is a precinct based Heritage Overlay that applies to many properties within the St Kilda East area
and has not been holistically reviewed since its introduction in the early 2000s. The precinct was
identified as a priority for review in the Port Phillip Planning Scheme Review Audit Report 2018.

The review of HO6 is part of an on-going program to review heritage precincts to address the
limitations of existing ‘Statements of Significance’ which generally cover extensive areas and lack
detail. The review process addresses identified gaps in the extent of heritage precincts and updates
heritage gradings where required. Similar reviews undertaken in 2010 for HO3 (South Melbourne,
Albert Park, Middle Park and St Kilda West) and in 2013 for HO1 (Port Melbourne).

The review ensures the heritage controls remain current and reflect best practice to assist in the
conservation of heritage places.

The amendment is required to apply and delete the Heritage Overlay as recommended by the review,
revise the incorporated Port Phillip Heritage Review Volumes 1-6 (Version 26-28 September-June
2018) to reflect changes to property gradings and existing citations as well as the introduction of
citations for new properties. The citations and statements have been updated, or prepared, consistent
with the principles outlined in Planning Practice Note 1: Applying the Heritage Overlay. Following the
implementation of Amendment VC148 in 2018, individual Statements of Significance for proposed new
heritage places must be included in the Schedule to the Heritage Overlay and incorporated in the
Schedule to Clause 72.04.

How does the Amendment implement the objectives of planning in Victoria?

The amendment implements the following objectives of planning in Victoria, under Section 4 of the
Planning and Environment Act 1987:

4(1)(d) — to conserve and enhance those buildings, areas or other places which are of scientific,
aesthetic, architectural or historical interest, or otherwise of special cultural value;

4(1)(f) — to facilitate development in accordance with the objectives set out in paragraphs (a), (b), (c),
(d) and (e);

4(1)(g) — to balance the present and future interests of all Victorians.
The amendment is consistent with these objectives by ensuring that the heritage significance of the

building is protected, and that heritage matters are considered as part of any planning permit
applications for the site.

How does the Amendment address any environmental, social and economic effects?

The amendment will have a positive environmental impact through protecting places of historic
significance and allowing the reuse and recycling of existing building stock. The Victorian heritage



strategy, Victoria’s Heritage, strengthening our community (DSE, 2006), details the environmental
benefits of conservation in Chapter 2, specifically:

e ‘“Heritage policies and programs can help achieve the broader goals of sustainability. Conserving
heritage places and giving them new life supports sustainability. It recognises the embodied
energy and life-cycle value of traditional materials, and reduces the waste associated with
demolition and new buildings.” (p21)

The amendment will have a positive social effect through the preservation of historically significant
places often which reflect social history, for the benefit of current and future generations.

The amendment is not expected to have significant economic effects, although it is likely to impose
some additional costs on the owners or developers of the affected properties as a planning permit will
be required for most buildings and works. The economic effects of requiring a planning permit may be
reduced through the availability of Port Phillip’s heritage, urban design and planning officers’ free-of-
charge at any time prior to, during, or following the planning permit application process to assist in the
planning permit process.

Additionally, many planning applications are minor (such as painting of heritage buildings and minor
works applications) and can be processed without advertising or the need for external referrals. This
means that they can be dealt with much more quickly than standard planning applications.

Does the Amendment address relevant bushfire risk?

The land affected by the amendment is not located within an area of identified bushfire risk.

Does the Amendment comply with the requirements of any Minister’s Direction applicable to
the amendment?

The amendment is consistent with the Form and Content of Planning Schemes Ministerial Direction
under Section 7(5) of the Planning and Environment Act.

The amendment is consistent with Ministerial Direction pursuant to Section 12 (aa) and (ab) of the
Planning and Environment Act 1987 that requires planning authorities to have regard to the Victoria
Planning Provisions, the Municipal Strategic Statement, as well as any strategic plan, policy statement,
code or guideline which forms part of the Port Phillip Planning Scheme.

The amendment is consistent with Direction 4.4 of the Plan Melbourne 2017-2050 in seeking to
‘respect our heritage as we build for the future” as it proposes to make changes to ensure the
Planning Scheme continues to guide appropriate development in the municipality, and that the built
heritage of the municipality is retained and respected. Specifically, it is consistent with the following:

4.4.1 - Recognise the value of heritage when managing growth and change.
4.4.3 - Stimulate economic growth through heritage conservation.
4.4.4 - Protect Melbourne’s heritage through telling its stories.

How does the Amendment support or implement the Planning Policy Framework and any
adopted State policy?

The amendment supports the Planning Policy Framework objective to ensure the conservation of
places of heritage significance (Clause 15.03-1S). The heritage assessment for the precinct has been
conducted a suitably qualified, independent consultant and confirms that the precinct is of local
significance which warrants the application of strengthened heritage controls in the Port Phillip
Planning Scheme.

How does the Amendment support or implement the Local Planning Policy Framework, and
specifically the Municipal Strategic Statement?

This amendment is 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 of the



Municipal Strategic Statement and policy to guide the application of discretion at Clause 22.04
(Heritage Policy). More specifically, Clause 21.05-1 seeks the conservation and enhancement of the
architectural and cultural heritage of Port Phillip, with policy seeking to:

e protect, conserve and enhance all identified significant and contributory places, including
buildings, trees and streetscapes;

e Protect the original subdivision patterns within heritage places;
e support the restoration and renovation of heritage buildings and discourage their demolition;
e encourage high quality design that positively contributes to identified heritage values;

e ensure that new development respects and enhances the scale, form and setbacks of nearby
heritage buildings;

e encourage urban consolidation only where it can be achieved without affecting heritage
significance;

o protect the identified significant heritage features and qualities of Port Phillip’s gardens and parks;

e ensure that development in public spaces is consistent with the identified heritage characteristics
of Port Phillip’s heritage places;

¢ maintain the visual prominence of historic buildings, local landmarks and icons; and

e conserve, enhance and recover the traditional character of laneways and narrow streets.

How does the Amendment support or implement the Municipal Planning Strategy?

The Port Phillip Planning Scheme does not contain a Municipal Planning Strategy at Clause 02.

Does the Amendment make proper use of the Victoria Planning Provisions?

The Schedule to the Heritage Overlay is the appropriate Victoria Planning Provision (VPP) tool for the
introduction of heritage controls to properties identified as being of local heritage significance. The
proposed application of the Heritage Overlay is consistent with Practice Note 1 — Applying the Heritage
Overlay.

How does the Amendment address the views of any relevant agency?

Heritage Victoria were consulted during the preparation of the Review of Heritage Overlay 6 Report
(David Helms Heritage Planning, 2018) and provided no comment on the draft report.

All relevant agencies and stakeholders will be consulted during exhibition for the amendment.

Does the Amendment address relevant requirements of the Transport Integration Act 2010?

The amendment is not likely to have a significant impact on the transport system, as defined by
section 3 of the Transport Integration Act 2010, as HO6 applies to a developed area in St Kilda East.

Resource and administrative costs

e What impact will the new planning provisions have on the resource and administrative
costs of the responsible authority?

The amendment will increase the number of properties affected by the Heritage Overlay and therefore
increase the number of permits triggered. However, a more detailed and relevant heritage citation and
Statement of significance for HO6 and HO391 will provide for improved decision making by Council.



The amendment is therefore not expected to have any significant impact upon the resources and
administrative costs of Council.

Panel hearing dates

In accordance with clause 4(2) of Ministerial Direction No.15, the following panel hearing dates have
been set for this amendment:

e directions hearing: 30-Septemberl October 2019

e panel hearing: 298 October 2019



ATTACHMENT 1 - Mapping reference table

St Kilda East, HO6

Land bound by Hotham Street,

Alma Road, Alexandra Street and
Mooltan Avenue

C142port 001d-hoMap07 Panel

St Kilda East Land on the corner of Hotham C142port 001d-hoMap07 Panel
HO397 Street and Mooltan Avenue
St Kilda, HO6 Land bound by St Kilda Road, C142port 009hoMap06 Panel

Inkerman Street, and Pakington
Street

St Kilda East, HO6

Land bound by Alexandra Street,

C142port 06hoMap07 Panel

Shirley Grove, Dandenong Road,
Lansdowne Street and Murchison
Street

St Kilda East Land bound by Penleigh Court, C142port 06hoMap07 Panel
HO391 Lansdowne Road and Murchison

Street
St Kilda East Land bound by Murchison Street C142port 06hoMap07 Panel

HO391

and Lansdowne Road




St Kilda East

Land bound by Penleigh Court,

C142port 010d-hoMap07 Panel

HO179 Lansdowne Road and Murchison

Street
St Kilda East Land bound by Murchison Street C142port 010d-hoMap07 Panel
HO180 and Lansdowne Road

St Kilda East, HO6

Land bound by Hammerdale

Avenue, Alma Road and Westbury
Street

C142port 008hoMap07 Panel

St Kilda East, HO6

Land bound by Fulton Street,

Hotham Street and Alma Road

C142port 004hoMap07 Panel

St Kilda East
HO391

Land bound by Hotham Street,
Alma Road, Alexandra Street and
Mooltan Avenue

C142port 004hoMap07 Panel

St Kilda East, HO6

Land bound by Westbury Street,

Dandenong Road, Hotham Street
and Fulton Street

C142port 005hoMap07 Panel

St Kilda, HO506

Land on the corner of St Kilda Road

C142port 002hoMaps06 07 Panel

and Farmer Street

St Kilda, HO6

Land bound by Lambeth Place,
Alma Road, Odessa Street, Argyle
Street

C142port 002hoMaps06 07 Panel

St Kilda, HO6

Land bound by Odessa Street,
Alma Grove, Alma Road, Chapel
Street and Argyle Street

C142port 002hoMaps06 07 Panel

St Kilda, HO6

Land bound by Charnwood
Crescent, Charnwood Road,
Crimea Street, Redan Street and
Alma Road

C142port 003hoMaps06 07 Panel

St Kilda, HO503

Land bound by Crimea Street,
Redan Street, Chapel Street and
Alma Road

C142port 003hoMaps06 07 Panel

St Kilda, HO6 Land bound by Crimea Street, C142port 003hoMaps06 07 Panel
Redan Street, Chapel Street and
Alma Road
St Kilda East Land bound by Hughenden Road, C142port 007hoMap07 Panel
HO505 Orrong Road and Alma Road

St Kilda East, HO6

Land bound by Dandenong Road,

C142port 007hoMap07 Panel

Orrong Road and Hughenden Road




ATTACHMENT 2 - Individual property grading changes

TABLE A - Properties in HO6 to be shown as a Significant Heritage Place

4 Alma Grove

29 Crimea Street

15 Odessa Street

5 Alma Grove

30 Crimea Street

16 Odessa Street

6 Alma Grove

31 Crimea Street

23 Odessa Street

7 Alma Grove

35 Crimea Street

341 Orrong Road

8 Alma Grove

39 Crimea Street

10 Pilley Street

9 Alma Grove

41 Crimea Street

12 Pilley Street

10 Alma Grove

43 Crimea Street

1 Redan Street

11 Alma Grove

45 Crimea Street

29 Redan Street

12 Alma Grove

260-288 Dandenong Road

33 Redan Street

13 Alma Grove

354 Dandenong Road

8 Robertson Street

14 Alma Grove

1 Fulton Street

1 Shirley Grove

15 Alma Grove

3 Fulton Street

3 Shirley Grove

16 Alma Grove

18 Fulton Street

4 Shirley Grove

17 Alma Grove

19 Hotham Street

6 Shirley Grove

18 Alma Grove

15 Hughenden Road

7 Shirley Grove

19 Alma Grove

2 Johnson Street

9 Shirley Grove

21 Alma Grove

3 Johnson Street

10 Shirley Grove

22 Alma Grove

4 Johnson Street

11 Shirley Grove

23 Alma Grove

5 Johnson Street

12 Shirley Grove

24 Alma Grove

6 Johnson Street

13 Shirley Grove

26 Alma Grove

8 Johnson Street

14 Shirley Grove

28 Alma Grove

12 Johnson Street

15 Shirley Grove

30 Alma Grove 14 Johnson Street 17 Shirley Grove
32 Alma Grove 16 Johnson Street 18 Shirley Grove
40 Alma Road 17 Johnson Street 19 Shirley Grove

119 Alma Road

18 Johnson Street

21 Shirley Grove

119a Alma Road

19 Johnson Street

84 St Kilda Road

121 Alma Road

20 Johnson Street

86-88 St Kilda Road

123 Alma Road

21 Johnson Street

90 St Kilda Road

151 Alma Road

24 Johnson Street

94 St Kilda Road

155 Alma Road

25 Johnson Street

96 St Kilda Road

37 Chapel Street

27 Johnson Street

98 St Kilda Road

12 Charlotte Place

29 Johnson Street

322-332 St Kilda Road

13 Charnwood Crescent

31 Johnson Street

76 Wellington Street

15 Charnwood Crescent

33 Johnson Street

82 Wellington Street

20-22 Charnwood Crescent

23 Lambeth Place

84 Wellington Street

23-25 Charnwood Road

2 Marlton Crescent

86 Wellington Street

5,7, 11 & 13 Charnwood Grove

9 Marlton Crescent

88 Wellington Street

20 Charnwood Road 21 Marlton Crescent 18 Westbury Street
21 Crimea Street 34 Marlton Crescent 22 Westbury Street
22B Crimea Street 49 Octavia Street 24 Westbury Street
23 Crimea Street 52 Octavia Street 39 Westbury Street
27 Crimea Street 76 Octavia Street 47 Westbury Street

28 Crimea Street

6 Odessa Street

49 Westbury Street




TABLE B - Properties in HO391 to be shown as a Significant Heritage Place

71 Alexandra Street

44 Hotham Street

1 Wavenhoe Avenue

77 Alexandra Street

2 Mooltan Avenue

3 Wavenhoe Avenue

205 Alma Road

4 Mooltan Avenue

13 Wavenhoe Avenue

38 Hotham Street

16a Murchison Street

40 Hotham Street

18 Murchison Street

TABLE C - Individually significant Properties in Heritage Overlay

260 - 288 Dandenong Road | HO455
226 Alma Road HO505
21 Redan Street HO503
264-266 St Kilda Road HO506

TABLE D — Properties in HO6 to be shown as a Contributory Heritage Place

2 Alma Grove

19 Lambeth Place

17 Charnwood Road

3 Alma Grove

21 Lambeth Place

214 Dandenong Road

20 Alma Grove

17 Odessa Street

6 Wavenhoe Avenue

214 Dandenong Road

19 Odessa Street

7 Johnson Street

21 Odessa Street

10 Johnson Street

1/343 Orrong Road

TABLE E - Properties in HO391 to be shown as a Contributory Heritage Place

193A Alma Road

12 Wavenhoe Avenue

17 Wavenhoe Avenue

TABLE F - Properties in HO6 to be shown as a Nil Heritage Place

25 Alma Grove

24 Crimea Street

27 Redan Street

27 Alma Grove

25 Crimea Street

2 Shirley Grove

29 Alma Grove

26 & 26A Crimea Street

5 Shirley Grove

52 Alma Road

32 Crimea Street

8 Shirley Grove

58 Alma Road

33 Crimea Street

11 Redan Street

6 Charlotte Place

34 Crimea Street

78-80 St Kilda Road

16 Charnwood Crescent

37 Crimea Street

110 St Kilda Road

18 Charnwood Crescent

9 Hotham Street

2 Wavenhoe Avenue

27, 29, 31, 33 Charnwood Road

11 Hotham-Street

35-39 Charnwood Road

1 Johnson Street

14 Crimea Street

9 Johnson Street

20 Crimea Street

11 Johnson Street

22 Crimea Street

22 Johnson Street

22A Crimea Street

23 Johnson Street




TABLE G - Properties in HO391 to be shown as a Nil Heritage Place

1 Murchison Street

TABLE H - Places transferred to HO391

Street no. Street Description Existing HO # Citation #

57 Alexandra St House HO6 Precinct
69 Alexandra St House HO6 Precinct
71 Alexandra St House HO6 Precinct
73 Alexandra St House HO6 Precinct
75 Alexandra St House HO6 Precinct
77 Alexandra St House HO6 Precinct
157 Alma Road House HOG6 Precinct
159 Alma Road House HOG6 Precinct
161 Alma Road House (Yanakie) HO6 Precinct
28 Hotham St House HOG6 Precinct
30 Hotham St House HOG6 Precinct
32 Hotham St Flats HOG6 Precinct
34 Hotham St House HOG6 Precinct
36 Hotham St House HOG6 Precinct
42 Hotham St House HO397 2015

18 Lansdowne Road | House (Tecoma) HO179 2101

26A Lansdowne Road | Flats HO180 2102

1 Wavenhoe Ave House HOG6 Precinct
2 Wavenhoe Ave House HOG6 Precinct
3 Wavenhoe Ave House HOG6 Precinct
4 Wavenhoe Ave House HOG6 Precinct
5 Wavenhoe Ave House HO6 Precinct
6 Wavenhoe Ave House HOG6 Precinct
7 Wavenhoe Ave House HOG6 Precinct
8 Wavenhoe Ave House HOG6 Precinct
9 Wavenhoe Ave House HOG6 Precinct
10 Wavenhoe Ave House HO6 Precinct
11 Wavenhoe Ave House HOG6 Precinct
12 Wavenhoe Ave House HOG6 Precinct
13 Wavenhoe Ave House HOG6 Precinct
15 Wavenhoe Ave House HOG6 Precinct
17 Wavenhoe Ave House HOG6 Precinct
19 Wavenhoe Ave House HO6 Precinct
21 Wavenhoe Ave House HOG6 Precinct




TABLE | — Places to be removed from HO6

14 Raith Court




Planning and Environment Act 1987
PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME

AMENDMENT C142port

INSTRUCTION SHEET

The planning authority for this amendment is the Port Phillip City Council.

The Port Phillip Planning Scheme is amended as follows:

Planning Scheme Maps

The Planning Scheme Maps are amended by a total of seven-ten (107) attached map sheets

Overlay Maps

1. Amend Planning Scheme Map Nos. 6HO and 7HO in the manner shown on the attached maps
marked “Port Phillip Planning Scheme, Amendment C142port”.

Planning Scheme Ordinance

The Planning Scheme Ordinance is amended as follows:

1. In Local Planning Policy Framework — replace Clause 21.07 with a new Clause 21.07 in the form
of the attached document.

2. In Local Planning Policy Framework — replace Clause 22.04 with a new Clause 22.04 in the form
of the attached document.

3. In Overlays — Clause 43.01, replace the Schedule with a new Schedule in the form of the attached
document.
4. In Operational Provisions— Clause 72.04, replace the Schedule with a new Schedule in the form

of the attached document.

End of document



PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME

21.07 INCORPORATED DOCUMENTS
CHrapomtproposed c142p0rtSt Kilda Foreshore Urban Design Framework (2002) I I

Port Phillip Heritage Review - Volumes 1-6 (Version 28;June30, October 2019) (Includes the | |
City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map and the City of Port Phillip Neighbourhood Character
Policy Map).

Reference documents

General

Community Plan (2007)

Council Plan 2009 - 2013

Health and Wellbeing Strategy (2007)

Environmental sustainability

Toward Zero Sustainable Environment Strategy (2007)
Sustainable Design Policy (2006)

Sustainable Transport Framework (2004)

Sustainable Transport Policy and Parking Rates (Ratio, 2007)

Land use

Port Phillip Housing Strategy (2007)

Port Phillip Activity Centres Implementation Plan (2007)
Port Phillip Activity Centres Strategy (2006)

Port Phillip Industry and Business Strategy (2003)

Open Space Strategy (2006, Revised 2009)

Open Space Strategy Implementation Plan Framework (2009)
Foreshore Management Plan (2004)

Built form
Port Phillip Housing Strategy (2007)
Port Phillip Design Manual (2000)

Neighbourhoods

South Melbourne Central Structure Plan (2007)

South Melbourne Central Urban Design Framework (2007)

Ormond Road Urban Design Guidelines (2007)

Beacon Cove Neighbourhood Character Guidelines 2010 (SJB Urban, 2010)
Carlisle Street Activity Centre Structure Plan (2009)

Carlisle Street Urban Design Framework (2009)

Design Guidelines 1-7 Waterfront Place, Port Melbourne (2014)

St Kilda Road North Precinct Plan (2013 — Updated 2015)

Bay Street Activity Centre Structure Plan — Parts 1 and 2 (2014)

St Kilda Road South Urban Design and Land Use Framework (2015)
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22.04

22.04-1

27/06/2011
C62

22.04-2

27/06/2011
C62

22.04-3

08/12/2011
C72

PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME

HERITAGE POLICY

e+54Proposed C142portThis policy applies to all land within a Heritage Overlay.

Policy Basis

This policy:

builds on the SPPF heritage objective in Clause 15.03 to local circumstances;
builds on the MSS objectives in Clause 21.05-1 relating to local heritage conservation, and

applies the findings of the Port Phillip Heritage Review, Volumes 1-6.

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.

To ensure that reconstruction and repair of significant heritage bluestone kerb and channelling,
bluestone laneways and significant concrete kerb and channel is carried out in a way that reflects
as closely as possible the original appearance.

Policy

General

It is policy to:

Encourage the restoration and reconstruction of heritage places (including the accurate
reconstruction of original streetscape elements such as verandahs) in all areas, and in particular,
in intact or substantially consistent streetscapes in the South Melbourne, Albert Park, Middle
Park and St Kilda West Heritage Overlay areas (HO440, HO441, HO442, HO443, HO444,
HO445 or HO446).

Encourage the removal of alterations and additions that detract from the heritage significance
of a heritage place.

Encourage new development to be respectful of the scale, form, siting and setbacks of nearby
significant and contributory buildings.

Disregard the impact of buildings that are obviously atypical to the character of the streetscape
when determining the appropriate mass and scale for new buildings or extensions or upper
storey additions.

Encourage a contextual design approach for additions and/or alterations to a heritage place or
for new development. A contextual approach is where the alteration, addition or new
development incorporates an interpretive design approach, derived through comprehensive
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research and analysis. New development should sit comfortably and harmoniously integrate
with the site and within the streetscape and not diminish, detract from or compete with the
significance of the heritage place or streetscape character. This approach can include

- Contemporary architecture and innovative design which is an important part of the contextual
approach because it adds to the existing diversity and layering of styles through time. This
layering is a defining feature in a number of areas and is therefore an important component
of Port Phillip’s heritage.

- Accurate reproduction architecture may be employed in limited instances where detailed
evidence, such as photographic evidence, exists for that alteration, addition or new
development. This approach may be more appropriate in the South Melbourne, Albert Park,
Middle Park and St Kilda West Heritage Overlay areas (HO440, HO441, HO442, HO443,
HO444, HO445 or HO446), but may have limited application elsewhere.

Additions and/or Alterations to Heritage Places

It is policy that:

Additions and alterations:
- Do not change the original principal facade(s) or roof.

- Are distinguishable from the original parts of the heritage place to be conserved, if a
contemporary architectural approach is used.

- Are based on research that can identify the elements, detailing and finishes originally
employed.

- Do not obscure or alter an element that contributes to the significance of the heritage place.

- Maintain an existing vista or viewlines to the principal facade(s) of a heritage place.

An upper storey addition is sited and massed behind the principal facade so that it preferably
is not visible, particularly in intact or consistent streetscapes (see Performance Measure 1).

Performance Measure 1

Upper storey additions may meet the above policy for siting and massing if the following measures, as
appropriate, are achieved:

They are sited within an “envelope” created by projecting a sight line from 1.6 metres above ground
level (this being the eye level of an adult person of average height) to the front parapet or gutter on the
main fagade and taken from a point where the footpath meets the property line directly opposite the
site, where the property has a frontage to a narrow street (5 metres or less) or laneway (illustration 1),
or

They are sited within an “envelope” created by projecting a line of 10 degrees from the height of the
base of the front parapet or gutter line on the main fagade and extending to the rear of the heritage
place (illustration 2 or 3), or

In exceptional cases where the heritage place is located in a diverse streetscape and the design of the
proposed addition is considered to be an appropriate contextual response, they are sited within an
“envelope” created by projecting a line of up to 18 degrees from the height of the base of the front
parapet or gutter line on the main facade of the heritage place.
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Illustration 1 Illustration 2 Illustration 3

PARAPET
b
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If visible from the front (principal) street, the roof of any addition is related to that of the heritage
place in terms of form, pitch and materials.

Where the property is located on a corner site, the upper storey addition is sited and massed so
it is visually recessive from the front of the building, so that the scale of the heritage place is
the dominant element in the front (principal) streetscape.

In cases where the original heritage place has been altered, the previous alterations and additions
are retained and conserved where they help to interpret the history of its development and they
contribute to the significance of the heritage place.

New openings in the principal facade(s) visible from the street are avoided, or if openings are
visible, they are proportionally related to those of the heritage place.

Walls, windows, roofs and fences are complementary to the heritage place in terms of materials,
finishes, textures and paint colours and are appropriate to its architectural style.

New development achieves environmentally sustainable outcomes, including upgrading existing
fabric to reduce operational environmental impact of existing buildings, which is balanced with
protecting the heritage significance of the site.

New Development in Heritage Overlay Areas

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 Performance
Measure 2).

Performance Measure 2

Buildings and works may meet the above policy for maintaining and enhancing an existing vista to the
principal fagade(s) of a heritage place if the following measures, as appropriate, are achieved:

New development, with a significant or contributory heritage place on one adjacent site, has an equivalent
frontage setback to the heritage place or a setback configuration that maintains a reasonable vista to
the heritage place.

New development, with a significant or contributory heritage place on both adjacent sites with differing
setbacks, has a setback no greater than the largest setback and no less than the smaller setback.

New development generally reflects the prevailing streetscape scale and does not dominate the
streetscape or public realm (see Performance Measure 3).
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Performance Measure 3

Buildings and works may meet the above policy for building scale if the following measures, as appropriate,
are achieved:

If located in a street which has a consistent building scale and adjacent to a significant or contributory
heritage place, the height of the building is no higher than the roof ridgeline of the highest adjacent
heritage place when viewed from the street, but may include a higher component to the rear; or

If located in a street with a diverse building scale, and adjacent to a significant or contributory heritage
place, the height of the new building is of a scale and mass that respects both the adjacent heritage
place and the prevailing scale of the area.

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.

If it is a major development site containing a significant or contributory heritage place that is
to be retained, the new development respects the scale and setting of the heritage place whilst
responding to the prevailing building scale of the heritage overlay area.

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.
Front fences are appropriate to the architectural style of the building.

For a contextual approach, front fencing interprets the prevailing character of fencing in the
immediate environs and in particular responds to prevailing fence height, degree of transparency,
form and materials.

Demolition

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

- thereplacement building and/or works displays design excellence which clearly and positively
supports to the ongoing heritage significance of the area, or

- 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.
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Car Parking
It is policy to:

« Discourage new vehicle crossovers in the front of a property with a narrow street frontage or
in streets with few or no crossovers.

« Encourage new on-site car spaces to be located at the rear of the property or in a side setback
area.

« Encourage carports, garages and outbuildings, if visible from the main street frontage, to have
wall openings, roof forms and materials that complement the main building and the streetscape.

Laneways, Kerbs and Channels

It is policy that:

= Reconstruction of existing bluestone kerb and channelling occurs only when it is at the end of
its useful life.

= 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.

Street Furniture

It is policy that:

= Street furniture, including seats, litter bins, bicycle rails and drinking fountains, are designed
and sited to ensure that they are not obtrusive in the streetscape, do not adversely affect the
heritage significance of an area, and do not obstruct the views to a heritage place.

22.04-4 Application Requirements

Gz It is policy to require all applications for development to be accompanied by:
A written report that explains:
= The design approach adopted and the reason why.

= How the proposed building and/or works will clearly and positively support the ongoing
significance of the heritage place and promote design excellence.

= In the case of any proposed demolition:

= Why the building is considered to be structurally unsound with supporting information to
Council’s satisfaction.

= How the replacement building and/or works clearly and positively support the significance of
the heritage place.

= In the case of any proposed addition/alteration, how the proposal is respectful to the scale,
massing and form of the significant or contributory heritage place.

= In the case of new development, how the proposal will complement existing heritage
characteristics and be respectful of and respond to the prevailing scale, form, siting and setbacks
of existing significant or contributory heritage places in the vicinity.

= Whether the addition and /or alteration or new development has met the performance measure
1, 2 or 3, where relevant, and in the cases where these performance measures have not been
met, how the proposal achieves the relevant policy.

Plans showing the following:

Page 5 of 7



PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME

« Fully scaled and dimensioned elevations and floor plans.
= Where facade restoration forms part of the proposal, plans must be prepared at a 1:20 scale.

= Where demolition forms part of the proposal, demolition plans and elevations showing the
extent of all buildings, fences, etc to be demolished.

= A three dimensional building envelope that shows the potential new building volume if all the
opportunities and constraints have been considered.

« Fully scaled and dimensioned site plan showing existing and proposed circumstances including
outbuildings, fences, significant vegetation, car parking, new cross overs, on-site parking space
locations and any other noteworthy features.

= A photo montage of the streetscape.

= A streetscape elevation which shows the existing streetscape and how the proposal sits within
the streetscape.

« Information which shows the form of the proposal from oblique views from neighbouring
streetscapes where any part of the proposal will be visible.

« A landscape plan.

22.04-5 Definitions
Gz Heritage place is a place that has identified heritage value and could include a site, area, building,

group of buildings, structure, archaeological site, tree, garden, geological formation, fossil site,
habitat or other place of natural or cultural significance and its associated land.

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.

22.04-6 Incorporated Document

CHrapomproposed ci42portPort Phillip Heritage Review — Volumes 1 — 6 (Version 2&;June30, October 2019) (includes
the City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map and the City of Port Phillip Neighbourhood Character
Policy Map).

22.04-7 Reference Documents
e+22Proposed C142portPort Phillip Design Manual, 2000 including:
« Fishermans Bend Guidelines (Updated 2010)

« Garden City Guidelines (Updated 2010)
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« Dunstan Estate Guidelines (2007)
= Heritage Kerbs, Channels and Laneways Guideline (2006)
Review of Heritage Overlay 3, Heritage Alliance (2009) & Built Heritage (2010).

Review of Heritage Overlay 1 Port Melbourne — Outcomes and Recommendations (Lovell Chen,
July 2011)

Review of Heritage Overlay 1 Port Melbourne — Stage 2 Review — Summary Report (Lovell Chen,
December 2012)

Fishermans Bend Heritage Study (Biosis Pty Ltd, 2013)
Fishermans Bend additional heritage place assessments (Biosis Pty Ltd, 2015)

Review of Heritage Overlay 1 Port Melbourne — Stage 2 Review — Summary Report (Lovell Chen,
December 2012)

Heritage Appraisal: 16-20A & 44 Wellington Street, St Kilda (Lovell Chen, May 2015)

Heritage Overlay 6 St Kilda East Precinct Review Final Report (David Helms Heritage Planning,
September 2018)

Heritage Review — Wellington Street, St Kilda (Lovell Chen (Reivsed) March 2017)
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PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME

Application requirements

Heritage places

SCHEDULE TO CLAUSE 43.01 HERITAGE OVERLAY

45/08/2049-/--f---
e+7oportProposed C142portThe requirements of this overlay apply to both the heritage place and its associated land.

PS map ref Heritage place External Internal Tree controls Outbuildings Included on Prohibited Aboriginal
paint alteration apply? or fences not the Victorian uses heritage
controls controls exempt Heritage permitted? place?
apply? apply? under Clause Register under

43.01-4 the Heritage
Act 20177
HO1 Port Melbourne Yes No Yes — but No No No No
Area generally bound by Clark Street to the limited to the
Port
north, Ingles and Boundary Streets to the east, Melbourne
Pickles Street to the south and Graham Street Light Rail
to the west Reserve, area
zoned PPRZ.
HO2 The Garden City Housing Estates Yes No No No No No No
Port Melbourne
HO4 City Rd Industrial Area Yes No No No No No No
South Melbourne
HO5 St Kilda Hill Yes No No No No No No
Area generally bound by Fitzroy St to the North,
Barkly St to the east, Carlisle St to the south
and Port Phillip Bay to the west
HO6 St Kilda East Yes No No No No No No

Area generally bound by Wellington Rd and
Dandenong Rd to the north, i
Atma-Rdlnkerman Road to the south, St Kilda
Rd to the eastwest and Orrong Rd to the
westeast
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PS map ref Heritage place External Internal Tree controls Outbuildings Included on Prohibited Aboriginal
paint alteration apply? orfences not the Victorian uses heritage
controls controls exempt Heritage permitted? place?

apply? ETo] o]\ under Clause Register under
43.01-4 the Heritage
Act 20177

1-29, 2-24 Murchison St, 20, 22, 26 Lansdowne
Street, 160-188, 183-211 Alma Road, East St
Kilda

57,69, 71, 73, 75 and 77 Alexandra Streets

157, 159 and 161 Alma Road

28, 30, 32, 43, 36, 38, 40, 42 and 44 Hotham
Street

16 and 26A Lansdowne Road

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11,12, 13,15, 17,19
and 21 Wavenhoe Avenue

2 and 4 Mooltan Avenue (duplex at corner of
Hotham Street only)

HO392 Orange Grove Precinct Yes No No No No No No

4-30, 11-33 Orange Gr and 331 Inkerman
Street, East St Kilda

HO402 Elwood Canal Precinct No No Yes Yes No No No

Area covered by Elwood Canal and riparian
margins, from Port Phillip Bay foreshore to St
Kilda Street municipal boundary.

HO403 Addison Street /Milton Street Precinct (Elwood) | Yes No No No No No No

2 — 74 & 11-75 Addison St; 296 — 350 & 323 -
377 Barkly St; 77 — 85 Dickens St; 7 Hood St,
1-7&2-10 Lawson St; 1 — 12 Lytton St; 52
— 54 Marine Pde; 6 — 56 & 9 — 37 Meredith St;
53 — 83 & 66 — 100 Milton St; 6 — 24, 29 & 46 -
84 Ruskin St; 1 — 23 & 2 - 8 Thackeray St;
Elwood

HO404 Byron Street/Mason Avenue Precinct (Elwood) | Yes No No No No No No

2-24 &9-23 Byron St; 1 —17 & 2 -18 Cyril
St; 1 — 37 Mason St; 1 — 33 & 2 - 28 Moore St;
Elwood
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PS map ref

PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME

Heritage place

External
paint
controls

apply?

Internal
alteration
controls

ETo] o]\

Tree controls
apply?

Outbuildings
or fences not
exempt
under Clause
43.01-4

Included on
the Victorian
Heritage
Register under
the Heritage
Act 20177

Prohibited
uses
permitted?

Aboriginal
heritage
place?

HO82 St Georges Uniting Church - - - - Yes Yes No
4 Chapel St, St Kilda Ref No H864

HO83 The Astor Theatre - - - - Yes No No
1-9 Chapel St, St Kilda Ref No H1751

HO84 Drill Hall Yes Yes No No No No No
10 Chapel St, St Kilda East

HO85 Cloyne - - - - Yes Yes No
12 Chapel St, St Kilda Ref No H733

HO86 Rondebosch:-atse-krown-as and Elmwood - - - - Yes Yes No
25-27 Chapel St, St Kilda Ref No H754

HO351 Flats Yes No No No No No No
45-47 Chapel Street, St Kilda

HO87 Mahnud Yes No No No No No No
65 Chapel St, St Kilda

HO290 Police Station Yes No No No No No No
92 Chapel St, St Kilda

HO88 Charnwood Oaks Yes Yes No No No No No
4-8 Charnwood Cr, St Kilda

HO89 St Kilda Hebrew Congregation Synagogue - - - - Yes Yes No
10-12 Charnwood Grove, St Kilda Ref No 1968

HO90 Houses Yes No No No No No No
80-82 Chaucer St, St. Kilda

HO91 House Yes Yes No No No No No
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PS map ref Heritage place External Internal Tree controls Outbuildings Included on Prohibited Aboriginal
paint alteration apply? orfences not the Victorian uses heritage
controls controls exempt Heritage permitted? place?

apply? apply? under Clause Register under
43.01-4 the Heritage
Act 20177

22 Bay Street, Port Melbourne

HO486 Shop Yes No No No No No No
Part 100-128 Bay Street, Port Melbourne

HO487 Three houses Yes No No No No No No
183-187 Rouse Street, Port Melbourne

HO488 Tecoma Court Yes No No No No No No
16-20a Wellington Street, St Kilda

HO489 Earls Court Yes No No No No No No
44 Wellington Street, St Kilda

HO491 Duplex Yes No No No No No No
38-40 Wellington Street, St Kilda

HO492 Terraces Yes No No No No No No
56-58 Wellington Street, St Kilda

HO493 Shops with residences Yes No No No No No No
81-81a Wellington Street, St Kilda

HO494 Residence Yes No No No No No No
129 Wellington Street, St Kilda

HO503 Maisonettes Yes No No No No No No
21 Redan Street, St Kilda

Statement of significance: 21 Redan Street,
St Kilda "Maisonettes", October 2019

HO504 Former church Yes No No No No No No
77 Park Street, South Melbourne
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PS map ref Heritage place External Internal Tree controls Outbuildings Included on Prohibited Aboriginal
paint alteration apply? orfences not the Victorian uses heritage
controls controls exempt Heritage permitted? place?
apply? apply? under Clause Register under

43.01-4 the Heritage
Act 20177
HO505 Concrete house Yes No No No No No No
226 Alma Road, St Kilda East
Statement of significance: 226 Aima Road,
St Kilda East "House (Concrete house)",
October 2019
HO506 Shop and residence Yes No No No No No No

264-266 St Kilda Road, St Kilda

Statement of significance: 264-266 St Kilda
Road, St Kilda "Shops & residence), October
2019
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Name of document Introduced by:

PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME

SCHEDULE TO CLAUSE 72.04 DOCUMENTS INCORPORATED IN THIS PLANNING 1

SCHEME

Incorporated documents

10, 11, 12 / 339 Williamstown Road, Port Melbourne, Transitional C136
Arrangements, January 2017
114-124 Albert Road, South Melbourne NPS1
12 Acland Street, St Kilda NPS1
12B Chapel Street, St Kilda, September 2013 C96
1-29 Albert Road, South Melbourne NPS1
132-134 Bank Street and 223-227 Moray Street, South Melbourne NPS1
14-16 The Esplanade, St Kilda NPS1
167 Fitzroy Street, St Kilda NPS1
29 Fitzroy Street, St Kilda NPS1
315-317 Beaconsfield Parade and 109-111 Park Street, St Kilda NPS1
360-370 St Kilda Road, Melbourne, Revised November 2001 C33
400 - 430 City Road, Southbank, December 2010 C85
400-410 City Road, 2-48 Cecil Street and 127-135 Whiteman Street, South NPS1
Melbourne
414-416 and 418 St Kilda Road, Melbourne NPS1
582-584 St Kilda Road, Melbourne NPS1
89 Fitzroy Street, St Kilda NPS1
Acland Courtyard Development Plan NPS1
Acland Street Upgrade Project Incorporated Document, December 2015 C124
Albert Park Master Plan NPS1
Beacon Cove Development, Port Melbourne (revised) 2013 C104
(including Beacon Cove Concept Plan No.1, Beacon Cove Precinct Plan No.
1, Beacon Cove Residential Component Guidelines No.1 and Plan named
Beacon Cove Port Melbourne showing areas subject to an environmental audit)
E:ecton, Port Melbourne Development Concept Plan and Building Envelope NPS1
an
City of Port Phillip Heritage Policy Map (Version 28:dtre30, October 2019) | €4#3portC142port
(Part of Port Phillip Heritage Review)
City of Port Phillip Neighbourhood Character Map (Version 28;dtre30, October | €4#3portC142port
2019) (Part of Port Phillip Heritage Review)
Hospital Emergency Medical Services - Helicopter Flight Path Protection Areas | GC49
Incorporated Document, June 2017
Incorporated Plan - Sea Wall and Promenade - September 2008 C70
Luna Park NPS1
M1 Redevelopment Project, October 2006 C58
Major Promotion Signs — Permit Provisions December 2008 C100

Page 1 of 2



PORT PHILLIP PLANNING SCHEME

Name of document Introduced by:

Melbourne CityLink Project — Advertising Sign Locations, November 2003 VC20
Melbourne Convention Centre Development, Southbank and North Wharf GC44
redevelopment, Docklands, April 2006, Amended May 2016

Melbourne Metro Rail Project Incorporated Document, May 2018 GC82
Melbourne Metro Rail Project — Infrastructure Protection Areas Incorporated GC67
Document, May 2016

Melbourne Sports & Aquatic Centre, Albert Park NPS1
Montague Community Park and associated Streetscape Works, August 2017 C135
Part 61 Bertie Street, Port Melbourne, November 2001 C33
Port Melbourne Mixed Use Area Development Contributions Plan (Streetscape | C13

Works) July 1999

Port Phillip Heritage Review - Volumes 1-6 (Version 28;3Jtre30, October 2019)

E4+3poertC142port 1

Prince Apartments Stage 2 Development Plans — 29 Fitzroy Street, St Kilda
(December 2013)

C94

Shrine of Remembrance Vista Controls, April 2014 C140

St Kilda Foreshore Urban Design Framework, 2002 C36

St Kilda Seabaths NPS1

St Kilda Station Redevelopment plans prepared by Billard Leece Partnership C9

dated July 1999

State Sports Facilities Project Albert Park, September 2009 (amended May 2012) | C120
Stokehouse — 30 Jacka Boulevard, St Kilda, July 2014 C110
Tramway Infrastructure Upgrades Incorporated Document, May 2017 GC68
Victorian Cricket and Community Centre, St Kilda Cricket Ground, May 2016 C119
Victorian Pride Centre Incorporated Document, September 2018 C149port
West Beach Pavilion Precinct Incorporated Plan, 2004 C36
g(t)z:tgment of significance: 21 Redan Street, St Kilda “Maisonettes”, October C142port
Statement of significance: 226 Alma Road, St Kilda East “House (Concrete C142port
house)”, October 2019

Statement of significance: 264-266 St Kilda Road, St Kilda “Shops & residence”, | C142port
October 2019
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Place name: Summers-House Citation No:

Other names: 2015
Address: 4?2 Hotham Street, St Kilda East Heritage Precinct: St Kilda East: Murchison
Street & Wavenhoe Avenue
Category: Residential: House
Heritage Overlay: HO39I
Style: Interwar: American bungalow

Graded as: Significant
Constructed:  ¢.1927

Victorian Heritage Register: No
Designer: Unknown

Amendment: C29, Cl42

Comment: Revised citation

The house, erected in 1926-27 by bricklayer Harold Summers a residence for himself and his new wife
Minnie, at 42 Hotham Street, St Kilda East is significant. An unusually ornate bungalow-style dwelling on a
corner site it is of tuckpointed clinker brick construction, with a hipped and gabled roof of red Marseilles
pattern terracotta tiles. The gable ends, to the two street frontages, are clad with timber shingles of a
particularly unusual cusped form, and the eaves are supported on shaped timber brackets. The principal
frontage, to Hotham Street, is asymmetrical, comprising a central segmental-arched entry porch flanked by
a curved bay window and a broad verandah, now infilled with glazed panels. The verandah has a distinctive
hit-and-miss brick railing with bullnosed coping; this detail is echoed on the front fence, which extends
along both street frontages. This brick walling has been unsympathetically altered by the addition of a tall
timber paling fence.

Non-original alterations and additions including the tall timber paling to the original brick fence are not
significant.

The house at 42 Hotham Street, St Kilda East is of local historical and aesthetic significance to the City of
Port Phillip.



City of Port Phillip Heritage Review Citation No: 2015

Historically, the house is a representative example of the type of housing that proliferated in East St Kilda in
the 1920s, when large Victoria estates were carved up into new residential subdivisions. Aesthetically, the
house stands out from the average inter-¥War bungalow by its intactness and its high level of decorative
detailing, notably the unusual shaped shingles to the gable ends, and the extensive use of patterned and
moulded brickwork, which extends to the matching front fence. (Criteria D & E)

6. Building towns, cities and the garden state: 6.3 Shaping the suburbs, 6.7 Making homes for Victorians

5. Settlement: growth and change: 5.4 Depression and recovery: the inter-war years

The site of this house formed part of residential estate that was created in 1922 from the grounds of
‘Mooltan’ and ‘Wavenhoe’, two large Victorian mansions. Harold V. Summers, a bricklayer, built this house
at the south corner of Hotham Street and Mooltan Avenue in 1926-7, as his own residence (BP). Typically,
it first appears in the Sands & McDougall Directory in 1927 as a ‘house being built’ on the corner of
Mooltan Avenue. The following year, it was listed as ‘vacant’ and then, by 1929, occupied by Summers (SM).

Research establishes that Harold Victor Summers (1888-1983) and his wife Minnie, nee Fort (1894-1967)
had married in 1927, around the time that this house was built. They remained living there for only a few
years. Subsequent occupants included Sydney F Palmer (1933), George Simpson (1935) and Daniel Blomme
(from 1936 to at least 1940) (SM).

Lodged Plans No 8866, declared 16 June 1922

Port Phillip Heritage Review (PPHR) Volume |, Version |7, September 2015
St Kilda Council building permits (BP) nos. 6513 issued 27 July 1926
Sands & McDougall Directories (SM) 1926 onwards

The house at 42 Hotham Street, East St Kilda, is a single-storeyed bungalow on a corner site. It is of
tuckpointed clinker brick construction, with a hipped and gabled roof of red Marseilles pattern terracotta
tiles. The gable ends, to the two street frontages, are clad with timber shingles of a particularly unusual
cusped form, and the eaves are supported on shaped timber brackets. The principal frontage, to Hotham
Street, is asymmetrical, comprising a central segmental-arched entry porch flanked by a curved bay window
and a broad verandah, now infilled with glazed panels. The verandah has a distinctive hit-and-miss brick
railing with bullnosed coping; this detail is echoed on the front fence, which extends along both street
frontages. This brick walling has been unsympathetically altered by the addition of a tall timber paling fence.
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The California Bungalow is ubiquitous in many parts of the City of Port Phillip, including St Kilda, St Kilda
East, Ripponlea, Balaclava and Elwood. It is less common elsewhere in the municipality; a rare example in
Port Melbourne being that at 20 Ross Street (1929). Given the extent of closer settlement, which occurred
in East St Kilda during the 1920s, it is not surprising that some of the best examples of California Bungalows
are located there. A number have already been identified as being of individual significance due to either
their high levels of intactness, or because of particular stylistic influences or unusual integration of elements
or decorative details.

Amongst those bungalows of relatively conventional design that are distinguished simply by their
remarkable intactness are 26 Hammerdale Avenue (1920) and 186 Alma Road (1928), both in St Kilda East.
Bungalows with unusual stylistic influences include 331 Orrong Road, St Kilda East (1920) and 17 Robe
Street, St Kilda, both with an oriental flavour; 109 Tennyson Street, Elwood (c.1920), which displays a pure
American influence, and 18 Normandy Street, Elwood (c.1920), one of several bungalows designed in an
idiosyncratic style by local builder M. Sherlock. Those examples which are noteworthy for particularly
unusual detailing include 217 Alma Road (1918-19), with its tapered pillars embellished with river pebbles;
I8 Lansdowne Road (1924), with its quirky canted front porch; |3 Baker Street (1920s) with its unusual
stucco work, concrete awnings and bracket supports; 86 Mitford Street, Elwood (c.1920), embellished with
river pebbles and unusual brick banding; 19 Wavenhoe Avenue (1929) with its atypical decorative
brickwork. The example at 42 Hotham Street, with its quirky shingles and decorative brickwork, is not
directly comparable to these five examples, beyond the fact that, like them, its unusual detailing makes it
stand out from the more generic California Bungalows of the 1920s.

This place has been assessed in accordance with the processes and guidelines outlined in the Australia
ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Heritage Significance (The Burra Charter) 2013, using the Hercon
criteria.

2016: Retain in the HO as a Significant place, but transfer to the HO391 St Kilda East: Murchison Street &
Woavenhoe Avenue precinct as part of the Hotham Street extension.

Helms, David, HOé6 St Kilda East Precinct heritage review, 2016

Heritage Alliance, East St Kilda Heritage Study, 2004
Robert Peck von Hartel Trethowan, St Kilda 20th century Architectural Study Vol. 3, 1992

Nil
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Statement of Significance: Maisonettes

Address: 21 Redan Street, St Kilda Name: Maisonettes
Place type:  Residential: Flats Grading: Significant
PS mapref HO503 Constructed: 1958
(Heritage

Overlay):

Heritage Not applicable Citation no: 785
precinct:

What is significant?

The maisonettes, designed by John and Phyllis Murphy and constructed in 1958, at 21 Redan Street,
St Kilda are significant. This comprises twelve two-storey dwellings of identical or similar layout
arranged in two groups of six and circumnavigated by a driveway. The complex is distinguished by its
plain brick walls and square window openings designed to have the right proportions for each room.
However, within this inherent simplicity there is order and functionalism and the unassuming and
consistent detailing allows the basic planning and design principles of the building to be expressed.
The front elevation reflects the floor planning with its angled walls meeting at the centre, however
even this is crafted in a supremely functional manner creating a bold effect through understatement.
In plan the building is off-set to ensure that all units have northern orientation at both ground and first
floor level. Internally, there is an open-plan living and kitchen area on the ground floor connected by a
staircase to the bedroom and ensuite bathroom on the first floor. The ground floor opens via large
glass doors on to a small courtyard and the entry is defined by a flat-roofed porch with a feature wall
of roughcast concrete panels. Other windows include a high level slot window in the side wall to the
ground floor living area and a window above the porch to the bedroom, and a small square window to
the bathroom. At the rear is a small laundry block and two garage blocks, all built at the same time as
the maisonettes.

Non-original alterations and addition and the front fence are not significant.

How is it significant?

The maisonettes at 21 Redan Street, St Kilda are of local historic, architectural and aesthetic
significance to the City of Port Phillip.

Why is it significant?

They are significant as a fine and intact example of the work of John & Phyllis Murphy who are
remembered for their contribution to the residential architecture of Melbourne in the post-war era. The
distinctive form, unusual planning, and the simplicity and economy of the design are all characteristic
of the residential designs by the Murphys. The building is notable for its bold and functional planning

This document is an incorporated document in the Port Phillip Planning Scheme pursuant to section 6(2)(j) of the

Planning and Environment Act 1987

May-October 2019
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with each unit offset to allow access to north light, and the plain brick walls and well proportioned
windows demonstrate an affinity with European (especially Scandinavian) examples of multi-unit
housing, reflecting the architects’ interest in developments overseas. (Criteria A, D & E)
Primary source

Helms, David, HO6 St Kilda East Precinct heritage review, 2019.8

Port Phillip Heritage Review — Volumes 1-6, Version 3028, December20180ctober 2019.

This document is an incorporated document in the Port Phillip Planning Scheme pursuant to section 6(2)(j) of the

Planning and Environment Act 1987
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Statement of Significance: House (Concrete House)

Address: 226 Alma Road, St Kilda East Name: House (Concrete House)
Place type:  Residential: House Grading: Significant

PS mapref HO505 Constructed: 1912

(Heritage

Overlay):

Heritage Not applicable Citation no: 2387

precinct:

What is significant?

The concrete house, constructed in 1912, at 226 Alma Road, St Kilda East is significant. This house
has rendered concrete walls and a hip tile roof with a central gablet at the front. The render to the
front walls has ‘fish scale’ detailing below a band of textured render set between a stringcourse and
the eaves. There is a box bay window and tall double-hung timber windows. The entrance is via a
typical Edwardian style high-waisted timber door with an arched window and flanked by sidelights and
highlighted located at one end of the inset porch, which has sinuous Art-Nouveau style timber frieze.

Non-original alterations and additions are not significant.

How is it significant?

The house at 226 Alma Road, St Kilda East is of local historic, architectural and aesthetic significance
to the City of Port Phillip.

Why is it significant?

It is significant as an early example of a concrete house. One of several constructed in the City of Port
Phillip in the first two decades of the twentieth century it is notable as one of the first, pre-dating the
nearby house at 200 Alma Road (designed by a leading advocate of concrete houses, Leslie Perrott)
by three years. It is also significant as one of the earliest houses in the eastern section of Aima Road
and is associated with the first phase of suburban residential development that followed the opening
in 1911 of the electric tram along Dandenong Road. (Criteria A & D)

While mostly conventional in its form and detailing it is also significant for how the render has been
used as a decorative device on the front elevation. (Criterion E)

Primary source

Helms, David, HO6 St Kilda East Precinct heritage review, 2018.6
Port Phillip Heritage Review — Volumes 1-6, Version 3028, Becember20480ctober 2019.

This document is an incorporated document in the Port Phillip Planning Scheme pursuant to section 6(2)(j) of the

Planning and Environment Act 1987
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Statement of Significance: Shop & residence

Address: 264-66 St Kilda Road, St Kilda Name: Shop & residence
Place type: = Commercial: Shop & residence Grading: Significant

PS map ref HO506 Constructed: 1864

(Heritage

Overlay):

Heritage Not applicable Citation no: 2390

precinct:

What is significant?

The chemist shop and residence, constructed by 1864, at 264-66 St Kilda Road, St Kilda is
significant. This is a two storey shop and residence, constructed of brick and built to both street
boundaries with a splayed corner. The parapet has a simple run classical cornice above a plain frieze
(which would have provided a place for painted signage) and the paired first floor windows facing St
Kilda Road are segmentally arched with an oversized diamond-point keystone and a continuous sill
below. The window jambs between are rendered with stop chamfering on both sides, and an incised
quatrefoil at the top. The outer window jambs are also stop chamfered, here executed in brick. The
side elevation has two sets of paired windows with continuous sills, while the corner entrance and the
residential entrance at the side are each segmentally arched with a diamond-point keystone, and the
paired timber doors in the corner entrance may be original and sit below an arched toplight.

Non-original alterations and the ¢.1950s addition in cream brick at the rear are not significant.

How is it significant?

The shop and residence at 264-66 St Kilda Road, St Kilda is of local historic, architectural and
aesthetic significance to the City of Port Phillip.

Why is it significant?

It is significant as a rare surviving pre-1870 shop and dwelling recalling the early phase in the
development of High Street as a commercial centre. (Criteria A, B & D)

Primary source

Helms, David, HO6 St Kilda East Precinct heritage review, 2018.6
Port Phillip Heritage Review — Volumes 1-6, Version 3028, Becember-October 20198

This document is an incorporated document in the Port Phillip Planning Scheme pursuant to section 6(2)(j) of the

Planning and Environment Act 1987
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Heritage Overlay 6 St Kilda East Precinct Review - David Helms Heritage
Planning, 2018

Updates to the Heritage Overlay 6 St Kilda East Precinct Review report will occur following the Panel's
recommendations. Recommended changes include:
e Remove references to 11 Hotham Street and 21 Lambeth Place throughout report and attachments.
e Update the following citations (track-changed versions provided below):

o Citation 2388 (Marlton Crescent & 25-27 Chapel Street, St Kilda - St Michael's School): to provide
additional information in the Statement of Significance to describe why the 1925 school building is
of secondary significance, and update the description to note which aspects of the building have
significance.

o Citation 78 (4 Chapel Street, St Kilda - St George's Church): to provide additional information in
the Statement of Significance and to note that the church hall is of secondary significance.

o Citation 2015 (42 Hotham Street, St Kilda): to remove reference to Summers House.
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