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Executive summary 
Maroondah Planning Scheme Amendment C116 (the Amendment) seeks to implement the 
recommendations of the Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, Final 
Report, February 2018 (Jubilee Park Study).  The Amendment proposes to achieve this by 
rezoning land to the Neighbourhood Residential Zone Schedule 5 (NRZ5), applying the 
Heritage Overlay and the Neighbourhood Character Overlay Schedule 3 (NCO3), to various 
properties in the Jubilee Park neighbourhood area, Ringwood.  The Heritage Overlay is 
proposed to be applied to two new precincts (Haig Street and Kendall Street) and an expanded 
Ellison Street Precinct, and individual places at 18 and 22 James Street and 5 and 20 Caroline 
Street, Ringwood.  Interim Heritage Overlays currently extend over these places.  In addition, 
the Amendment proposes changes to existing local planning policy (Clause 21.04 Heritage) 
and other consequential changes to the schedules to Clause 43.01 (Heritage Overlay) and 
Clause 72.04 (Incorporated documents). 

The Jubilee Park neighbourhood area (also known as the Federation Park area) is located to 
the south of Ringwood Station and the Ringwood Metropolitan Activity Centre, which with 
other activity centres within the Maroondah City Council municipality, is identified in The 
Places We Live Maroondah Housing Strategy 2016 (Maroondah Housing Strategy) for more 
intensive residential development. 

Key issues raised in submissions related to the: 

• application of the Heritage Overlay: 
- low levels of building integrity 
- inconsistent or illogical precinct boundaries 
- impacts on property values 
- restricting the maintenance or alteration of buildings 

• application of the Neighbourhood Residential Zone and Neighbourhood Character 
Overlay: 
- introducing more restrictive provisions 
- impact on property values and future sales 
- current zoning provides for an appropriate balance between development and 

character. 

During the Hearing, Council identified several proposed changes to the exhibited Amendment 
documents in response to submissions, urban design (Ms Scott) and heritage (Ms Schmeder) 
evidence and questions from the Panel.  These changes included: 

• amending Clause 22.01 to identify an updated Jubilee Park Study as a reference 
document  

• retaining 28 and 30 Greenwood Avenue and 62A Ford Street within the existing 
General Residential Zone 1 

• expanding the mapped extent of NRZ5 to include land at the rear of properties on 
the south side of Haig Street 

• replacing the proposed Heritage Overlay at 18 James Street and 8 to 24 Haig Street 
(even numbers only) with the proposed NCO3 

• amending the statements of significance and consequential changes to the schedules 
to Clauses 43.01 and 72.04 
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• amending the NCO3 Statement of neighbourhood character and permit 
requirements relating to swimming pools. 

Council gave additional notice to land owners affected by the Amendment of some of the 
more substantial changes prior to the Hearing.  No additional submissions were received. 

The Panel wishes to acknowledge the considered and courteous way in which submitters 
presented their respective submissions.  This greatly assisted the Panel in understanding the 
key concerns of submitters.  The Panel acknowledges the positive way in which Council 
assisted both the Panel and submitters and in the thoughtful way in which the experts, 
particularly Ms Schmeder, responded to cross examination.  This assisted a number of 
submitters with a greater understanding of how heritage significance had been established. 

In relation to the application of the Heritage Overlay to various precincts and individual places, 
the Panel found the evidence of Ms Schmeder to be comprehensive and compelling and 
adopts it in full.  The Panel supports her recommendations not to apply the Heritage Overlay 
to 18 James Street and the even numbered properties between 8 and 24 Haig Street and to 
update all the statements of significance.  The Panel considers that the introduction of the 
Heritage Overlay with these changes is supported by the Planning Policy Framework and will 
result in a net community benefit.  The application of the Heritage Overlay is an appropriate 
response to an area that demonstrates the characteristics of one of the earliest suburban 
developments in Ringwood associated with the establishment of the Lilydale railway line.  The 
precincts and individual places proposed for heritage control are relatively intact and rare for 
Maroondah and modest in extent so as not to impact on the achievement of other policy 
objectives. 

The Panel supports the application of NCO3 in the limited extent proposed.  It considers that 
its use complements the identified local cultural heritage values in Haig, Ellison and Kendall 
Streets.  The Panel was concerned that as exhibited the NCO was performing the role of a 
quasi-heritage control.  This is not the intended purpose of the overlay.  The Panel supports 
the changes to the Statement of neighbourhood character recommended by Ms Schmeder 
and makes further recommendations regarding the character objectives and decision 
guidelines to address these concerns.  Council’s proposed changes to clarify permit 
requirements relating to swimming pools are supported. 

The Panel considers that there is adequate strategic justification to apply the Heritage Overlay 
and NCO3 and that the two planning tools can work in a complementary fashion and will not 
impact on the achievement of broader Municipal and metropolitan housing policy objectives.  
The Panel does not consider however, that this can be said about the application of the NRZ5 
to the Jubilee Park area at this point in time. 

Council maintained that the need for the NRZ5 was fundamentally about the purpose of the 
zone and limiting the height of a dwelling or residential building to 9 metres and 2 storeys.  
The Panel concludes that Council has not completed sufficient detailed research to articulate 
‘the problem’ with the current controls to justify the need for the proposed height controls. 

The Panel believes that Council needs to complete a more rigorous planning study to justify 
any change to the current GRZ1.  To that end, the Panel notes that Council is well advanced 
with a comprehensive review of neighbourhood character across the whole municipality.  The 
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Panel was advised by Council that this study is expected to result in a suite of new NRZ and 
GRZ Schedules, including further changes to the proposed NRZ5. 

In this context, the Panel has concerns about proceeding with the NRZ at Jubilee Park in 
isolation from the broader picture that is unfolding.  The Panel believes it would be premature 
to proceed with the NRZ5 at Jubilee Park without considering the broader context and with a 
fuller understanding of how all the proposed provisions in the zone may work together.  
Further consideration of the interaction with overlay controls is also required. 

The Panel has concerns with a number of the specific provisions in NRZ5 and the extent of the 
proposed zoning. 

The Panel encourages Council to complete and implement the recommendations of the 
Maroondah Housing Strategy and Maroondah Neighbourhood Character Study Review into 
the Maroondah Planning Scheme to ensure that residential zoning aligns with broader policy 
and strategy considerations. 

The Panel makes several suggested minor changes to Amendment documents to improve the 
clarity and consistency of proposed provisions.  These suggestions are identified in section 3.8 
of this Report.   

Recommendations 

Based on the reasons set out in this Report, the Panel recommends that Maroondah Planning 
Scheme Amendment C116 be adopted as exhibited subject to the following: 

 Amend the Ellison Street Precinct Statement of significance to remove the word 
‘EXTENSION’ from the Heritage Place title as shown in the Panel preferred version 
of the Statements of significance in Appendix D. 

 Abandon applying the Heritage Overlay (HO140) to the properties between 8-24 
Haig Street (even numbers), Ringwood. 

 Amend the Haig Street Precinct Statement of significance to: 
a) remove references to the properties between 8-24 Haig Street (even numbers), 

Ringwood 

b) delete the paragraph linking the precinct significance to the Great War and 
General Douglas Haig as shown in the Panel preferred version of the Statement 
of significance in Appendix D 

c) redraw the map so that the precinct boundary excludes 8-24 Haig Street (even 
numbers). 

 Amend the Kendall Street Precinct Statement of significance to identify 27 Kendall 
Street as ‘Non-Contributory’ as shown in the Panel preferred version of the 
Statement of significance in Appendix D. 

 That the 5 Caroline Street, Ringwood Statement of significance be amended to 
identify the rear extensions as not significant as shown in the Panel preferred 
version of the Statement of significance in Appendix D and replacing the dwelling 
photo with that included in Ms Schmeder’s evidence. 

 That HO144 not be applied to 18 James Street, Ringwood. 
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 Amend the 20 Caroline Street, Ringwood Statement of significance to remove 
references to the front fence as shown in the Panel preferred version of the 
Statement of significance in Appendix D. 

 Adopt Clause 21.04 as exhibited without the identification of the Jubilee Park 
Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study as a reference document. 

 Amend the schedules to Clause 43.01 and Clause 72.04 to remove reference to 18 
James Street and make other changes to the statement of significance references 
as shown in the Panel preferred version of the schedules in Appendix E. 

 Apply the Neighbourhood Character Overlay to the exhibited areas as well as the 
properties at 18 James Street and 8-24 Haig Street (even numbers only). 

 Amend Clause 1.0 ‘Statement of neighbourhood character’ in Schedule 3 to Clause 
43.05 in accordance with the changes in the Panel preferred version of Schedule 3 
in Appendix E. 

 Amend Clause 2.0 ‘Neighbourhood character objective’ in Schedule 3 to Clause 
43.05 by deleting the second dot point as reflected in the Panel preferred version 
of Schedule 3 in Appendix E. 

 Amend Clause 3.0 ‘Permit requirement’ in Schedule 3 to Clause 43.05 by   adding 
the words “within the front setback” after the words “swimming pool” in the first 
dot point as reflected in the Panel preferred version of Schedule 3 in Appendix E. 

 Amend Clause 5.0 ‘Decision guidelines’ in Schedule 3 to Clause 43.05 by amending 
the words in the first two dot points and deleting the third dot point in accordance 
with the Panel preferred version of Schedule 3 in Appendix E. 

 Abandon applying the Neighbourhood Residential Zone Schedule 5 at Jubilee Park 
until further strategic planning provides a more comprehensive strategic 
justification for the Neighbourhood Residential Zone in this location. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 The Amendment 

(i) Amendment description 

Maroondah Planning Scheme Amendment C116 (the Amendment) seeks to implement the 
recommendations of the Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, Final 
Report, February 2018 (Jubilee Park Study) into the Maroondah Planning Scheme (Planning 
Scheme).  It proposes to introduce the Heritage Overlay and Neighbourhood Character 
Overlay and rezone land to the Neighbourhood Residential Zone within parts of the Jubilee 
Park neighbourhood, Ringwood. 

Specifically, the Amendment proposes the following changes to: 

• amend the policy at Clause 21.04 (Heritage) 

• introduce a new Schedule 5 - Jubilee Park (NRZ5) to Clause 32.09 (Neighbourhood 
Residential Zone) 

• rezone 189 properties within James, Kendall, Ellison, Haig, Caroline, Henry, Thomas, 
Emerald, Ford Streets and Greenwood Avenue, Ringwood from General Residential 
Zone 1 (GRZ1) to NRZ5 

• apply the Heritage Overlay to: 
- 4 individually significant places at 5 and 20 Caroline Street, Ringwood (HO142 and 

HO143 respectively) and 18 and 22 James Street, Ringwood (HO144 and HO145 
respectively) 

- 55 properties within an extended Ellison Avenue Precinct and 2 new precincts, 
Haig Street Precinct (HO140) and Kendall Street Precinct (HO141) 

• amend the Schedule to Clause 43.01 (Heritage Overlay) to include references to 
statements of significance for the new and extended precincts 

• introduce a new schedule to Schedule 3 Jubilee Park (NCO3) to Clause 43.05 
(Neighbourhood Character Overlay) and apply it to 21 properties in James and Ellison 
Streets 

• amend the Schedule to Clause 72.04 which identifies Incorporated Documents to 
include references to the Heritage and Character Study and associated statements of 
significance for the Haig, Kendall and Ellison Street Precincts and the individual sites 
at 18 and 22 James Street and 5 and 20 Caroline Street. 

Council is the Planning Authority and Proponent for the Amendment. 

(ii) The subject land 

The Amendment applies to land within the Jubilee Park neighbourhood, Ringwood as 
identified in Table 1. 

The extent of zone and overlay controls proposed by the Amendment are summarised in 
Figure 1. 
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Table 1 Subject land 

Proposed control Subject land 

Heritage Overlay Precincts: 

- Ellison Street Precinct 
(HO98 extension) 

- Haig Street Precinct 
(HO140) 

- Kendall Street Precinct 
(HO141) 

Individual Heritage Overlays: 

- HO142 

- HO143 

- HO144 

- HO145 

 

4, 14, 16 and 18 Ellison Street, Ringwood 

 
2-34 and 3-31 Haig Street, Ringwood  

 
20-32 and 21-35 Kendall Street, Ringwood  
 
 

5 Caroline Street, Ringwood  

20 Caroline Street, Ringwood 

18 James Street, Ringwood 

22 James Street, Ringwood 

Neighbourhood Character Overlay 
Schedule 3 (NCO3) 

20 and 24-28A James Street, Ringwood  

19-29 James Street, Ringwood  

34 Kendall Street, Ringwood  

3-17 Ellison Street, Ringwood  

Neighbourhood Residential Zone 
Schedule 5 (NRZ5) 

18-28A James Street, Ringwood 

19-29 James Street, Ringwood 

20-34 Kendall Street, Ringwood 

21-35 Kendall Street, Ringwood 

3-17 Ellison Street, Ringwood 

4-18 Ellison Street, Ringwood 

3-31 Haig Street, Ringwood 

2-34 Haig Street, Ringwood 

1-31 Caroline Street, Ringwood 

2-36 Caroline Street, Ringwood 

1-33 Henry Street, Ringwood 

2-34 Henry Street, Ringwood 

34, 38 Thomas Street, Ringwood 

37A-57 Thomas Street, Ringwood 

1-9 Emerald Street, Ringwood 

62A Ford Street, Ringwood 

2-10 Emerald Street, Ringwood 

28-30B & 32A Greenwood Avenue, Ringwood 
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Figure 1 Extent of zones and overlays proposed by Amendment C116 

 

Source: Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study page 24 
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1.2 Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study 

The Jubilee Park Study was prepared for Council by Context in collaboration with Claire Scott 
Planning over a two-year period between 2016 and 2018 following a Jubilee Park residents 
petition to the then draft Maroondah Housing Strategy identifying concerns about the impact 
of residential developments in the area.  The adopted The Places We Live Maroondah Housing 
Strategy 2016 (Maroondah Housing Strategy) recommended: 

Review neighbourhood character elements including the heritage of the Jubilee Park 
Area. 

The Jubilee Park Study was conducted in two stages with stage one comprising the 
development of the Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Scoping report, 
March 2017 (Scoping report) which identified areas or places within the defined study area 
that were considered to have the potential to warrant the application of a Heritage Overlay 
or Neighbourhood Character Overlay.  The study area extended beyond the area affected by 
the Amendment, including all of Kendall and James Streets, and sites in Wantirna Road.  The 
Scoping report set out the heritage thematic context of the study area, the threshold 
methodology used to establish local significance and precinct extent and the methodology 
used to identify neighbourhood character as well as the outcomes of community consultation.  
The key themes identified related to the establishment of the Lilydale railway line and its 
electrification and early 1900’s residential subdivision near Ringwood Station (including the 
Ringwood Station and Ringwood Township Estates) and Ringwood’s post-war transformation 
into a suburb. 

Stage two of the Jubilee Park Study involved more detailed analysis of the heritage and 
neighbourhood recommendations of the Scoping report.  In relation to heritage, the Jubilee 
Park Study included specific recommendations for the application of the Heritage Overlay to 
the four individual places, two new precincts and an extension to an existing precinct that are 
the subject of the Amendment.  The Study outlined the methodology to establish heritage 
significance including defining thresholds, issues of intactness and integrity and a comparative 
analysis which was focused primarily on Ringwood.  The Study contains citations for each of 
the proposed heritage places each of which include a locality history, description of integrity, 
comparative analysis, statement of significance and scheme control recommendations.  The 
precinct citations identified whether individual properties were graded contributory, non-
contributory or individually significant and form the basis of the exhibited statements of 
significance in addition to the proposed changes to the Heritage Overlay schedule and Clause 
21.04. 

The neighbourhood character assessment component of the Jubilee Park Study comprises a 
character description for three precincts (James and Kendall Street, Ellison and Haig Street, 
and Caroline, Henry, Thomas and Emerald Streets), identified threats and character 
conclusions.   Identified threats included loss of historic and weatherboard houses, ‘heavy’ 
first floor additions, visually dominant new development, loss of consistent front setbacks and 
garden setting, high front fences and the siting of new carports and garages.  The Study 
identified the highly valued and rare (for the Municipality) character elements comprising: 

…low scale, older style homes (including dwellings of heritage significance), the 
predominance of timber as a building material, well established landscaping, consistent 
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front and side boundary setbacks and low front fences, appropriate to the architectural 
style of the houses. 

The Jubilee Park Study explored the use of the General Residential Zone (GRZ) or 
Neighbourhood Residential Zone (NRZ), supporting the later based on a 9 maximum metre 
building height limit) and the Neighbourhood Character Overlay (NCO).  The Study 
recommended: 

• the use of the character descriptions and conclusions to inform the: 
- NRZ character objectives and decision guidelines 
- NCO statement of character, character objectives and decision guidelines 

• the use of the existing GRZ1 schedule variations to Clause 54 and 55 of the Planning 
Scheme within the NRZ 

• permit requirements for the NCO for outbuildings, swimming pools and demolition. 

Council indicated that other design objectives and response recommendations of the Jubilee 
Park Study will be used to inform future proposed changes to the GRZ and NRZ. 

Council advised the Panel that it was intended that the Jubilee Park Study would be a 
reference document within Clause 21.04 (Heritage) although this was not identified in the 
exhibited Amendment.  This is discussed in more detail in section 1.6. 

1.3 Authorisation 

The Amendment was authorised on 2 August 2018 subject to conditions regarding changes to 
the explanatory report, strengthening of the NCO3 to highlight the areas special 
characteristics and clarify its approach regarding the strip of land to the rear of the properties 
at 2 to 22, 26 to 30 and 34 Haig Street (otherwise referred to as the ‘hiatus land’).  Council’s 
Part A submission (Document 3) discusses changes to the Amendment documentation to 
address the authorisation conditions and its response to the hiatus land1.  The Panel is satisfied 
that Council addressed the issues of authorisation prior to the exhibition of the Amendment. 

During the Hearing, Council confirmed that it had intended to apply the NRZ5 to the hiatus 
land consistent with the mapping of HO140 but that its non-inclusion in the exhibited 
Amendment was an error.  This issue is further discussed in section 1.6. 

1.4 Interim heritage controls 

At the Directions Hearing, Council advised that the proposed precincts and individual places 
proposed to be applied with permanent heritage controls through the Amendment were 
subject to interim controls.  The interim controls were introduced into the Maroondah 
Planning Scheme through Amendment C117 on 18 October 2018 and expired on 31 July 2019.  
Council advised the Panel that it had sought an extension to those interim controls through 
Maroondah Planning Scheme Amendment C135.  Amendment C135 was approved on 26 July 
2019, extending the expiry date to 31 March 2020. 

                                                      
1 Paragraph 29, page 6 
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1.5 Summary of issues raised in submissions 

The Amendment was exhibited for a 15-week period between 29 October 2018 and 20 March 
2019 with 71 submissions received, including three duplicate submissions (Appendix A). 

21 submissions supported the Amendment (including those seeking changes).  Reasons for 
support included: 

• preserving the heritage character of the area 

• protecting the Jubilee Park area from over development and ensuring new 
development is sympathetic to its heritage and neighbourhood character 

• the level of community support. 

47 submissions opposed the Amendment raising the following issues: 

• application of the Heritage Overlay: 
- low level of integrity 
- precinct boundaries are inconsistent or illogical 
- impacts on property values 
- restricting maintenance or alteration of buildings 

• application of the NRZ and NCO: 
- more restrictive provisions 
- impact on property values and future sales 
- current zoning provides appropriate balance between development and 

character. 

1.6 Procedural issues 

Council proposed Amendment changes 

Council advised the Panel on 5 August 2019 that it proposed the following post-exhibition 
changes to the Amendment in response to submissions and following consideration of the 
urban design and heritage evidence: 

• replace the proposed Heritage Overlay at 18 James Street with the NCO3 

• replace the proposed Heritage Overlay at 8 to 24 Haig Street (even numbers) Haig 
Street with the NCO3 

• retain 28 & 30 Greenwood Avenue and 62A Ford Street in the GRZ1. 

Given the nature of the proposed changes, Council provided submitters and land owners 
affected by the Amendment advice of these changes (Document 2).  No additional submissions 
were received although several existing submitters subsequently sought to be heard by the 
Panel or provide further written submissions to the Panel. 

At the Hearing, the Panel clarified that, although these changes were proposed by Council, 
they had not yet taken effect and that the only point at which Council is able to make changes 
to the Amendment is at the adoption stage.  The Panel advised that it would be considering 
the Amendment as exhibited and make recommendations in relation to the exhibited 
Amendment, taking into account the proposed post-exhibition changes and all submissions. 

In addition to the proposed post-exhibition zone and overlay changes identified by Council in 
Document 2, during its closing submission Council identified a number of further changes to 
the Amendment documentation in response to submissions, evidence and questions from the 
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Panel.  These changes were summarised in Document 26 and in an updated table (Document 
31) and a series of tracked changes Amendment documents (Document 32) provided to 
parties after the Hearing.  The combined post-exhibition changes and further changes 
identified by Council are summarised in Table 2 and further discussed in Chapters 3, 4 and 5. 

Table 2 Summary of Council’s proposed changes to Amendment C116 

Exhibited Amendment Council proposed Amendment changes 

Clause 21.04 Include an updated Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood 
Character Study as a reference document 

Neighbourhood Residential 
Zone 

Remove 28 to 30 Greenwood Avenue and 62A Ford Street from the 
NRZ and retaining them in the GRZ1 

Apply the NRZ5 to the hiatus land to the rear of properties in Haig 
Street 

Heritage Overlay Remove the Heritage Overlay from 18 James Street and the even 
numbered properties on the south side of Haig Street between 8 and 
24 and apply the NCO3 to those properties 

Heritage Overlay Schedule Make minor changes to the descriptions of Heritage Overlay 
precincts and individual places to remove reference to the Jubilee 
Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, Context, Final 
report February 2018 

Remove reference to the front fence in the description of 20 Caroline 
Street and insert the word “No” in the ‘Outbuildings or fences which 
are not exempt under Clause 43.01-4’ column for this place 

Remove reference to 18 James Street 

Include an additional heading “Application requirements” (refer to 
discussion at section 2.5 and 3.8) 

Neighbourhood Character 
Overlay Schedule 3 

Amend the Statement of neighbourhood character 

Amend the permit requirement for a swimming pool to apply only to 
swimming pools within the front setback 

Clause 72.04 (Incorporated 
documents) 

Delete references to 18 James Street and to the Jubilee Park Heritage 
and Neighbourhood Character Study, Context, Final report February 
2018 

Statements of significance Remove the references to “extension” in the Ellison Street Precinct 

Amend the Haig Street Precinct statement to remove reference to 
the historical association with Haig and remove references to the 
even numbered properties on the south side of Haig Street between 
8 and 24 

Amend the Kendall Street Precinct statement to identify 27 Kendall 
Street to be identified as “NC” or “Non-Contributory” 

Delete the statement for 18 James Street 

Amend the statement for 5 Caroline Street to exclude the modern 
extension 



Maroondah Planning Scheme Amendment C116  Panel Report  24 September 2019 

 

Page 12 of 125 

 

Exhibited Amendment Council proposed Amendment changes 

Amend the statement for 20 Caroline Street to identify that the front 
fence had been removed and exclude reference to front fence 
controls 

Delete primary source references to the Jubilee Park Heritage and 
Neighbourhood Character Study, Context, Final report February 2018 

Further submissions 

Submitter 22 (Ms Zhang) initially did not request to be heard by the Panel but following 
Council’s notification of its post exhibition changes sought to be heard.  This request was 
supported by Council and Ms Zhang presented on Day 2 of the Hearing. 

During the Hearing, the Panel received a further written submission from submitter 23 (Mr 
Wei) who had not previously provided a request to be heard.  The Panel, with Council’s 
support accepted the additional submission as an addendum to submission 22.  Both 
submissions have been considered by the Panel. 

Jubilee Park Residents’ Group submission and the late Heywood submission 

It was identified during the Hearing that the Jubilee Park Residents’ Group (Submission 29) 
was not an incorporated organisation.  The Panel, with the support of Council, concluded that 
as the submission was signed by Ms Heywood, she could present the submission as her 
submission. 

Council advised the Panel on Day 1 of the Hearing that a late submission in the form of an 
email dated 12 August from the owner of 5 Caroline Street (Ms Heywood) had been received 
by the Council regarding the citation for that property.  The Panel, with the support of Council 
allowed Ms Heywood to present this submission (numbered by the Panel as submission 29B 
and recorded as Document 21). 

Non-appearances 

Two parties (submitter 58 and submitter 10 with submitter 23) who requested to be heard by 
the Panel did not attend to present their submissions.  Efforts were made to contact these 
submitters to establish their whereabouts or accommodate alternative presentation times.  
While these submissions were not heard, they have been considered by the Panel. 

Hearing accessibility 

Submitter 6 had particular communication needs which Council and Panel endeavoured to 
accommodate during the Hearing.  The Panel made every effort to ensure the submitter was 
able to follow and contribute to the proceedings and receive all submitted documentation 
including Council’s proposed Amendment changes. 

1.7 Amendment description 

The Panel notes that the Amendment was authorised and exhibited as Amendment C116 
although the DELWP website refers to the Amendment as ‘C116maro’ which is the designation 
attributed by DELWP’s Amendment Tracking System introduced through Amendment GC130.  
On the basis that the Amendment was exhibited in the Victorian Gazette as Amendment C116, 
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the Panel has maintained that reference throughout the Report to avoid any statutory 
implementation issues later in the process. 

1.8 The Panel’s approach 

The Panel has assessed the Amendment against the principles of net community benefit and 
sustainable development, as set out in Clause 71.02-3 (Integrated decision making) of the 
Planning Scheme. 

The Panel considered all written submissions made in response to the exhibition of the 
Amendment, observations from site visits, and submissions, evidence and other material 
presented to it during the Hearing.  It has reviewed a large volume of material, and has had to 
be selective in referring to the more relevant or determinative material in the Report.  All 
submissions and materials have been considered by the Panel in reaching its conclusions, 
regardless of whether they are specifically mentioned in the Report. 

This Report deals with the issues under the following headings: 

• Planning context 

• Heritage Overlay 

• Neighbourhood Character Overlay 

• Neighbourhood Residential Zone. 

1.9 Limitations 

The Amendment makes minor wording changes to Clause 21.4 (Heritage).  No submissions 
were made regarding these policy changes.  While the Panel has familiarised itself with the 
proposed changes and considers the changes minor and adopting updated terminology it has 
not assessed the changes and makes no recommendation in relation to them. 

No submissions were received relating to the proposed application of a Heritage Overlay to 
the properties at 22 James Street, and 20 Caroline Street, Ringwood.  The Panel has therefore 
not considered the merits of the application of the Heritage Overlay to those places.  The Panel 
however, considers that the statements of significance for those places have been prepared 
in a form consistent with Planning Practice Note 1 Applying the Heritage Overlay.  In response 
to heritage evidence Council identified proposed changes to the statement of significance for 
20 Caroline Street relating to the front fence.  This is discussed further in section 3.7. 
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2 Planning context 

2.1 Planning policy framework 

Council submitted that the Amendment is supported by various clauses in the Planning Policy 
Framework, which the Panel has summarised below. 

Victorian planning objectives 

The objectives of planning in Victoria are set out in section 4(1) Planning and Environment Act 
1987 (the Act).  The Explanatory Report identified that the Amendment will assist in 
implementing the following State policy objectives: 

(a) To provide for the fair, orderly, economic and sustainable use, and development of 
land; 

… 

(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; 

… 

(g) To balance the present and future interests of all Victorians. 

Council considered the Amendment met these objectives by: 

• ensuring properties of local significance have appropriate controls applied to 
facilitate their conservation on an on-going basis 

• identifying an integrated approach to the application of zones and overlays 

• balancing the community concerns and expectations for the area. 

Planning Policy Framework 

The Explanatory Report identified that the Amendment is supported by the following policies: 

• Clause 11 (Settlement) 

• Clause 15 (Built Environment and Heritage) including: 
- 15.01-5S (Neighbourhood Character) 
- 15.03-1S (Heritage Conservation) 

• Clause 16 (Housing) including: 
- 16.01-3S (Housing Diversity) 
- 16.01-1R (Integrated Housing Metropolitan Melbourne). 

Clause 21 (the Municipal Strategic Statement) 

The Explanatory Report identifies that the Amendment supports the following elements of 
the Municipal Strategic Statement (MSS): 

• Clause 21.04 (Heritage) by: 
- recognising that Maroondah’s heritage is crucial to the development of a vibrant 

and confident community 
- identifying and planning for the future protection, enhancement and appropriate 

use of heritage places in Maroondah 
- applying the Heritage Overlay to all sites with cultural or natural heritage value 
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- undertaking a detailed heritage assessment and applying the Heritage Overlay to 
a discreet area within Jubilee Park which recognises and articulates the rarity of 
this inter war residential area. 

• Clause 21.06 (Built Form and Urban Design) by: 
- ensuring new residential development contributes to achieving the preferred 

neighbourhood character of the neighbourhood area 
- recognising and articulating the highly valued neighbourhood character of Jubilee 

Park and providing appropriate zoning controls and overlay provisions 
- applying the NCO3 to ensure that the consistent architectural and residential 

character of Jubilee Park is retained and enhanced. 

• Clause 21.07 (Housing and Residential Land Use) by introducing planning controls to 
manage the conflict between the objectives to “ensure that residential development 
contributes to and enhances the preferred neighbourhood character of Maroondah” 
and to “encourage the development of additional dwellings within the Ringwood 
Metropolitan Activity Centre and the Croydon Major Activities Area” in an area that 
exhibits a high level of neighbourhood character. 

Clause 22 (local planning policies) 

The Explanatory Report identifies that the Amendment supports Clause 22.02 (Residential 
Neighbourhood Character) by ensuring development makes a positive contribution to the 
preferred neighbourhood character of identified neighbourhood character areas (Figure 2) 
which for the Jubilee Park neighbourhood area (17), include: 

• Ensuring well articulated building forms that relate to the streetscape. 

• Ensuring complementary, low scale building forms in older areas. 

• Encouraging the use of compatible materials, particularly in exclusively 
weatherboard areas. 

• Ensuring building setbacks allow space between dwellings for vegetation. 

• Ensuring the retention of existing vegetation, particularly canopy trees. 

• Ensuring the front setbacks are not dominated by car parking structures or 
driveways. 

• Encouraging low front fence treatments. 

• Ensuring building setbacks allow space between dwellings for vegetation.   

• Recognising that a smaller, discreet area of Jubilee Park warrants further 
management and additional, more specific controls. 
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Figure 2 Clause 22.02 Neighbourhood Character Map 

 

2.2 Relevant planning strategies and policies  

(i) Plan Melbourne  

Council identified the Amendment was consistent with the directions and initiatives in the 
Metropolitan Strategy, “as it will help to conserve a part of Maroondah’s and Melbourne’s 
heritage, and it aims to protect the Jubilee Park area distinctiveness”.2 

Plan Melbourne 2017-2050 sets out strategic directions to guide Melbourne’s development 
to 2050, to ensure it becomes more sustainable, productive and liveable as its population 
approaches 8 million.  Plan Melbourne is structured around seven Outcomes, which set out 
the aims of the plan.  The Outcomes are supported by Directions and Policies, which outline 
how the Outcomes will be achieved.  Outcomes that are particularly relevant to the 
Amendment are set out in Table 3. 

                                                      
2 Explanatory Report, page 10 
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Table 3 Relevant sections of Plan Melbourne 

Outcome Directions Policies 

4. Melbourne is a 
distinctive and 
liveable city with 
quality design 
and amenity 

4.4 Respect 
Melbourne’s heritage 
as we build for the 
future 

4.4.1 Recognise the value of heritage when 
managing growth and change by: 

- protecting Melbourne’s post-settlement cultural 
heritage through consistent and credible decision-
making based on clear and widely accepted 
heritage conservation principles and practices  

- decisions based on an appreciation of 
Melbourne’s past and an understanding of its 
future needs including the processes of change to 
the urban environment  

- continuous identification and review of currently 
unprotected heritage sites and targeted 
assessments of heritage sites in areas identified 
for substantial change 

4.4.3 Stimulate economic growth through heritage 
conservation by supporting adaptive re-use and 
regeneration to support new investment and jobs 

(ii) Neighbourhood Character Study, 2004 

The Maroondah Neighbourhood Character Study, Planisphere, 2004 (2004 Character Study) 
identified and evaluated the significant or dominant urban and environmental elements that 
contribute to Maroondah's character, and identified a preferred future character for the 
residential areas of the City.  The Study is a reference document in the Planning Scheme at 
Clause 22.02.  The Amendment does not seek to amend Clause 22.02. 

The 2004 Character Study identified a total of 24 neighbourhood areas based on preferred 
future character, a function of the existing relationship between buildings (era and style of 
development) and their relationship to the streetscape and broader landscape. 

The Study identifies a vision for the character of Maroondah: 

Maroondah provides a living environment enjoyed for its variety of housing types and 
its strong landscape setting of heavily vegetated hills, vales and ridgelines. The 
residential areas contribute to this setting through public reserves, private gardens and 
trees, which envelop the City in a ‘green blanket’. 

The 2004 Character Study identified the Jubilee Park neighbourhood Area as:  

The Jubilee Park Neighbourhood Area is in the southwestern corner of the municipality, 
and is bounded by Maroondah Highway, New Street, Maidstone Street, Heatherdale 
Road, Marlborough Road, Dandenong Creek, Canterbury Road and Bedford Road. It 
adjoins the Ringwood Activity Centre to the north. This area is part of the older 
established ‘core’ residential part of Ringwood and Heathmont and is dominated by Post 
War era weatherboard houses surrounding Jubilee Park, Wantirna Road and 
Heathmont Rail Station. Established gardens and streetscapes are largely exotic and 
existing canopy trees contribute to the overall vegetative character of the City. 

The 2004 Character Study identified the existing character elements as: 

• Topography is flat to gently undulating offering occasional outviews. 



Maroondah Planning Scheme Amendment C116  Panel Report  24 September 2019 

 

Page 18 of 125 

 

• Architectural styles are predominantly Post War era 1950s – 1960s with some infill 
from 1960s - 1980s. 

• Dwellings are predominantly single storey. 

• Materials include a mix of weatherboard and brick veneer, with tile roofing. 

• Lot sizes vary from 500m2 – 900m2. 

• Front setbacks are average, at around 6m – 7m. Side setbacks are mostly small to 
average from both side boundaries and average from both side boundaries west of 
Wantirna Road. 

• Gardens are established, with predominantly exotic trees and shrubs and native 
species in some cases. 

• Front boundaries are commonly open, or met by fences of mixed heights and 
materials. 

• Road layout is a modified grid with some cul de sacs in the south of the area. Street 
surfaces are sealed with upstanding kerbs and footpaths on both sides, except south 
of Jubilee Park where footpaths are generally absent. 

• Street trees are generally mixed in species and of varying sizes. A few large exotic 
avenue plantings occur, as do indigenous trees to the bush fringes. 

The identified preferred future character is:  

The Jubilee Park Neighbourhood Area will retain its substantial tree canopy and 
established garden character, with many large canopy trees and vegetation in the 
spaces between buildings. Away from the Activity Centre, in the older areas of the 
neighbourhood, buildings will remain low scale, contributing to a sense of openness in 
streets. Streetscapes throughout the area will retain a green and leafy character, with 
low front fences affording views into well-landscaped front gardens. Recognition of the 
neighbourhood’s benefits as a highly accessible location will increase, resulting in 
opportunities for renewal and a greater variety of housing in areas close to the 
Ringwood Activity Centre. 

The preferred future character is to be achieved by: 

• ensuring well articulated building forms that relate to the streetscape; 

• ensuring complementary, low scale building forms in older areas away from the 
activity centre; 

• encouraging the use of compatible materials, particularly in exclusively 
weatherboard areas; 

• ensuring building setbacks allow space between dwellings for vegetation; 

• ensuring the retention of existing vegetation, particularly canopy trees; 

• ensuring the front setbacks are not dominated by car parking structures or 
driveways; and 

• encouraging low front fence treatments. 

Council advised that the 2004 Character Study is currently being reviewed by Council. 

2.3 Other strategy documents 

(i) Maroondah Housing Strategy 

Adopted by Council, The Places We Live Maroondah Housing Strategy 2016 (Maroondah 
Housing Strategy) was developed by Council with inputs from Spatial Economics and Charter 
Keck Cramer and peer reviewed by SGS Economics and Planning.  The Strategy updates the 
1997 Maroondah Housing Strategy (which is not a reference document) in response to the 
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challenges of growth, housing affordability and diversity, infrastructure, Plan Melbourne, the 
Maroondah 2040 community vision and major changes to the residential zone provisions. 

The Strategy forecasts up to 9,500 additional households in the municipality to 2036 and a 
requirement for around 500 dwellings each year or a total of 12,500 dwellings to 2041.  Most 
of this growth is to come from lone person and couple with no children households, with much 
of this occurring in the Ringwood and Croydon housing markets.  The Strategy identifies the 
challenge of meeting housing demand while maintaining the valued environment and 
landscape with a quarter of new residential production in NRZ areas.  To meet this challenge, 
the Strategy seeks to: 

• focus new residential development towards key activity centres including Ringwood, 
Ringwood East and Croydon 

• encourage greater development in lower order neighbourhood activity centres 

• review and enhance areas of environmental quality 

• review reformed residential zones and any unintended consequences of these zones 

• review the neighbourhood character and heritage elements of the Jubilee Park area 

• introduce the Housing Strategy into the planning scheme and review application of 
the residential zones. 

The Strategy identifies that the NRZ applies to some 29 per cent of land in the municipality 
compared to 40 per cent in the GRZ and 1 percent Residential Growth Zone (RGZ).  The Panel 
notes that these figures differ considerably with those identified in the State Government’s 
January 2016 Residential Zones State of Play Report (40.5%, 55.5% and 0.8% respectively) 
which calculates zone proportions as a factor of zones that support housing activity 
(residential zones including the Mixed Use Zone and Low Density Residential Zone, and the 
Commercial 1 Zone) rather than the spatial proportion of all zones across the municipality. 

Council is proposing to introduce the Housing Strategy into the Maroondah Planning Scheme 
in the next 12 months along with schedule variations identified in the Maroondah 
Neighbourhood Character Study Review, Claire Scott Planning, Final Draft Document, July 2019 
(Character Study Review). 

(ii) Character Study Review 

The Character Study Review comprises two volumes which include a municipal wide 
neighbourhood and landscape assessment (Volume 1) and recommendations (Volume 2).   
The Study specifically identifies the character established by the historic residential ‘core’ of 
Ringwood including the Jubilee Park area.  The Study maps the extent of change3 since the 
2004 Character Study was undertaken (Figure 3) and an audit of individual neighbourhoods 
(summarised for Jubilee Park in Table 4). 

The Character Study Review proposes the introduction of 11 new NRZ schedules, additional 
GRZ and Residential Growth Zone schedules, rezoning identified areas to the NRZ and GRZ and 
amending the 2 existing NCO area schedules (Alto Avenue & Wicklow Hills Estate and Croydon 
Hills Estate) and progressing the introduction of the Jubilee Park NCO. 

                                                      
3 Volume 1, page 19 
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Figure 3 Character Study Review - extent of change 

 

Table 4 Jubilee Park Character Audit findings 

2004 Character Study - Jubilee Park 
character elements 

Audit findings 

Topography is flat to gently undulating 
offering occasional outviews 

High level of redevelopment has occurred, including 
demolition of older housing stock and the 
redevelopment of sites for multi-dwelling developments, 
including units and townhouses (typically up to 4 units 
per site, but lot consolidation in some cases has yielded 
10+ dwellings) 

Architectural styles are predominantly 
Post War era 1950s – 1960s with some 
infill from 1960s - 1980s 

New dwellings are typically two storey 
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2004 Character Study - Jubilee Park 
character elements 

Audit findings 

Dwellings are predominantly single storey No change 

Materials include a mix of weatherboard 
and brick veneer, with tile roofing 

Materiality across the neighbourhood is changing with 
the loss of weatherboard homes and the introduction of 
more brick and/or rendered blockwork homes with 
predominantly Colorbond roofs 

Lot sizes vary from 500m – 900m No change 

Front setbacks are average (6m – 7m).  
Side setbacks mostly small to average 
from both side boundaries 

No change 

Gardens are established Multi-unit development has resulted in the loss of 
permeable garden space and canopy trees throughout 

Front boundaries are commonly open, or 
met by fences of mixed heights and 
materials 

Front setbacks remain similar, but front setback 
treatments have changed often taken up with hard 
surfacing, minimal planting and driveways 

(iii) Municipal Wide Heritage Study Review and Amendment C42 

Council is currently undertaking a Municipal Wide Heritage Review.  Council advised that the 
main purposes of the Review was to: 

• respond to the Panel recommendations for Maroondah Planning Scheme 
Amendment C42; 

• prepare a Heritage Policy;  

• prepare a Thematic Environmental History of Maroondah post 1945 development; 

• reassess the properties previously identified in the Heritage Study 2003 but that were 
unsuccessful in achieving a listing into the Heritage Overlay; and 

• assess properties identified by Heritage Alliance, 2010 Survey of post War Built 
Heritage Victoria 2010. 

Council advised that the thematic history was currently underway (with a focus on 
development since 1945) and community nominations for potential heritage places had been 
sought. 

Amendment C42 to the Maroondah Planning Scheme proposed to: 

• make corrections to the existing Heritage Overlay schedule and maps  

• add 61 new places to the Heritage Overlay (including the Ellison Street Precinct at 6 
to 12 Ellison Street, even numbers only) 

• introduce the NCO into the Maroondah Planning Scheme, along with two schedules 
(Alto Avenue & Wicklow Hills Estate and Croydon Hills Estate). 

The panel’s report4 discusses the use of the Heritage Overlay to preserve existing building 
fabric and the use of the NCO in areas where the protection of features of heritage significance 
is important.  The panel’s report made recommendations relating to the consistency of 

                                                      
4 Maroondah C42 (PSA) [2010] PPV 27 (23 March 2010)  
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schedule content, particularly relating to demolition, and Planning Practice Note 28: Using the 
Neighbourhood Character Provisions in Planning Schemes – July 2004. 

(iv) Ringwood Metropolitan Activity Centre Masterplan 

The adopted Ringwood Metropolitan Activity Centre Masterplan 2018 replaces the 2004 
Ringwood Transit City Masterplan and is currently being considered for authorisation 
(Amendment C130).  The southern boundary of the Ringwood Metropolitan Activity Centre 
(Ringwood MAC) is 59 metres from the proposed James Street precinct.  The Masterplan 
describes the southern boundaries of the Ringwood MAC as: 

To the south, Bedford Road, to Station Street then following the properties to the rear 
of Station Street through to Wantirna Road. The boundary then follows the train line to 
New Street, then along Molan Street to Heatherdale Road (Municipal boundary). 

The Masterplan notes that the revised Ringwood MAC boundaries considered: 

• sites south of the Ringwood Station, along Station Street, have been included due 
to their proximity to the station along with their non-residential uses in residential 
zones and commercial land are seen to be opportunities for clarification on 
development outcomes; and 

• the Jubilee Park precinct to the south of the Centre is significant as it is 
representative of early Ringwood. This area is to be protected for its heritage and 
neighbourhood character significance and is therefore not appropriate for the future 
growth envisaged by the Masterplan. 

Acknowledging the interface to the residential areas to the south of Station Street the 
Masterplan noted: 

This precinct embodies the public transport core of the city and place, and therefore can 
support substantial change to its north abutting precinct. At the southern edge 
development opportunities can be realised on larger allotments close to Ringwood 
Station. Higher form may be strategically positioned along Maroondah Highway 
adjacent to the key junction with Ringwood Street, to demarcate the Clock Tower Park 
and Ringwood MAC core. Transition can be provided on properties south of Station 
Street to the lower scale residential area (GRZ1) to the south of Ringwood MAC. 

The Masterplan Background Report discussed the function of Ringwood MAC in relation to 
housing supply in the municipality.  Council advised that housing demand and yield analysis 
reveals that Ringwood MAC has ample capacity to accommodate growth over the next twenty 
years. 

2.4 Planning scheme provisions 

A common zone and overlay purpose is to implement the Municipal Planning Strategy and the 
Planning Policy Framework. 

(i) Zones 

General Residential Zone 

The land in Jubilee Park subject to this Amendment is within the GRZ1.  The purposes of the 
Zone include: 

• To encourage development that respects the neighbourhood character of the area. 

• To encourage a diversity of housing types and housing growth particularly in 
locations offering good access to services and transport. 



Maroondah Planning Scheme Amendment C116  Panel Report  24 September 2019 

 

Page 23 of 125 

 

• To allow educational, recreational, religious, community and a limited range of other 
non-residential uses to serve local community needs in appropriate locations. 

Neighbourhood Residential Zone 

The Amendment proposes to apply the NRZ5 to 189 properties in the Jubilee Park 
neighbourhood.  The purposes of the Zone are: 

• To identify areas of existing or preferred neighbourhood character. 

• To ensure that development respects the neighbourhood character. 

• To prevent, where necessary, the removal of buildings and vegetation before the 
neighbourhood character features of the site and the new development have been 
evaluated. 

The Amendment introduces a new Schedule 5 (Jubilee Park) to Clause 32.09 (Neighbourhood 
Residential Zone).  The provisions of the proposed schedule are discussed in Chapter 5. 

(ii) Overlays 

Heritage Overlay 

The Amendment proposes to apply the Heritage Overlay to 59 properties in the Jubilee Park 
neighbourhood. 

The Heritage Overlay purposes are: 

• To implement the State Planning Policy Framework and the Local Planning Policy 
Framework, including the Municipal Strategic Statement and local planning policies. 

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

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

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

• To conserve specifically identified heritage places by allowing a use that would 
otherwise be prohibited if this will demonstrably assist with the conservation of the 
significance of the heritage place. 

The Heritage Overlay requires a planning permit to undertake demolition, subdivision, 
buildings and works.  The Heritage Overlay enables the Schedule to: 

• identify additional controls for specified trees, external painting (painting previously 
unpainted surfaces) and internal alterations 

• allow prohibited uses to be permitted 

• identify outbuildings and fences which are not exempt from the notice provisions or 
review rights of the Act for demolition or removal. 

The Amendment does not propose to identify additional controls to the proposed precincts.  
The exhibited Amendment proposed to identify outbuildings and fences that are not exempt 
from notice for demolition for two individual Heritage Overlay places: 

• 20 Caroline Street, Ringwood – brick and steel pipe front fence 

• 18 James Street, Ringwood – timber garage at rear of house. 

Council’s proposed post-exhibition changes to the Amendment sought to remove the 
provisions relating to outbuildings and fences for both places. 
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Neighbourhood Character Overlay 

The Amendment proposes to apply the NCO3 to 21 properties in the Jubilee Park 
neighbourhood.  The purposes of the Overlay are: 

• To identify areas of existing or preferred neighbourhood character. 

• To ensure that development respects the neighbourhood character. 

• To prevent, where necessary, the removal of buildings and vegetation before the 
neighbourhood. 

The Amendment introduces a new Schedule 3 (Jubilee Park) to Clause 43.05 (Neighbourhood 
Residential Zone).  The provisions of the proposed schedule are discussed in Chapter 5. 

2.5 Amendment VC148 

Amendment VC148 was gazetted on 31 July 2018, after the Amendment was exhibited.  VC148 
made substantial changes to the structure and content of the planning policy framework, as 
well as other provisions in the Planning Scheme.  Among other changes, a statement of 
significance for each heritage place must now be incorporated in the planning scheme.  The 
Amendment has been prepared in a form generally consistent with VC148.  Council in its Part 
A submission5 identified that the exhibited Heritage Overlay Schedule requires the insertion 
of a new heading “1.0 Application requirements” followed by the words “none specified” to 
ensure that it is consistent with the new format schedule.  The Panel considers this a minor 
change or corrections which can be addressed by Council and DELWP at the Amendment 
adoption and approval stage in addition to the other recommendations identified by the Panel 
in this Report. 

2.6 Ministerial Directions and Practice Notes 

The following Ministerial Directions are relevant to the Amendment: 

• Ministerial Direction 11 (Strategic Assessment of Amendments) 

• Ministerial Direction on the Form and Content of Planning Schemes under section 
7(5) of the Act. 

The Explanatory Report discusses how the Amendment meets the relevant requirements of 
Ministerial Direction 11 (Strategic Assessment of Amendments) and Planning Practice Note 
46: Strategic Assessment Guidelines, August 2018 (PPN46).  That discussion is not repeated 
here. 

The following planning practice notes are relevant to the Amendment: 

• Planning Practice Note 1 Applying the Heritage Overlay, August 2018 (PPN01) 

• Planning Practice Note 28: Using the Neighbourhood Character Provisions in Planning 
Schemes – July 2004 (PPN28). 

• Planning Practice Note 43: Understanding Neighbourhood Character – January 2018 
(PPN43) 

• Planning Practice Note 46 Strategic Assessment Guidelines, August 2018 (PPN46). 

These Practice Notes are discussed in greater detail in Chapters 3, 4 and 5 of this Report. 

                                                      
5 Paragraph 101 page 19 



Maroondah Planning Scheme Amendment C116  Panel Report  24 September 2019 

 

Page 25 of 125 

 

The exhibited statements of significance use the Hercon criteria and have been prepared in a 
form consistent with PPN01.  Specific issues associated with whether threshold criteria are 
satisfied and the consideration of social and economic effects (also relevant to PPN46) are 
addressed in section 3.7. 

2.7 Discussion and conclusion  

For the reasons set out in the following chapters, the Panel concludes that the Amendment is 
broadly supported by, and implements, the relevant sections of the PPF, Municipal Strategic 
Statement and Local Planning Policy Framework, and is consistent with the relevant 
Ministerial Directions and Practice Notes.  The Amendment is generally well founded and 
strategically justified and is likely to deliver a net community benefit and sustainable 
development outcomes as required by Clause 71.02-3.  The Panel considers that the 
Amendment should proceed for the most part, subject to addressing the more specific issues 
raised in submissions as discussed in the following chapters.  The Panel considers that the 
application of the NRZ at Jubilee Park requires further strategic justification.  This is explained 
in further detail in Chapter 5. 
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3 Heritage Overlay 

3.1 Relevant Practice Notes  

(i) Planning Practice Note 1 

PPN01 provides guidance about using the Heritage Overlay.  It states that the Heritage Overlay 
should be applied to, among other places: 

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

PPN01 specifies that documentation for each heritage place needs to include a statement of 
significance that clearly establishes the importance of the place and addresses the heritage 
criteria.  It recognises the following model criteria (the Hercon criteria) that have been 
adopted for assessing the value of a heritage place: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

PPN01 is relevant to all the Heritage Overlays proposed by the Amendment. 

(ii) Planning Practice Note 46 

PPN46 identifies that in addressing whether an amendment implements the objectives of 
planning and identifies any environmental, social and economic effects: 

An environmental, social and economic assessment should include an evaluation of the 
costs and benefits to businesses and the community arising from any requirement of 
the amendment. 

The practice note identifies that: 

The normal way of assessing the social and economic effects of an amendment is to 
consider whether or not the amendment results in a net community benefit. 
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3.2 Ellison Street Precinct (extension) 

Exhibited Statement of significance 

What is significant? 

The Ellison Street precinct comprising numbers 4,6,8,10,12,14,16 and 18 Ellison Street, Ringwood 
is significant. 

The modern carports and garages, rear extensions and front fences are not significant. 

How is it significant? 

The Ellison Street precinct is of local historic, architectural and aesthetic significance to the City of 
Maroondah. 

Why is it significant? 

The Ellison Street precinct is of historic significance in demonstrating the rapid residential 
development that occurred in Ringwood, particularly around the trainlines in the early interwar years, 
following arrival of the electrified rail line to the area and the ready supply of fresh water available 
from the newly completed O’Shannassy Dam. (Criterion A) 

The Ellison Street precinct is of aesthetic significance as a good representative example of a 
residential precinct from the interwar period in Ringwood. There is a consistency in building form, 
materiality and detailing that contributes to the homogenous character of the precinct. The precinct 
is largely intact, with consistent setbacks, garden settings, homogenous building forms and material 
consistency – forming a characteristic interwar suburban streetscape with some visible additions, 
such as added carports or garages. The properties within the precinct have a similar style, scale 
form and materiality where the original designs are clearly distinguishable, but with some alterations 
evident. The consistency in the row of houses at 6-12 Ellison Street forms the core of the precinct 
and strengthens the aesthetic value. (Criteria D and E). 

The dominant building style in the precinct is the Californian Bungalow, mostly in timber with one 
brick example. Roofs are typically transverse from with a projecting wing to the front, clad in 
Marseilles patterned terracotta tiles. Windows are double hung sash windows, 

sometimes with small panes to the upper sashes. Number 6 has leadlight to the upper sashes. A 
number of houses have double timber entry doors. Verandah detailing includes of various 
combinations and squared timber posts and masonry pillars to front verandahs, with the distinctive 
splayed pillars on number 4 being a notable example. Timber shingles feature over the bay window 
on numbers 6-12, and on the front gable of number 18. 

Number 10 is notable for the relatively elaborate detailing of the original brick façade, fenestration 
and verandah. (Criteria D and E) 

All buildings in the extended precinct are identified as ‘contributory’. 

(i) What is proposed? 

The Amendment proposes to extend the existing Ellison Street Precinct Heritage Overlay 
(HO98) over four additional properties on the south side of Ellison Street, Ringwood (numbers 
6 to 12) as shown in Figure 4. 

(ii) The issues 

Six supporting submissions (Submissions 7, 24, 25, 29, 34 and 36) and one opposing 
submission (Submission 33) were received to the application of the proposed extension of the 
Ellison Street Precinct (HO98). 
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Figure 4 Proposed extended Ellison Street Precinct (HO98) 

 

The issues are: 

• Whether the expanded Ellison Street Precinct is of cultural heritage significance at 
the local level. 

• Whether 14 Ellison Street should be graded as ‘Contributory’. 

• Whether the precinct should be extended to include 11 Ellison Street. 

(iii) Evidence and submissions 

Council submitted that the need for a Heritage Overlay for all proposed precincts and 
individual places had been established by a rigorous heritage study and that they reached the 
appropriate threshold for its application. 

The heritage evidence from Ms Schmeder who had reviewed the Jubilee Park Study and 
undertaken her own research, supported the extension of the Ellison Street Precinct as 
exhibited.  Council adopted her evidence of Ms Schmeder in full. 

Ms Scott’s urban design evidence provided an overview of the Jubilee Park Study and observed 
that more recent development in the Ellison Street Precinct was modest, used similar 
materials, sympathetic window and front fence forms. 

The submission from the National Trust of Australia (Victoria) (National Trust) (Submission 34 
and Document 13) supported the Amendment and considered that the Jubilee Park Study 
which underpins it to have employed a rigorous methodology.  It supported the application of 
heritage controls to preserve the heritage character and bring “Ringwood into line with 
comparable suburbs along the railway line that already have heritage protection”.  The 
National Trust identified that Ms Schmeder’s evidence was robust and supported her 
proposed changes.  It considered that the properties recommended for inclusion met the 
threshold of local heritage significance. 

Ms Heywood provided a detailed submission on behalf of the Jubilee Park Residents Group 
(Submission 29 and Document 14) which largely supported the Amendment and provided 
context to the development of the Jubilee Park Study, identified the comparative significance 
of the Jubilee Park area in the context of the municipality and identified the extent of 
community support for appropriate heritage controls.  The submission sought a greater level 
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of protection for the area given the anticipated impacts of change adjacent to the Ringwood 
MAC. 

Submissions 7, 24 and 25 from the owners of 12 and 18 Ellison Street supported the 
preservation of the special heritage values of the area.  Submission 36 supported the 
Amendment but also questioned why 11 Ellison Street was not included in the Ellison Street 
Precinct when it demonstrated similar historical features. 

Ms Schmeder’s evidence identified 11 Ellison Street as one of two dwellings on the north side 
of the street (the other being 5 Ellison) that were interwar State Savings Bank houses.  She 
considered that given the separation of the two isolated homes (5 and 11 Ellison) it was more 
desirable to “define a legible and consistent precinct on one side of the street”. 

The extensive submission from Mr McConachy and Ms Nairn (Submission 33 and Document 
22) opposed the inclusion of 14 Ellison Street in HO98 and its identification as a ‘Contributory’ 
graded building.  Based on the description of 14 Ellison Street in the Jubilee Park Study, Mr 
McConachy characterised the dwelling as “an unremarkable and very common weatherboard 
Californian Bungalow”.  He supported this position by identifying a range of alterations and 
additions to the dwelling including the construction of a carport. 

Ms Schmeder’s evidence largely agreed with Mr McConachy’s characterisation of 14 Ellison 
Street, however made the distinction that while ‘typical’ and better comparative examples 
existing, ‘typical’ buildings can be contributory within a precinct if they illustrate themes that 
make that precinct locally significant.  She opined: 

In this case, the Ellison Street precinct is one of a small number of streetscapes to have 
been built in the 1920’s, and to have preserved that built form. 

While noting the dwelling at 14 Ellison Street has been altered, and that the window, door 
and verandah changes reduced the level of intactness and integrity, Ms Schmeder considered 
these changes reversible (using 16 Ellison Street as an exemplar) and cited a number of other 
comparable examples where this had been achieved including 6 Ellison Street.  Ms Schmeder 
considered that integrity was a deciding factor (rather than intactness and condition) when 
considering whether a building contributes to a precinct’s significance.  She considered that 
the house still contributes to “an understanding of the interwar development of the street and 
Ringwood more generally” and recommended the Contributory grading remain. 

(iv) Discussion 

The Panel supports the evidence of Ms Schmeder and considers that the Ellison Street Precinct 
as exhibited achieves an appropriate threshold, satisfying Hercon Criterion A, D and E, to 
warrant the application of a Heritage Overlay as a precinct of local cultural heritage 
significance.  The precinct is contained within a readily appreciable, small pocket of interwar 
dwellings of consistent integrity and levels of intactness.  Along with the Haig and Kendall 
Street precinct, it is rare within Ringwood and the Maroondah municipality and represents 
the early suburban development of Ringwood associated with the establishment of the 
railway line. 

The Panel considers that a precinct made up of only one side of the street is not particularly 
unusual and that it is more important to ensure that the precinct has integrity rather than 
expanding it to include other dwellings, unless those dwellings display characteristics 
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consistent with those of the precinct.  This is not the case in this instance.  The Panel agrees 
with the approach adopted by the Jubilee Park Study, Council and Ms Schmeder to not extend 
the Ellison Street Precinct to include 5 or 11 Ellison Street.  To do so would diminish the 
integrity of the Precinct.  The Panel is of the view that the use of the NCO3 on the northern 
side of Ellison Street will ensure that the heritage values of the precinct can be appropriately 
respected in new built form. 

The Panel supports the methodology used in the Jubilee Park Study to determine building 
gradings (and endorsed by Ms Schmeder) based primarily on integrity rather than intactness 
or condition.  While it is apparent to the Panel that nearly all buildings in the existing and 
extended precinct have undergone some alteration and change, albeit to different levels, the 
dwellings at 6-12 Ellison Street all demonstrate building design attributes that contribute to 
the interwar character of the larger precinct.  This is true of 14 Ellison Street.  While that 
dwelling has undergone many changes, they are reversible and the building’s massing, roof 
form and materials articulate the wider precincts characteristics and era.  The inclusion of all 
sites on the south side of the street also ensures that any new development does not 
negatively impact on that character of the precinct as a whole. 

Council proposed several minor changes to the Ellison Street Precinct Statement of 
significance (Document 32) as summarised in Table 2 in section 1.6 and which have 
consequential changes to Clause 43.01 and 72.04 as identified in section 3.8 of this Report.  
These changes are supported by the Panel. 

(v) Conclusions and recommendations 

The Panel concludes: 

• That the expanded Ellison Street Precinct is of cultural heritage significance at the 
local level.  

• That the Jubilee Park Study augmented by the heritage evidence of Ms Schmeder 
provides sufficient strategic basis to justify the use of the Heritage Overlay as a 
planning tool for the expanded Ellison Street Precinct, Ringwood. 

• That 14 Ellison Street is appropriately graded ‘Contributory’ in the Ellison Street 
Precinct Statement of significance. 

• There is no strategic justification to extend HO98 to any other parts of Ellison Street 
as part of this Amendment. 

• Minor changes should be made to the Ellison Street Precinct Statement of 
significance to respond to the evidence of Ms Schmeder and identified in Council’s 
post exhibition proposed changes (Document 32) and as shown in the Panel 
preferred version of the Statement of Significance in Appendix D. 

The Panel recommends: 

 Amend the Ellison Street Precinct Statement of significance to remove the word 
‘EXTENSION’ from the Heritage Place title as shown in the Panel preferred version of 
the Statements of significance in Appendix D. 
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3.3 Haig Street Precinct 

Exhibited Statement of significance 

What is significant? 

The Haig Street Precinct, comprising 3-31 and 2-34 Haig Street, Ringwood, is significant. 

Number 19 Haig Street is significant within the precinct. 

Front fences, carports and garages within the precinct are not significant. 

How is it significant? 

The Haig Street precinct is of local historic, architectural and aesthetic significance to the City of 
Maroondah. 

Why is it significant? 

The Haig Street precinct is of historic significance in demonstrating the rapid residential development 
that occurred in Ringwood, particularly around the trainlines in the interwar and early post war years, 
following first, the arrival of the electrified rail line to the area and the ready supply of fresh water 
available from the newly completed O’Shannassy Dam, and later, the popularisation of the suburbs 
.(Criterion A) 

The Haig Street precinct is of further historic significance for its association with the Great War. As 
was common in new subdivisions in Melbourne in the 1920s, the street name selected had an 
association with the Great War. Haig Street was named after the British army officer, General 
Douglas Haig who had commanded the British forces on the Western Front during World War I. 
(Criterion A) 

The Haig Street precinct is a good representative example of a residential precinct from the 
interwar/early post World War 2 period. While demonstrating a consistent building type - the single 
storey, detached bungalow, the precinct is notable for demonstrating the range of styles applied to 
the bungalows in the interwar and early post World War 2 years. Visual cohesion is achieved in the 
precinct by the use of consistent front setbacks, material palette, and garden settings. The wide 
streets, nature strips and established streets (majority replanted) contribute to the aesthetic appeal 
of the precinct. The cohesive suburban streetscape retains its integrity despite, such as added 
carports, upper storey additions and garages through the similar style, scale form and materiality 
where the original designs are clearly distinguishable, but with some alterations evident. (Criterion D 
and E) 

19 Haig Street is an example of a bungalow built in the Moderne style. It features a semi-circular 
entry porch with rendered walls which are trimmed with tapestry brick. A rectangular opening on the 
curved edge has a wrought iron grilled in a diamond pattern. Soldier courses of tapestry brick feature 
around the window openings and across the façade. Two brick and render chimneys have stepped 
bases which protrude through the roof. The house is an excellent example of the Moderne style 
adapted to suit the modest housing of the area. (Criterion E) 

The dwellings at 5A, 2/14, 17, 2/23, 24, 25 and 2/30 Haig Street are identified as ‘non-
contributory’.  The dwelling at 19 Haig Street is identified as ‘individually significant’ while the 
remained of dwellings in the proposed precinct are identified ‘contributory’. 

(i) What is proposed? 

The Amendment proposes to apply a Heritage Overlay (HO140) over the identified Haig Street 
Precinct, Ringwood as shown in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5 Proposed Haig Street Precinct Heritage Overlay (HO140) 

 

(ii) Post exhibition changes 

In response to the heritage evidence, Council proposed changes to the exhibited Heritage 
Overlay maps to remove the properties on the south side of Haig Street between 8-24 from 
HO140 (as shown in Figure 6) and include them in the proposed NCO3. 

Figure 6 Council post-exhibition changes to the Haig Street Precinct Heritage Overlay (HO140)  

 

(iii) The issues 

17 objecting submissions including petitions (Submissions 5, 6, 10, 14, 22, 23, 32, 37, 40, 52, 
53, 54, 58, 59, 61, 62 and 63) and three supporting submissions (Submissions 16, 29 and 34) 
were received to the proposed Haig Street Precinct Heritage Overlay (HO140). 

The issues are: 

• Whether the Haig Street Precinct is of cultural heritage significance at the local level. 

• Whether the ‘Contributory’ gradings were appropriate. 

• Whether Non-contributory buildings should be removed from the precinct. 

• Whether the precinct extent should be reduced to exclude the properties on the 
south side of the street between 8-24 Haig Street and the properties between 2-6 
Haig Street. 
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(iv) Evidence and submissions 

Council submitted that the Haig Street Precinct met the appropriate threshold to warrant the 
Heritage Overlay as identified in the Jubilee Park Study. 

Ms Schmeder supported in part the application of the Haig Street Precinct Heritage Overlay.  
She did not support the inclusion of the properties on the south side of Haig Street between 
8–24 Haig Street within the precinct as detailed below.  Council adopted the evidence of Ms 
Schmeder in full and proposed to include these properties in NCO3 as part of its post-
exhibition changes. 

Ms Schmeder’s evidence identified that further research had shown that the majority of 
houses on the south side of Haig Street (between 8-24 Haig Street) were built in the 1950s.  
Ms Schmeder identified that while the post World War 2 (post war) and 1950’s buildings were 
of a similar type and style to the interwar examples they could play a contributory role to an 
interwar precinct.  However, she identified that in this instance the inclusion of a centrally 
located and distinct block of post war 1950’s dwellings required an appropriate level of 
comparison analysis to determine relative rarity or significance.  Ms Schmeder opined that the 
comparative analysis of the precinct contained in the Jubilee Park Study focused on the 
interwar period and not the post war, 1950’s period.  Her analysis of aerial photographs 
contained in her evidence suggested that the sort of 1950’s development that occurred in 
Haig Street (8-24) was not uncommon in the area.  Ms Schmeder considered that grading all 
eight properties as ‘Non-contributory’ and including them in a precinct was “very unusual”.  
She instead recommended removing the properties from HO140 but retaining the three 
interwar dwellings at numbers 2, 4 and 6 within the Heritage Overlay so as to maintain the 
overall significance of the precinct as an interwar precinct that is relatively rare in Ringwood.  
Ms Schmeder supported the integrated approach of using the Heritage Overlay with the NCO 
to ensure future development at 8-24 Haig Street would not jeopardise the heritage built form 
of the precinct.  With the removal of the 1950’s dwellings, she considered that the precinct 
was one of the largest groupings of interwar houses to survive in Ringwood and Maroondah. 

Submissions 10, 23, 37 and 59 did not support the application of HO140 suggesting that the 
dwellings at 18, 20-22 and 24 Haig Street were not distinctive and had been altered.  Ms 
Schmeder’s evidence supported the removal of these sites from HO140.  The submission from 
Mr and Mrs Marsh (Submission 37) supported the replacement of the HO140 with the NCO3 
although acknowledged that they did not fully understand what the NCO means in practice. 

Ms Heywood supported the retention of the Heritage Overlay over the properties between 8-
24 Haig Street and their designation as ‘Contributory’ as exhibited to provide appropriate 
control over demolition.  She considered these homes to be of importance in representing the 
streets historical development and encouraged Council to undertake a further assessment of 
them as part of the Municipal Wide Heritage Study.  In response to a question from Ms 
Heywood, Ms Schmeder agreed that these sites were worth further investigation as part of a 
heritage gap study. 

The National Trust supported the recommendations of Ms Schmeder and Council to replace 
the proposed HO140 for those properties with the NCO. 
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Several submissions (Submissions 5, 6, 10, 23 and 59) provided detailed analysis of the relative 
intactness and extent of alteration of the dwellings in Haig Street and identified concerns 
about grading, precinct integrity and boundaries and the apparent lack of consistency of 
building fabric.  Similar submissions were received from other Haig Street residents 
(Submissions 32, 37, 52, 58, 61, 63) in relation to the properties at 11, 15, 19, 28 and 32 Haig 
Street, citing dwelling alterations and levels of intactness or the lack of distinguishing features 
or heritage value. 

The submission from Ms Zhang (Submission 22 and Document 20) identified that the dwelling 
at 2 Haig Street had a number of structural issues and had been so significantly altered as to 
make it unrecognisable and inconsistent with the rest of Haig Street.  She submitted that the 
property did not meet the threshold for heritage significance but supported the application of 
the NCO.  She considered her dwelling to be a post war building and that it should also be 
excluded from HO140 for the same reasons as 8-24 Haig Street were proposed to be removed. 

Submissions 5 and 6 related to the property at 1/30 Haig Street which had a more recent 
dwelling constructed to its rear (2/30 Haig Street).  The detailed submissions opposed the 
identification of the property as a ‘Contributory’ building and its inclusion in HO140.  The 
submissions like many others for this precinct raised concerns about the methodology used 
for grading and the establishment of precinct boundaries and the level of comparative analysis 
to establish that the precinct had the level of heritage significance to warrant a Heritage 
Overlay.  Mr Krtolica (Submission 6) provided a further submission (Document 24) which 
further expanded on these concerns.  He identified concerns about the level of detail 
contained in the Jubilee Park Study about individual buildings to support grading and 
thresholds, particularly given the extent of changes recommended in Ms Schmeder’s 
evidence.  His submission included his own grading assessment of the Haig Street dwellings 
suggesting that “33 properties have substantial issues in their intactness and integrity”.  These 
concerns were shared by other submitters.  Mr Krtolica sought the inclusion of all of Haig 
Street (including 30 Haig) in the NCO3 rather than HO140. 

Submissions 53 and 62 related to the dwellings at 17 and 2/23 Haig Street which are identified 
as having a ‘Non-contributory’ grading and sought to have them removed from HO140.  Mr 
and Mrs Collier (Submission 53) presented a further detailed submission to the Panel 
(Document 25) which outlined the extensive alterations to the dwelling at 17 Haig Street.  The 
Collier submission sought the removal of the property from HO140 given anticipated issues 
with future changes to the dwelling to meet their needs and sought its inclusion in the NCO3 
instead.  The submission identified an option to break the Haig Street Precinct into two distinct 
interwar precincts separated by 17 and 8-24 Haig Street. 

Ms Schmeder’s evidence6 provided a response to the specifics of each opposing submission 
and on the level of intactness and integrity for each of the places referred to in submissions.  
This is not repeated in detail in this Report but is summarised in Table 5 (excluding the even 
numbered properties 8-24 Haig).  She recommended retention of all exhibited gradings in the 
statement of significance. 

                                                      
6 Pages 48-75 
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Table 5 Schmeder evidence summary for Haig Street properties 

Property  

(Submission) 
Schmeder evidence 

2 (S5, 22) Front extension legible due to asymmetric roofline and change in materials.  House 
is intact, retains good details and demonstrates the streets interwar development 

3 (S10, 23) Porch timber ladder frieze is a minor and reversible change. The house retains its 
integrity 

4 (S10, 23) Carport changes are reversible and do not change the heritage value of the house 

5 (S10, 23) Roof cladding replaced but porch roof form has not changed.  Form of house almost 
identical to State Savings Bank Type 19 

5A (S5) Does not contribute to streetscape and is graded Non-contributory.  Materials 
palette same as precinct, two storey form with setback does not dominate street 

9 (S10, 23) Front porch/pergola is a reversible alteration.  Rear extension roof form sits behind 
the ridge, with original roof form still legible.  Front façade intact and contributes to 
interwar character 

11 (S58) Dwelling is externally intact.  Asbestos-cement sheet cladding can be managed or 
replaced with modern cement sheet which would retain its Contributory grade 

13 (S10, 23) Alterations (porch and window hood additions) are acceptable for a contributory 
dwelling and are reversible 

15 (S5) Is an intact and classic example of a 1920s Californian Bungalow 

17 (S53) The 1930s house is graded Non-contributory because it has been so altered that it 
does not contribute to the interwar character of the area 

19 (S5, 52) Home considered ‘late interwar’ and contributes to precinct by demonstrating one 
of the principal architectural styles of this period.  Carport not visible in principle 
views of house and is setback far enough not to be obtrusive 

1/23 (S5) Front windows have been enlarged, front door replaced and chimney breast 
painted but is still clearly legible as a late interwar house through its massing and 
roof form 

2/23 (S62) Graded Non-contributory as it has no heritage value.  Inclusion in Heritage Overlay 
to avoid future intrusive development 

25 (S10, 23) Graded Non-contributory based on large second storey addition 

26 (S5) Other than new Colorbond roof and gabled shelter no indication house has been 
extensively altered and the integrity of it is very high 

27 (S5) Highly intact 1930s bungalow 

28 (S5, 32) Early 1920s house is modest and appears highly intact.  Rear extension is visible but 
barely visible from street and does not impact on Contributory value 

29 (S10, 23)  Front porch extension and support changes and carport construction while 
undesirable, the level of alteration is acceptable for a Contributory house and the 
porch sympathetic to the era 
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Property  

(Submission) 
Schmeder evidence 

1/30 (S5, 6) Later rear unit graded Non-contributory is single storey and of limited streetscape 
impact.  Contributory houses are often different roof claddings than original, this is 
acceptable and replaceable.  Rear skillion lean-tos are frequent elements of 
interwar houses and does not detract from streetscape.  The 1940s house is typical 
but this is not an impediment to it being Contributory.  Front gravel carpark and 
front fence have greater streetscape impact than dwellings 

32 (S5, 61) Excellent example of State Savings Bank Type 13 house with excellent integrity and 
appears to be highly intact 

Ms Schmeder acknowledged the observations in submission 6 that the ‘Haig Street’ name “has 
not been demonstrated to be of local significance” and recommended the reference be 
removed from the statement significance. 

(v) Discussion 

The Panel supports the evidence of Ms Schmeder and considers that the Haig Street Precinct 
(with the removal of the properties on the southern side of the street between 8-24 Haig 
Street) achieves an appropriate threshold, satisfying Hercon Criterion A, D and E, to warrant 
the application of a Heritage Overlay as a precinct of local cultural heritage significance. 

The precinct is contained within a readily appreciable pocket of interwar dwellings that with 
the small Kendall and Ellison Street Precincts are rare within Ringwood and the Maroondah 
municipality and represent the early suburban development of Ringwood associated with the 
establishment of the railway line. 

The exclusion of the post war, 1950s dwellings is considered appropriate based on the level 
of comparative analysis undertaken as part of the Jubilee Park Study.  As discussed in section 
3.7, the comparative analysis forms a critical part of the heritage assessment process.  As 
identified in Ms Schmeder’s evidence, the comparative analysis undertaken focused on the 
interwar period of Ringwood’s development.  There is insufficient evidence to suggest at this 
point in time that the 1950s era houses in Haig Street are particularly rare in Ringwood or 
Maroondah.  This is not to say that these dwellings have no heritage value.  They display many 
similar and complementary attributes to the interwar dwellings in terms of roof form, setbacks 
and materiality.  The Panel supports the further review of these dwellings possibly as part of 
the Municipal Wide Heritage Study Review.  The Panel considers that Councils integrated 
approach of using the Heritage Overlay with the NCO3 has merit in this instance as it will 
provide assistance in the management of future development of this pocket of Haig Street in 
a manner which will be respectful to the precinct’s heritage values.  The application of the 
NCO3 with the Heritage Overlay is discussed in Chapter 4. 

Many submissions focused on the condition of dwellings in Haig Street.  While this is 
understandable, the Panel supports the grading methodology applied in the Jubilee Park Study 
(and supported by Ms Schmeder) with its focus on integrity and levels of intactness.  This is 
consistent with PPN01.  While many of the dwellings in the precinct have undergone varying 
degrees of change, the majority (with the exception of the Non-contributory dwellings) are 
readily appreciable as interwar dwellings of medium to high levels of integrity and intactness.  
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As identified by Ms Schmeder, many of these changes are relatively minor and reversible or 
do not have a marked impact on the streetscape.  The Panel considers that the statement of 
significance appropriately attributes Contributory and Non-contributory gradings.  Ms 
Schmeder’s evidence was helpful in its more detailed analysis of submissions and properties 
within the precinct.  The Panel adopts her evidence in relation to the identification of 2 and 
1/30 Haig Street as having a Contributory grade within the precinct.  These dwellings still 
retain significant interwar features that reflect the heritage values of the precinct. 

Ms Schmeder appropriately distinguished the significant difference between assessing 
individual places for their local significance as opposed to their contributory value in a 
precinct.  The bar for intactness for example being far higher for individual places of 
significance.   To be included in a precinct, individual properties do not need to be outstanding 
exemplars to be contributory.  It is common for heritage precincts to comprise a high number 
of contributory places if those properties demonstrate the characteristics which make the 
precinct significant. 

It is not unusual for Heritage Overlay precincts to have gaps or contain a number of Non-
contributory places.  As discussed, the gaps created by the removal of the properties between 
8-24 Haig Street can be managed with the use of the NCO3.  There are only four Non-
contributory buildings included within the reduced precinct.  Two of these are located to the 
rear of existing dwellings and of limited streetscape impact.  The dwellings at 17 and 25 Haig 
have setbacks and other built form attributes that do not detract from the prevailing interwar 
character of the rest of the precinct.  The Panel supports the western boundary of the precinct 
excluding the 3 double storey townhouses at 1 Haig Street.  These recent dwelling do not 
demonstrate the interwar attributes of the precinct.  Being on the edge of the precinct, their 
exclusion has minimal impact on the precinct and provide little value as a buffer. 

The Panel supports the retention of the properties between 2-6 Haig Street (even numbers) 
within the precinct.  These properties display the interwar heritage characteristics of the rest 
of the precinct and have a strong visual relationship with the properties on the north side of 
the precinct and are among the first recognisable interwar dwellings in the street. 

As identified by Ms Schmeder, “there is no requirement for a Contributory building to be 
unusual or outstanding”.  Most of the dwellings in the precinct can be said to be ‘typical’ 
interwar dwellings that display a range of bungalow styles consistent with the eclectic nature 
of the interwar period.  However, it is this era of dwelling construction that is not well 
represented in Ringwood or Maroondah which makes these precinct groupings rare and of 
cultural heritage value. 

In addition to removing the even number properties between 8-24 Haig Street, Council 
proposed several minor changes to the Haig Street Precinct Statement of significance 
(Document 32) as summarised in Table 2 in section 1.6 and which have consequential changes 
to Clause 43.01 and 72.04 as identified in section 3.8 of this Report.  These changes are 
supported by the Panel. 
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(vi) Conclusions and recommendations 

The Panel concludes: 

• That 8-24 Haig Street (even numbers) should be removed from HO140 and the Haig 
Street Precinct Statement of significance updated accordingly. 

• That the Haig Street Precinct (with the removal of the properties at 8-24 Haig Street) 
is of cultural heritage significance at the local level. 

• That the properties at 2-6 Haig Street (even numbers) should remain within HO140.  

• That ‘Contributory’ grade is appropriately applied to properties in the Haig Street 
Precinct as identified in the exhibited statement of significance. 

• The Non-contributory dwellings should remain within the Haig Street Precinct. 

• That the Jubilee Park Study augmented by the heritage evidence of Ms Schmeder 
provides sufficient strategic basis to justify the use of the Heritage Overlay as a 
planning tool for the Haig Street Precinct, Ringwood. 

• Further minor changes should be made to the Haig Street Precinct Statement of 
significance to respond to the evidence of Ms Schmeder and identified in Council’s 
post exhibition proposed changes (Document 32) and as shown in the Panel 
preferred version of the statement of significance in Appendix D with additional 
updated mapping to exclude 8-24 Haig Street from the precinct’s boundary. 

The Panel recommends: 

 Abandon applying the Heritage Overlay (HO140) to the properties between 8-24 Haig 
Street (even numbers), Ringwood. 

 Amend the Haig Street Precinct Statement of significance to: 
a)  remove references to the properties between 8-24 Haig Street (even 

numbers), Ringwood 
b) delete the paragraph linking the precinct significance to the Great War and 

General Douglas Haig as shown in the Panel preferred version of the 
Statement of significance in Appendix D 

c) redraw the map so that the precinct boundary excludes 8-24 Haig Street 
(even numbers). 
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3.4 Kendall Street Precinct 

Exhibited Statement of significance 

What is significant? 

The Kendall Street precinct, comprising 20-32 and 21-35 Kendall Street, Ringwood is significant. 

How is it significant? 

The Kendall Street precinct is of local historic, architectural and aesthetic significance to the City of 
Maroondah. 

Why is it significant? 

The Kendall Street precinct is of historic significance as evidence of the residential development that 
occurred in Ringwood in the interwar years, following the electrification of the railway line and the 
supply of fresh water from the newly completed O’Shannassy Dam. (Criterion A) 

The Kendall Street precinct is a representative example of a residential precinct from the interwar 
period. There is a consistency in building form, materiality and detailing that contributes to the 
homogenous character of the precinct. The precinct is comprised of modest timber bungalows, 
mostly from the 1930-40s. Groups of similar houses occur, suggesting they were built by one builder 
or to a standardised design. The primary architectural character of the precinct is the single storey, 
detached bungalow with a projecting wing to one side, a central entry porch and a tiled hipped roof. 
Timber is the dominant material with one example in brick. Windows typically are tripartite timber 
framed double sash windows. Number 22 has leadlight to the upper sashes. Primary aesthetic 
interest is derived from detailing of the entry porch of each house. Detailing varies between each 
dwelling and includes motifs and elements from the various interwar styles including: gabled 
parapets, pointed arched openings, columns and pillars, and tapestry brick motifs and edging 
(Criterion D) 

The interwar suburban streetscape is intact within the precinct, with garden settings, nature strips 
and street plantings of Melaleuca, with a row of three mature Liquidambar on the west side; the latter 
appear to date from the 1930s-50s. (Criterion D and E) 

All buildings in the extended precinct are identified as ‘contributory’. 

(i) What is proposed? 

The Amendment proposes to apply a Heritage Overlay (HO141) over the identified Kendall 
Street Precinct, Ringwood as shown in Figure 7. 

Figure 7 Proposed Kendall Street Precinct Heritage Overlay (HO141) 
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(ii) The issues 

Four opposing submissions (Submissions 1, 44, 64 and 66) and four supporting submission 
(Submission 27, 29, 34 and 57) were received to the proposed Kendall Street Precinct Heritage 
Overlay (HO141). 

The issues are: 

• Whether the Kendall Street Precinct is of cultural heritage significance at the local 
level. 

• Whether 27 Kendall should be graded as ‘Contributory’ or ‘Non-Contributory’. 

• Whether the precinct should be extended to the north. 

(iii) Evidence and submissions 

Council submitted that the Kendall Street Precinct met the appropriate threshold to warrant 
a Heritage Overlay as identified in the Jubilee Park Study. 

Ms Schmeder supported the proposed Kendall Street Precinct Heritage Overlay subject to 
minor changes to the statement of significance to clarify the grading of 27 Kendall Street.  
Council adopted the evidence of Ms Schmeder in full. 

Submissions 1, 43 and 66 opposed the Heritage Overlay on the basis that the dwellings at 26 
and 33 Kendall were in poor condition, lacked heritage qualities and did not contribute to the 
heritage character of the street.  Mr and Mrs Revell (submission 64) identified significant 
structural issues associated with subsidence under the dwelling at 22 Kendall Street.  Mr Revell 
submitted that the dwelling had not been able to be occupied for over three years and that 
considerable expense had already been occurred endeavouring to underpin the dwelling.  He 
considered that the dwelling could not be feasibly saved and needed to be demolished and a 
new home constructed.  He opposed the Heritage Overlay on the basis that this outcome 
might not be able to be achieved. 

Ms Schmeder suggested that while these dwellings had undergone alterations, they were 
largely intact and in good condition (26 Kendall) or retained heritage fabric and were able to 
be restored (33 Kendall).  Both dwellings were considered to be 1930’s bungalows that were 
in keeping with the valued character of the southern portion of the Street. 

Ms Schmeder opined that the focus of establishing the appropriateness of heritage controls 
at the Amendment stage was focused on the integrity of a place rather than its condition, 
except in “extreme cases of dilapidation where demolition is an inevitable outcome”.  She did 
not consider that that that case had been demonstrated for 22 Kendall Street. 

Submission 44 (27 Kendall) opposed the Heritage Overlay, identifying that the house was not 
in its original state.  The evidence of Ms Schmeder identified that the exhibited statement of 
significance identified 27 Kendall as graded both ‘Contributory’ and ‘Non-contributory’.  She 
opined that the property did not appear to be a pre-1922 house and had been so heavily 
altered that its “interwar form is no longer legible, and the early post-war alterations of no 
architectural value”.  She agreed that the property was appropriately graded Non-
contributory. 

Submission 57 supported the extension of HO141 to all of Kendall Street.  This position was 
also supported by Ms Moore of 11 Kendall Street (Submission 27) although her submission 
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sought the specific identification of her Edwardian era house in a Heritage Overlay and the 
extension of the NCO over the northern portion of the street. 

In response to a question from Ms Moore, Ms Scott indicated that the Scoping Study had 
excluded the northern portion of Kendall Street from the potential precinct as its character 
had been eroded, it was not cohesive and contained vacant sites and large developments. 

Ms Schmeder indicated that, while 11 Kendall Street possessed relatively high integrity, it had 
only a moderate level of intactness and was not rare and therefore unlikely to satisfy Hercon 
Criterion B, D or E or meet the threshold for a site specific heritage control.  She identified that 
other more intact examples already existed in the municipality, at 18 Warrandyte Road 
Ringwood (HO74) and 331 Mt Dandenong Road, Croydon (HO114) for example.  Ms Schmeder 
however, agreed that the house’s possible association with builder Harry Peake and 
potentially one of the earliest houses in the Ringwood Estate was worthy of further 
assessment.  Council noted that the Municipal Wide Heritage Study provided an opportunity 
to further review 11 Kendall Street. 

(iv) Discussion 

The Panel supports the evidence of Ms Schmeder and considers that the Kendall Street 
Precinct as exhibited achieves an appropriate threshold, satisfying Hercon Criterion A, D and 
E, to warrant the application of a Heritage Overlay as a precinct of local cultural heritage 
significance. 

Like the Ellison and Haig Street precincts, the Kendall Street Precinct is contained within a 
coherent, small pocket of interwar dwellings of consistent integrity and levels of intactness.  
As identified in the Jubilee Park Study and particularly within the evidence of Ms Schmeder, 
such a consistent grouping of interwar buildings is rare in Ringwood and the wider Maroondah 
municipality and has an important association with the early development of Ringwood. 

While it is apparent to the Panel that most buildings in the proposed precinct have undergone 
some alteration and change, much of this change is reversible and all dwellings (with the 
exception of 27 Kendall Street) demonstrate the heritage attributes that contribute to the 
interwar character of the precinct. 

The Panel considers that the exhibited extent of the precinct is appropriate and should not be 
extended to include the northern portion of the street closer to the station.  Having walked 
the precinct, the Panel notes that the southern portion of Kendall Street is cohesive and 
readily appreciated for its interwar era character and built form (setbacks, roof form and 
materiality).  The northern portion of the precinct has undergone more recent development 
and comprises a mix of built forms.  The notable exception is 11 Kendall Street.  While it has 
been highly altered, it is distinguished from the other buildings on the northern end of the 
street because of its Edwardian characteristics.  Ms Schmeder’s recommendation to 
undertake a further assessment of the dwelling to see if it warrants a local level heritage 
overlay is considered appropriate.  During the Hearing, the Panel identified that the expansion 
of the Kendall Street Precinct or the inclusion of additional individual properties were not 
within the scope of the Amendment and could be potentially transformative. 

The Panel agrees with Council and Ms Schmeder that the dwelling at 27 Kendall is 
appropriately graded ‘Non-contributory’ (as intended) to the heritage values of the Kendall 
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Street Precinct with much of its original fabric and form absent or difficult to appreciate.  
Inclusion of the site in the precinct however, will ensure that any new development will be 
sympathetic and contribute to the precinct’s heritage values. 

The Panel acknowledges the concerns of Mr and Mrs Revell regarding the condition of their 
dwelling.  As discussed in section 3.8, issues of building condition are more appropriately dealt 
with at the planning permit stage. 

Council proposed several minor changes to the Kendall Street Precinct Statement of 
significance (Document 32) as summarised in Table 2 in section 1.6 and which have 
consequential changes to Clause 43.01 and 72.04 as identified in section 3.8 of this Report.  
These changes are supported by the Panel. 

(v) Conclusions and recommendations 

The Panel concludes: 

• That the Kendall Street Precinct is of cultural heritage significance at the local level. 

• That the Jubilee Park Study augmented by the heritage evidence of Ms Schmeder 
provides sufficient strategic basis to justify the use of the Heritage Overlay as a 
planning tool for the Kendall Street Precinct, Ringwood. 

• That 27 Kendall Street is appropriately graded ‘Contributory’ in the Kendall Street 
Precinct Statement of significance. 

• There is no strategic justification to extend HO141 to any other parts of Kendall Street 
or applying a heritage Overlay to 11 Kendall Street as part of this Amendment. 

• Minor changes should be made to the Kendall Street Precinct Statement of 
significance to respond to the evidence of Ms Schmeder and identified in Council’s 
post exhibition proposed changes (Document 32) and as shown in the Panel 
preferred version of the statement of significance in Appendix D. 

The Panel recommends: 

 Amend the Kendall Street Precinct Statement of significance to identify 27 Kendall 
Street as ‘Non-Contributory’ as shown in the Panel preferred version of the 
Statement of significance in Appendix D. 
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3.5 5 Caroline Street, Ringwood 

Exhibited Statement of significance 

 

 

What is significant? 

The house at 5 Caroline Street, Ringwood, built in 1925-26, is significant. The modern additions of 
glazed panels in porch wall, carport and front fence are not significant. 

How is it significant? 

The house at 5 Caroline Street, Ringwood is of local architectural significance to the City of 
Maroondah. 

Why is it significant? 

The house at 5 Caroline Street, Ringwood exhibits a number of characteristics typical of the 
Californian Bungalow style. The style was popular in Ringwood and surrounding suburbs during the 
Interwar years when a number of housing estates were developed in Ringwood and in the Maroondah 
area more generally. (Criterion D) 

Characteristics associated with the Californian Bungalow style include: a low pitched gabled roof 
form, with a secondary gabled roof over a projecting front porch; Marseille patterned roof tiles, with 
wide eaves and exposed rafter ends; timber brackets below the shingled gable; half brick 
porch/verandah piers with tapered rendered sections above, and soldier brickwork to the upper 
edges; a combination of natural materials arranged to provide visual interest including timber shingles 
to the gables, and half brick walls with rough cast rendered sections above; boxed double-hung sash 
windows with diamond patterned leadlight to the upper sashes; two square rendered chimneys with 
a brick soldier course to the upper edge. (Criterion D) 

(i) What is proposed? 

The Amendment proposes to apply a Heritage Overlay (HO142) to 5 Caroline Street, 
Ringwood. 

(ii) The issues 

The issues are: 

• Whether 5 Caroline Street is of cultural heritage significance at the local level. 

• Whether the statement of significance for 5 Caroline Street should be amended to 
clarify more recent extensions are not significant. 
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(iii) Evidence and submissions 

Ms Heywood (Submission 29A and Document 5) supported the application of HO142 to 5 
Caroline Street, Ringwood as the owner of that property, but sought changes to the exhibited 
statement of significance to ensure that recent rear additions to the dwelling were not 
identified as significant. 

Council adopted the evidence of Ms Schmeder which supported the application of HO142 and 
proposed changes to the statement of significance to identify recent extensions to the 
dwelling as not being significant in the descriptions of ‘What is significant’7.  These changes 
were supported by Ms Heywood. 

(iv) Discussion 

The Panel adopts the evidence of Ms Schmeder and considers that 5 Caroline Street is of local 
cultural heritage significance and meets Hercon threshold Criterion D. 

The Panel supports the changes to the statement of significance identified in Ms Schmeder’s 
evidence to clarify that the more recent additions to the rear of the dwelling are not 
significant. 

Ms Schmeder’s evidence also suggests that a more recent photo of the place be included in 
the statement of significance given the more recent (and positive) removal of the glazing that 
enclosed the return verandah8.  This minor addition is also supported to ensure the statement 
of significance accurately describes the current state of the residence. 

(v) Conclusions and recommendations 

The Panel concludes: 

• That 5 Caroline Street, Ringwood is of cultural heritage significance at the local level. 

• That the Jubilee Park Study augmented by the heritage evidence of Ms Schmeder 
provides sufficient strategic basis to justify the use of the Heritage Overlay as a 
planning tool for 5 Caroline Street, Ringwood. 

• Minor changes should be made to the 5 Caroline Street Statement of significance to 
respond to the evidence of Ms Schmeder as shown in the Panel preferred version of 
the statement of significance in Appendix D. 

The Panel recommends: 

 That the 5 Caroline Street, Ringwood Statement of significance be amended to 
identify the rear extensions as not significant as shown in the Panel preferred version 
of the Statement of significance in Appendix D and replacing the dwelling photo with 
that included in Ms Schmeder’s evidence. 

  

                                                      
7 Page 25 
8 Page 25 
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3.6 18 James Street, Ringwood 

Exhibited Statement of significance 

 

 

What is significant? 

18 James Street, Ringwood, built 1927-28, is significant. The timber garage is also significant. 

How is it significant? 

18 James Street, Ringwood is of local architectural significance to the City of Maroondah. 

Why is it significant? 

The house at 18 James Street, Ringwood exhibits a number of characteristics typical of the 
Californian Bungalow style. The style was popular in Ringwood and surrounding suburbs during the 
interwar years when a number of housing estates were developed in Ringwood and in the Maroondah 
area more generally. The addition of the ‘matching’ garage, from a later, but contemporary period 
enhances the significance.  Characteristics associated with the Californian Bungalow style include: 
a simple transverse form enclosed by a low pitched gabled roof, clad in patterned Marseilles tiles; 
wide eaves and exposed rafter ends; a generous front porch located across the front of the house, 
and enclosed by a separate wide gabled roof form which faces the street; verandah details including 
paired timber posts over brick piers, an arched timber ladder frieze, and a simple timber balustrade; 
timber shingles to the front facing gable; two squared brick chimneys are located either side of the 
roof ridge on the southern side of the house; identical timber double hung sash windows with six 
panes to the upper sashes, located on either side of the entry; and paired timber entry doors located 
centrally across the façade. (Criterion D) 

(i) What is proposed? 

The Amendment proposes to apply a Heritage Overlay (HO144) to 18 James Street, Ringwood.  
The Amendment proposes to identify the demolition of the timber garage at the rear of the 
house as an outbuilding that is not exempt from notice provisions and review rights. 
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(ii) Post exhibition changes 

In response to the heritage evidence, Council’s identified post-exhibition changes proposed 
to replace the HO144 with the NCO3. 

(iii) The issues 

The issues are: 

• Whether 18 James Street, Ringwood is of cultural heritage significance at the local 
level. 

(iv) Evidence and submissions 

Ms Starling and Mr Smith (Submission 35 and Document 18) questioned the inclusion of 18 
James Street (including the garage structure) as an individually significant place based on the 
extent of additions to the dwelling, structural integrity of the garage and the consistency of 
application of the outbuilding permit exemptions across the proposed individually significant 
places.  The submission (Document 18) contained a structural engineering report on the 
integrity of the garage structure. 

Council adopted the evidence of Ms Schmeder that 18 James Street does not reach the 
threshold of local significance based on modern faux Federation style additions to the front 
façade (including the verandah timber frieze and balustrading) that impacted on its level of 
intactness.  She considered that the dwelling compared with a standardised State Savings 
Bank bungalow design which were common in Ringwood. 

(v) Discussion 

The Panel accepts the evidence of Ms Schmeder that 18 James Street does not meet Hercon 
threshold Criterion A, D and E to a sufficient level to warrant the application of a Heritage 
Overlay as a place of individual local cultural heritage significance. 

The Panel considers however that the dwelling does have features that characterise the 
building form of the southern portion of James Street and supports the inclusion of the 
property in NCO3.  This is discussed in Chapter 4. 

(vi) Conclusions and recommendations 

The Panel concludes: 

• That 18 James Street, Ringwood does not meet the threshold of a place of individual 
local cultural heritage significance. 

• HO144 should not be applied. 

The Panel recommends: 

 That HO144 not be applied to 18 James Street, Ringwood. 
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3.7 Other issues 

(i) 20 Caroline Street 

No submission was made regarding 20 Caroline Street however, Council’s post exhibition 
changes made in response to the heritage evidence (Document 32) proposed to amend the 
statement of significance to: 

• delete references to the front fence in ‘What is significant’ and ‘Why is it significant’ 

• replace the words “Yes – brick and steel pipe fence” with “No” under ‘Planning 
Control Recommendations’ for ‘Outbuildings and fences exemptions”. 

The Panel was invited by Council to make recommendations about its proposed post-
exhibition changes which also included a consequential change to the Heritage Overlay 
Schedule. 

The Panel observed that the fence which was in place when the Jubilee Park Study was 
prepared has now largely been removed.  The Panel considers that Council’s proposed 
changes in response to Ms Schmeder’s evidence are both logical and minor in nature and does 
not transform the Amendment. 

The Panel recommends: 

 Amend the 20 Caroline Street, Ringwood Statement of significance to remove 
references to the front fence as shown in the Panel preferred version of the 
Statement of significance in Appendix D. 

(ii) Extent of comparative analysis 

A number of submissions (Submissions 5, 6 and 33) questioned the level of comparative 
analysis undertaken to support the application of the Heritage Overlay. 

PPN01 identifies that a comparative analysis is a key step in establishing a threshold to 
determine a place’s heritage value and comparative standing.  This position has been 
consistently supported by previous panels.   The Panel had an initial concern about the level 
of comparative analysis identified in the Jubilee Park Study based on the reliance on a desk 
top analysis of existing places in Ringwood and the wider municipality that were in a Heritage 
Overlay.  In the Panel’s view, this potentially limited the field of comparative examples and 
artificially lifting the level of rarity.  Ms Schmeder’s evidence confirmed these concerns and 
considered that where few examples exist in Heritage Overlays the “assessor must look further 
afield” and that a rigorous approach involves the viewing of such places. 

The Panel found Ms Schmeder’s evidence particularly helpful in establishing a more expansive 
comparative analysis to enable an appropriate basis on which to consider the relative 
significance of the proposed Heritage Overlays.  Her analysis was informed by site visits of the 
proposed precincts and the wider study area and other places in the municipality (including 
Ringwood, Ringwood East, Ringwood North and Croydon).  This analysis enabled her to make 
a number of conclusions about the type and distribution of interwar houses and establish a 
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comparative basis for the proposed precincts9.  The Panel considers her analysis to be 
appropriately rigorous and reliable to satisfy PPN01. 

Ms Heywood’s submission on behalf of the Jubilee Park Residents Group provided additional 
anecdotal information (including the observations of local historian Richard Carter) about the 
relative rarity of the identified interwar streets in Jubilee Park within Ringwood and the wider 
Municipality.  The submissions of Heywood and the National Trust provided further 
comparative context in the application the Heritage Overlay in other municipalities near 
railway stations. 

(iii) Social and economic considerations 

Several submissions (for example Submissions 1, 20, 43 and 44) raised concerns regarding the 
potential financial implications of the Heritage Overlay on property values.  These issues were 
also raised in relation to the application of the NCO3 and NRZ. 

Both the Act and PPN46 require the assessment of social and economic impacts of an 
Amendment.  The Panel notes that while PPN46 identifies the ways in which social and 
economic (and environmental) impacts can be assessed, there is no particular guidance about 
the level of detail required.  The Panel considers that the level of social and economic analysis 
of the impacts of the Amendment undertaken by as part of the development of the Jubilee 
Park Study was minimal and there was limited reference to it in the Explanatory Report. 

While Council advised that it had considered the wider social and economic impacts of the 
Amendment, Council’s submission focused on establishing that the economic impacts on 
individual land owners were not relevant at the Amendment stage, citing various panel 
reports.  Council’s submission did not fully explore the positive benefits associated with the 
Amendment. 

While the limited demonstrable social and economic impact analysis is potentially 
problematic, the Panel considers that the level of analysis required should relate to what is 
being proposed by the Amendment.  In this case, the Amendment applies Heritage Overlay 
controls to three relatively small precincts and three individual sites (in its proposed amended 
form).  As a result, it is considered that a detailed exercise of understanding and balancing the 
various social and economic benefits of the proposal is not particularly determinative.  The 
Panel also acknowledges that Council’s post exhibition changes remove the proposed Heritage 
Overlay from 10 properties (16 James Street and 6-24 Haig Street). 

In her evidence in chief, Ms Schmeder identified that the Jubilee Park Study had not addressed 
the social and economic impacts of the proposed Heritage Overlay Amendment however, she 
considered that given the modest precinct areas proposed that the Amendment was likely to 
have a positive social benefit.  The National Trust suggested that the application of the 
Heritage Overlay would provide a range of positive benefits including establishing a sense of 
place and community, enhancing liveability and aesthetics and leaving a legacy for future 
generations to appreciate the history of a place’s development. 

The Heritage Overlay is considered appropriate to apply in small, distinct precincts close to 
the railway line as these areas were developed earlier than much of the remainder of the 

                                                      
9 Document 5, Page 7 
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municipality and demonstrated particular characteristics of early development in Ringwood 
and the municipality.  The Panel does not consider that applying the Heritage Overlay in 
precincts will compromise the broader housing and activity centre policy objectives of the 
Planning Policy Framework. 

The Panel considers that the potential impacts, including impacts on future development of 
any property affected by the Heritage Overlay will be relatively short-term impacts with the 
broader community benefit of retaining a precinct of cultural heritage significance having a 
more enduring impact.  The Amendment delivers an outcome that is consistent with the 
objectives of the Act and Planning Policy Framework, Municipal Strategic Statement and Local 
Planning Policy which aim to conserve heritage places within Melbourne and the municipality. 

(iv) Restricting development opportunities 

A number of submissions (including 5, 6, 37, 44, 52, 58, 59, 61 and 64) identified that the 
application of the Heritage Overlay would limit future development opportunity, add 
additional costs associated with maintenance or having to obtain planning permits for 
additions or alterations as properties age or need to respond to structural issues.  Submission 
53 raised similar concerns about the restrictive nature of the Heritage Overlay and the 
potential for VCAT disputes. 

Council acknowledged that the Heritage Overlay introduces another layer of control over 
property owners by imposing permit triggers and relevant considerations.  The Panel 
considers that the Heritage Overlay is necessary to ensure that heritage values are recognised 
and appropriately managed.  Applying the Heritage Overlay to sites establishes the need to 
take heritage values into account rather than precluding development.  This process allows 
issues of property condition and integrity to be more fully considered in the context of a 
development proposal. 

The Panel agrees with Council’s observation that their: 

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

(v) Role of the Jubilee Park Study document 

The need to update the Jubilee Park Study in response to the evidence of Ms Schmeder and 
the role of the document within the Planning Scheme was the subject of some discussion with 
Council towards the end of the Hearing.  Council invited the Panel to comment on this matter. 

The Amendment Explanatory Report indicated that the Jubilee Park Study was to be a 
reference document (‘Background document’ using the VC148 format provision terminology) 
however the exhibited Clause 21.4 (Heritage) did not refer to the document.  The only 
identification to the Study was as part of the full title of the individual statements of 
significance included in the exhibited schedules to Clause 43.01 and 72.04.  This effectively 
gave the Study the role of an Incorporated document.  The Panel notes that the Jubilee Park 
Study contains extensive material that is urban character focused and not heritage related.  
Council however, has not proposed that the document be referenced anywhere within the 
Maroondah Planning Scheme to assist with decision making on urban design matters. 
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Planning Practice Note 13 Incorporated and Background Documents, September 2018 
provides extensive guidance on the role and use of incorporated and background (reference) 
documents and the respective weight given to them.  Incorporated documents are identified 
as being “essential to the proper functioning of the planning scheme and decision making” 
such as a Code of Practice or a document which guides the exercise of discretion, while 
background documents are intended to “provide information to assist in understanding the 
context within which a particular policy or provision has been framed”. 

Council proposed as part of its post exhibition changes (Document 31) to remove reference 
to the Jubilee Park Study from the titles of the individual statements of significance.  The Panel 
agrees with those changes. 

Based on its content, the Panel considers that the Jubilee Park Study does not perform the 
role of an incorporated document. 

In its current form, the Jubilee Park Study is inappropriate to be a reference (or background 
document) as it contains information and findings inconsistent with Council’s proposed post-
exhibition versions of the statements of significance.  To include it in this form would create 
inconsistencies and confusion. 

Council advised the Panel that they proposed to further amend Clause 21.04 to include 
reference to an updated version of the Study which reflected the evidence of Ms Schmeder.  
A revised Clause 21.04 was not provided to the Panel as Council had yet to determine what 
the revised document would be titled and the manner in which it would be updated.  Council 
identified several options for how this might be done. 

Whether the Jubilee Park Study should be a reference document depends largely on the value 
of the document and whether it contains important or useful information to inform future 
decision making. 

The Panel considers that the primary content of the Jubilee Park Study relating to heritage is 
contained within the proposed statements of significance and the Heritage Overlay controls 
applied to implement it.  The rest of the document provides context to the methodology of 
the Study and comparative assessment for the precincts and places as they relate to Ringwood 
and the broader municipality but contains little else to assist decision making.  The Panel 
considers that the primary purpose of the Study was to establish the relative heritage 
significance of precincts and places in the Jubilee Park neighbourhood.  Through the 
application of the Heritage Overlay to those identified places, it has largely done its job and 
adds little further value to the Planning Scheme. 

The Panel notes that the other reference documents included in Clause 21.04 are municipal 
wide in scope which is considered appropriate for a Municipal Strategic Statement, rather 
than the inclusion of more localised assessments. 

The upcoming Municipal Wide Heritage Review is an example of a study which might be more 
appropriately referenced in this clause particularly if it identifies further work.  The Panel 
notes that the migration of all planning schemes to the new Planning Policy Framework as 
part of the implementation of Amendment VC148 will result in reference documents being 
identified as background documents and located in a separate part of the planning scheme to 
policy provisions anyway. 
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The Panel concludes that the inclusion of an updated Jubilee Park Study as a reference 
document in Clause 21.04 serves no purpose and is unnecessary. 

No submissions were made in relation to the proposed minor changes to the exhibited Clause 
21.04 (Heritage).  The Panel considers that the exhibited changes are minor and assist with 
policy legibility.  The Panel supports the exhibited version of Clause 21.04 without the further 
inclusion of the updated Jubilee Park Study as a reference document. 

The Panel recommends: 

 Adopt Clause 21.04 as exhibited without the identification of the Jubilee Park 
Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study as a reference document. 

3.8 Amendment documentation 

(i) Schedule changes to Clause 43.01 and Clause 72.04 

Council’s post-exhibition changes (Document 32) proposed amendments to the exhibited 
schedules to Clause 43.01 and 72.04 to: 

• remove references to the Jubilee Park Study documents 

• remove reference to 18 James Street, Ringwood 

• use consistent references to the titles of the statements of significance. 

Council also clarified that is was intended that external paint controls were not intended to 
apply to the Ellison Street precinct as some versions of the exhibited schedule identified. 

The Panel supports these changes and considers them minor but appropriate for consistency.  
The Panel notes however that the Document 32 versions of the schedules still contain minor 
reference errors and inconsistencies with the format adopted for other heritage places in the 
schedule to Clause 43.01.  The Panel has identified recommended changes in the Panel 
preferred version of schedules in addition to those proposed by Council (Appendix E). 

The Panel notes that the post-exhibition version of the Heritage Overlay Schedule provided by 
Council removes the reference to the interim control provision references for the proposed 
Heritage Overlays.  The Panel’s Appendix E version uses this format but notes that this may 
need to be further resolved with DELWP at the next stage of the Amendment process. 

The Panel observed Council’s post-exhibition version of the Heritage Overlay Schedule also 
sought to renumber HO145 (22 James Street) as HO144 following the proposed deletion of 18 
James Street from the Heritage Overlay.  The Panel has not identified this change within the 
Panel preferred version of the Heritage Overlay schedule in Appendix E.  While the Panel does 
not have a major concern with this change, there is a potential for confusion and the need for 
consequential changes to the statement of significance for 22 James Street and the Heritage 
Overlay mapping that Council will need to resolve with DELWP at the next stage of the 
Amendment process. 

Council’s submission identified that the exhibited Heritage Overlay Schedule requires the 
insertion of a new heading “1.0 Application requirements” followed by the words “none 
specified” to ensure that it is consistent with the new format schedule introduced through 
Amendment VC148.  While Council did not identify this change in its post-exhibition 
documents (Document 32) the Panel supports that addition. 
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The Panel recommends: 

 Amend the schedules to Clauses 43.01 and 72.04 to remove reference to 18 James 
Street and make other changes to the statement of significance references as shown 
in the Panel preferred version of the schedules in Appendix E. 

(ii) Statements of significance 

In addition to the recommended changes to the statements of significance identified in 
sections 3.2 to 3.5 and 3.7 of this Report, Council’s post-exhibition changes in Document 32 
proposed to remove the reference to the Jubilee Park Study under ‘Primary source’ in each of 
the statements of significance (this is the only change proposed for the 22 James Street 
Statement of significance other than a potential HO renumbering).  This change is supported 
by the Panel (and included in the Panel preferred version of statements of significance 
contained in Appendix D) on the basis that the identified source document is inconsistent with 
the evidence of Ms Schmeer and Council’s proposed post-exhibition changes to statements of 
significance and the Panel’s recommendation that its use as a reference document is 
unnecessary. 

The Panel observed that the Council post-exhibition version of the three precinct statements 
of significance (Document 32) are inconsistent in the use of the map figure legend identifying 
the abbreviated forms of building gradings (for example the inconsistent use of parenthesis 
“C” or C, “NC” or NC) or precinct boundary designation (for example the Haig Street Precinct 
map legend refers to the “proposed” boundary).  The Panel’s preferred versions in Appendix 
D do not make all these changes.  The Panel considers these are minor corrections that should 
be made by Council for consistency and legibility in the event it adopts the Amendment. 



Maroondah Planning Scheme Amendment C116  Panel Report  24 September 2019 

 

Page 53 of 125 

 

4 Neighbourhood Character Overlay 

4.1 What is proposed? 

The Amendment proposes to apply a NCO3 over the land shown in Figure 8. 

Figure 8 Proposed NCO3 

 

The exhibited Schedule includes the following statement of neighbourhood character: 

The Jubilee Park neighbourhood character area in Ringwood forms part of a larger 
historic residential area, which was subdivided and first developed in the 1920s. It is 
significant within Maroondah as a rare example of residential development from the inter 
war period. 

Ellison Street, which terminates with views of the original Ringwood Primary School 
building was originally an orchard, then subdivided as part of the ‘Ringwood Township 
Estate’. James Street formed part of the historic ‘Ringwood Railway Estate’. These 
streets and the broader neighbourhood is characterised by historic timber bungalows 
and simple inter war dwellings, constructed from the 1920s through to the 1950s. 

The character area itself is notable for its interwar streetscapes, and the consistency of 
low scale, older style dwellings with tiled, pitched or gable roofs. Timber is the 
predominant building material and the modest, detached homes are located in spacious 
and well vegetated garden settings. The consistency of built form and setbacks creates 
a uniformity within the character area, and this cohesion is further enhanced by the 
existence of regular street trees, grassy nature strips and low front fences. 

The exhibited Schedule identifies five neighbourhood character objectives: 

• To ensure that the consistent architectural and residential character of Jubilee Park 
is retained and enhanced, without replication of historic built form. 

• To encourage the retention of older weatherboard dwellings that contribute to the 
neighbourhood character of the area. 

• To complement and strengthen the historic and predominant use of timber 
throughout the area. 
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• To maintain the consistent siting of dwellings, allowing for a generous and well 
vegetated front garden, and side setbacks that allow for planting. 

• To ensure that new dwellings and extensions to dwellings are an appropriate scale 
relative to the scale of surrounding homes, and that front fences are low and 
appropriate to the era of the dwelling. 

As exhibited, the NCO3 requires a planning permit for all buildings and works including 
swimming pools and outbuildings associated with or normal to a dwelling, and the demolition 
or removal of a building. 

The proposed schedule does not propose any modifications to Clause 54 or 55 standards 
(‘ResCode’ provisions for single and multiple dwelling proposals). 

The proposed schedule includes eight decision guidelines to be considered by a responsible 
authority when determining a planning permit application: 

• The extent to which any buildings and works contribute to the historic neighbourhood 
character of the broader Jubilee Park area. 

• The extent to which any demolition and replacement development meets the 
objectives of this clause in relation to siting, height, form and materiality, without 
historical mimicry. 

• In the case of partial demolition, the extent to which the three dimensional form of 
the existing dwelling is maintained to avoid facadism. 

• The extent to which any new dwelling or dwelling extension reflects the roof form of 
adjacent properties, or the existing dwelling. 

• The visual impact of the dwelling on the streetscape, including the extent to which 
upper level dwelling extensions are recessed and articulated. 

• The selection of building materials and the contribution the materials will make to the 
preferred neighbourhood character of the precinct. 

• To extent to which any buildings or works, including front fences, make a positive 
contribution to the public domain and pedestrian environment. 

• Whether car parking structures are recessive, located behind the front façade of the 
dwelling and do not dominate the site or streetscape. 

4.2 The issues 

The issues are: 

• Whether the Heritage and Character Study provides sufficient strategic justification 
for the application of NCO3 at Jubilee Park. 

• Whether the application of NCO3 is consistent with the guidance outlined in Planning 
Practice Note 28. 

• Whether the extent of the area proposed for inclusion within NCO3 is appropriate 
and, in particular, should the properties at 18 James Street and 8-24 Haig Street be 
added to the exhibited areas for inclusion within NCO3. 

• Whether the detailed provisions of Schedule 3 to Clause 43.05 are appropriate. 

4.3 Relevant Practice Notes 

(i) Planning Practice Note 28: Using the Neighbourhood Character Provisions in 
Planning Schemes – July 2004 (PPN28) 

PPN28 identifies that the NCO can be used when the following 5 criteria can be met: 
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• The proposed area exhibits specific characteristics that need to be protected or 
changed to achieve a preferred character 

• The area, relative to the rest of the municipality, requires a specific approach to 
neighbourhood character 

• The application of local policy, the standard provisions of Clause 54 and Clause 55 
or the residential schedule will not satisfy the neighbourhood character objectives 
identified in the local planning policy framework (LPPF) for that particular area 

• A rigorous character study has been undertaken that accurately shows the physical 
aspects of character in the area that need to be translated into the provisions of the 
NCO 

• The proposal is supported by appropriate community consultation. 

PPN28 notes that: 

An NCO should not be used as a ‘blanket’ control across the municipality. It should be 
applied strategically to areas where the application of the residential development 
standards consistently fails to meet the objectives for neighbourhood character for a 
particular area. 

PPN28 provides guidance on planning for neighbourhood character including preparing a 
neighbourhood character study, and the application of character provisions in the planning 
scheme including the level of strategic justification required. 

In relation to the development of a neighbourhood character study, PPN28 indicates that: 

The purpose of a neighbourhood character study is to identify and then support actions 
to achieve good development outcomes in both the public and private realms.  An 
objective and independent assessment of the character of areas will establish existing 
character attributes. Actions can then be identified to ensure that existing character is 
respected or a preferred new character is achieved. 

The Practice Note further sets out that a neighbourhood character study: 

• provide an assessment that identifies the comparative significance of each 
neighbourhood character area. In assessing the significance of areas, comparisons 
need to be made, not only with other parts of the municipality but with the wider 
metropolitan area 

• identify why differences are important. It is these differences that lie at the heart of 
the strategic justification for additional neighbourhood character provisions 

• demonstrate that additional or locally varied neighbourhood character provisions are 
necessary to either protect or enhance the existing character of an area or to achieve 
a preferred future neighbourhood character. 

PPN28 identifies that: 

Neighbourhood character is only one of a number of residential policy objectives in the 
SPPF. The encouragement of urban consolidation, higher land-use densities near major 
public transport interchanges and routes, the need to improve housing choice, the better 
use of existing infrastructure and the provision of ecologically sustainable development 
are also State planning policy objectives that need to be achieved when considering 
neighbourhood character and residential development. 

The Practice Note further identifies that if a planning authority decides to establish local 
neighbourhood character objectives, they must be considered within this broader strategic 
context and be balanced with other State planning policy objectives. 

PPN28 indicates that the application of new neighbourhood character provisions can affect 
the provision of housing in the municipality and the extent to which housing demands will be 
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met.  It identifies that a level of analysis of the impact of the amendment is necessary to 
demonstrate that other housing objectives have not been prejudiced. 

Importantly, PPN28 also states: 

The demolition control in the NCO is intended to hold the existing pattern of 
development until the character features of the site and the new development have been 
evaluated.  The demolition control is not to be used to conserve existing buildings, but 
to ensure that demolition does not occur until the responsible authority is satisfied that 
the new development meets the desired neighbourhood character objectives for the 
area. 

A Heritage Overlay should be used where the objective is to conserve the existing 
building or buildings. 

(ii) Planning Practice Note 43: Understanding Neighbourhood Character – January 2018 
(PPN43). 

PPN43 sets out guidance for applicants, the community and councils about understanding 
what is meant by neighbourhood character.  The Practice Note identifies that neighbourhood 
character is about the interaction of the private and public realm and the features of the area 
that give an area its own particular character to create a sense of place that has community 
meaning.   PPN43 identifies that these features can include the pattern of development of the 
neighbourhood (such as building height and setbacks, the pattern of landscaping and street 
tree planting), built form and scale, and notable features or characteristics such as significant 
vegetation. 

4.4 Evidence and submissions 

Council submitted that the application of NCO3 to land at Jubilee Park meets the five key 
criteria set out in PPN28 for the following reasons. 

First, the proposed area exhibits specific characteristics that need to be protected or changed 
to achieve a preferred character because: 

• The municipality is generally characterised by its landscape and tree canopy cover 
and built form character is very rare. 

• There are only two other small areas within the municipality that are affected by an 
NCO. 

• The proposed NCO areas are very small. 

• The proposed NCO complements the other individual sites and precincts within 
Jubilee Park that have been identified as having heritage significance. 

Second, the area, relative to the rest of the municipality, requires a specific approach to 
neighbourhood character because the area's distinctive character, particularly relating to built 
form and setting, is a unique character area within the municipality. 

Third, the application of the local policy, the standard provisions of Clause 54 and Clause 55 
or the residential schedule will not satisfy the neighbourhood character objectives identified 
in the local Planning Policy framework for that particular area because: 

• the area is within close proximity to the Ringwood MAC and is expected to experience 
increased development pressure for redevelopment 
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• existing planning policy and controls are weighted towards the redevelopment of 
sites at the expense of retention of existing neighbourhood character 

• there is a risk that without more ‘forceful’ planning controls that redevelopment will 
significantly change the area and that once the ‘horse has bolted’ it cannot be put 
back 

• a more robust planning framework is required to ‘rebalance’ development 
expectations 

• the areas affected by the proposed NCO are very small and will not impact on the 
capacity of the municipality or the Ringwood MAC to accommodate significant 
growth in other areas 

• the proposed NCO is outside the boundaries of the Ringwood MAC. 

Fourth, a rigorous character study has been undertaken that accurately shows the physical 
aspects of character in the area that need to be translated into the provisions of the NCO.  The 
Council submitted that the findings of the Jubilee Park Study report identifies the special 
features of the local neighbourhood and the key element that define the neighbourhood 
character, in particular the built form, spacious garden settings, the low scale older style 
homes, consistency in boundary setbacks, low fences, landscaping and predominance of 
timber as building material. 

Finally, the proposal is supported by appropriate community consultation.  Council submitted 
that the Amendment has been subject to extensive community consultation including 
discussion with the local community and key stakeholders prior to the exhibition of the 
Amendment. 

Council submitted that the findings of the Jubilee Park Study provided the strategic basis for 
the introduction of the NCO.  It said that the findings recognised the special features of the 
local neighbourhood character of the Jubilee Park study area and identified the need to ensure 
that future development is more compatible with and strengthens those qualities. 

Council submitted that the Jubilee Park Study identified that the southern end of Kendall 
Street and the northern side of Ellison Street warranted the introduction of the NCO.  It relied 
on the urban design evidence of Ms Scott, who completed the neighbourhood character 
section of the Jubilee Park Study, to support the proposed controls. 

Ms Scott outlined the methodology of the neighbourhood character study that she completed.  
This included: 

• the preparation of a ‘Scoping Study’ prior to the assessment of the area 

• extensive community consultation 

• a review of current planning policy and controls affecting the area 

• a review of various development applications and Victorian Civil and Administrative 
Tribunal (VCAT) decisions 

• site inspections and detailed analysis of key neighbourhood character attributes 

• an understanding of key threats to neighbourhood character 

• detailed conclusions and recommendations. 
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Ms Scott gave evidence that the southern end of James Street is of local neighbourhood 
character significance due to the consistency and intactness of the original timber bungalow 
and interwar homes, together with their uniform scale, setbacks and garden settings. 

She said, however, that the original character of the northern part of James Street (and the 
northern part of Kendall Street) “has been somewhat eroded by demolition and 
redevelopment, which is logical given the proximity of the precinct to the Ringwood Activity 
Centre” 10.  She said that these areas did not warrant the introduction of the NCO. 

Ms Scott did not see any issue with the NCO only applying to the southern portion of James 
Street and confirmed to the Panel that the northern boundary line of the NCO was appropriate 
based on objective character attributes.  She said that the boundary of the NCO aligned with 
her recommendations in the Jubilee Park Study. 

Ms Scott gave evidence that the northern side of Ellison Street is of local neighbourhood 
significance due to the existence of older style homes and their cohesiveness in scale, roof 
form and siting.  She affirmed that the spaciousness around the dwellings together with the 
landscaped garden settings, strengthened the neighbourhood character significance of this 
section of the street.  She noted that an additional consideration was the existence of a 
number of highly valued heritage homes opposite, on the southern side of Ellison Street.  Ms 
Scott concluded that, together, they result in a very highly valued and consistent streetscape.  
She was satisfied that the proposed boundary of the NCO in Ellison Street (including the 
property at 34 Kendall Street) was appropriate and consistent with her analysis of the 
character of the area. 

Ms Scott said that it was not appropriate to include the NCO on sites identified for protection 
under the Heritage Overlay.   She observed that the NCO and Heritage Overlay serve different 
purposes but can be used to complement each other over a broader area.  She supported the 
use of the NCO to support the application of the Heritage Overlay in adjacent and nearby areas 
of identified specific heritage significance. 

Ms Scott also gave evidence that the neighbourhood character of Caroline, Henry, Thomas 
and Emerald Streets is predominantly defined by simple, timber post-war houses in a variety 
of garden settings.  She said, however, that a number of dwellings in this precinct have been 
altered or extended, and together with the mix of styles and materials, this gives the overall 
impression of varied streetscapes and a less consistent neighbourhood character. 

Ms Scott advised the Panel that in her view, the existing SLO4 covering the area was working 
effectively and that the proposed controls would complement the existing tree controls. 

In response to a question from the Panel, Ms Scott agreed that the permit requirement to 
construct a swimming pool under NCO3 should be limited to a swimming pool constructed in 
front of a dwelling.  She said that if a swimming pool was constructed in the back yard of a 
property there would be no impact on neighbourhood character.  The Council agreed with Ms 
Scott’s recommendations regarding this matter. 

                                                      
10 Document 4, Annexure C, page 16 
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Ms Scott gave evidence that she supported the ‘turning on’ of the demolition provisions in 
Clause 3.0 of Schedule 3 to Clause 43.05.  Council noted that the demolition provisions in the 
NCO are different to the demolition provisions in the Heritage Overlay. 

Ms Scott did not support an NCO in any of the areas beyond the exhibited Amendment, except 
for the inclusion of 18 James Street and 8-24 Haig Street, which was originally exhibited as 
within the Heritage Overlay. 

As discussed in Chapter 3, Ms Schmeder gave evidence that the Heritage Overlay should not 
be applied to properties at 18 James Street and 8-24 Haig Street.  She recommended that 
these properties should, however, be included within NCO3.  Ms Schmeder said that this 
would ensure “that development is sympathetic to the heritage built form of the surrounding 
precinct.” 11 

The Council and Ms Scott supported Ms Schmeder’s evidence with respect to the inclusion of 
18 James Street and 8-24 Haig Street in the NCO. 

Ms Scott gave evidence that: 

Numbers 8 – 24 Haig Street, Ringwood, are located within a larger proposed HO area, 
and are set apart due to their era of construction being Post War, and later than the 
other dwellings in the street and proposed HO. While no longer considered appropriate 
for the HO area, their inclusion in the proposed NCO is well reasoned. 

Numbers 8 – 24 Haig Street display the same neighbourhood character attributes of the 
wider proposed NCO area. They are consistent in materials (weatherboard with tiled 
roofs), setbacks and form, and are architecturally austere, as is typical of this period. 
The dwellings are set in generous, well-established gardens, behind low fences, and 
express the modest, simple and traditional neighbourhood characteristics of Haig Street 
generally, as well as the wider precinct. 

The application of the NCO to numbers 8 – 24 Haig Street is also important to support 
the application of the HO on properties opposite and adjacent. Any development 
proposed on these sites has the potential to impact on the significance of the heritage 
sites, and the wider streetscape and precinct generally.12 

Ms Scott gave evidence that as a result of the addition of 8-24 Haig Street in NCO3, Clause 1.0 
‘Statement of neighbourhood character’ should be updated to reflect the inclusion of these 
properties. 

Ms Scott provided an amended version of the Statement of neighbourhood character to the 
Panel as part of her evidence statement (new text is underlined and text to be deleted is 
shown with a ‘strike-through’). 

The Jubilee Park neighbourhood character area in Ringwood forms part of a larger 
historic residential area, which was subdivided and first developed in the 1920s. It is 
significant within Maroondah as a rare example of a neighbourhood that includes 
residential development from the Interwar period, with the only other comparative 
example being the 1920s timber bungalows of the Alto Avenue and Wicklow Hills Estate 
in Croydon. It is also important for its intact and consistent collection of Post War 
dwellings. 

Haig Street and Ellison Street, which terminates with views of the original Ringwood 
Primary School building, was were laid out on what was originally an orchard, then 

                                                      
11 Document 5, para 130 
12 Document 4, page 3 
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subdivided as part of the ‘Ringwood Township Estate’ in c.1921. James Street formed 
part of the historic ‘Ringwood Railway Estate’ which was subdivided before the Great 
Depression in c.1885. These streets and the broader neighbourhood is characterised 
by historic timber bungalows and simple inter war dwellings, constructed from the 1920s 
through to the 1950s streetscapes are representative of the development that occurred 
in Ringwood during the Interwar and early Post War years – simple homes displaying a 
modest and traditional expression, set in spacious open gardens. 

The whole character area itself is notable for its interwar streetscapes, and the 
consistency of low scale, older style dwellings with tiled, pitched or gable roofs. Timber 
is the predominant building material and the modest, detached homes are located in 
spacious generous and well vegetated garden settings. The consistency regularity of 
built form and setbacks creates a uniformity an orderliness within the character area, 
and this cohesion is further enhanced by the existence of regular street trees, grassy 
nature strips and low front fences.13 

During the Hearing, the Panel asked Ms Schmeder to review Ms Scott’s revised version of the 
Neighbourhood character statement for historical accuracy.  She provided a written 
statement to the Panel and advised: 

I have found only one error in the Neighbourhood character statement: that Jubilee Park 
was ‘subdivided and first developed in the 1920s’. In fact, the first suburban subdivision 
took place in 1885, not the 1920s, and the earliest development took place as early as 
1915, again, before the 1920s. 

I would also suggest rewording of a later sentence about the Depression that 
temporarily halted development, for the sake of clarity.14 

Ms Schmeder provided her revised version of the Statement of neighbourhood significance to 
the Panel.  For clarity, the Panel has marked up her recommended changes using Ms Scott’s 
revised version as the base document: 

The Jubilee Park neighbourhood character area in Ringwood forms part of a larger 
historic residential area, which was subdivided and first developed after 1915 in the 
1920s. It is significant within Maroondah as a rare example of a neighbourhood that 
includes development from the Interwar period, with the only other comparative example 
being the 1920s timber bungalows of the Alto Avenue and Wicklow Hills Estate in 
Croydon. It is also important for its intact and consistent collection of Post War dwellings. 

Haig Street and Ellison Street, which terminates with views of the original Ringwood 
Primary School building, were laid out on what was originally an orchard, then 
subdivided as part of the ‘Ringwood Township Estate’ in c.1921. James Street formed 
part of the historic ‘Ringwood Railway Estate’ which was subdivided before the Great 
Depression in c.1885, but failed to develop during the nineteenth century due to the 
1890s Depression. These streetscapes are representative of the development that 
occurred in Ringwood during the Interwar and early Post War years – simple homes 
displaying a modest and traditional expression, set in spacious open gardens. 

The whole character area is notable for its consistency of low scale, older style dwellings 
with tiled, pitched or gable roofs. Timber is the predominant building material and the 
modest, detached homes are located in generous and well vegetated garden settings. 
The regularity of built form and setbacks creates an orderliness within the character 
area, and this cohesion is further enhanced by the existence of regular street trees, 
grassy nature strips and low front fences.15 

                                                      
13 Document 4, Annexure D 
14 Document 12 
15 Document 12 
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The Council supported the inclusion of Ms Schmeder’s version of the Statement of 
neighbourhood character. 

The National Trust submission supported the proposed NCO.  It stated: 

We submit that the application of the Neighbourhood Character Overlay is warranted, 
and that this planning instrument provides the most appropriate controls for this unique 
and intact collection of homes in Ringwood, seeking to protect the sense of place and 
community meaning by managing future development. 

We support the evidence provided by Ms Scott that ‘due to the identification of highly 
valued built form characteristics (including materials and siting), and the preference to 
assess the development of single dwellings, extensions to dwellings and other buildings 
and works in these areas, the NCO should be applied where the HO is not applied’ 
(Jubilee Park Stage 2: Neighbourhood Character, p18). 

We note that the application of the NCO will provide context and complete precinct for 
sites of heritage significance, and recognise the importance of whole streets in terms of 
neighbourhood character significance. 

We recognise this innovative application of controls as representing a positive heritage 
outcome, and see this as a clearly defined approach in ensuring the preservation of this 
significance area for future generations.16 

A number of submissions supported the NCO as exhibited.  For example, Submissions 7, 11, 
16, 24 and 25 stated that this pocket of Ringwood holds “special heritage value and 
neighbourhood character” yet is under threat from “inappropriate development” due to its 
proximity to the Ringwood central activity centre.  The submissions considered that the use 
of the NCO would help to protect this “unique slice of Ringwood’s history and character”. 

Ms Regos (Submission 36) supported the Amendment and noted: 

• Streets and homes with unique character should be preserved and protected from 
future extensive development. 

• Areas such as these are not as prevalent in the outer suburbs of Melbourne as in the 
inner suburbs and so should be recognised and valued for their place in the history 
of Melbourne. 

• Future development should be sympathetic to existing streetscapes and the 
neighbourhood. 

Ms Moore (Submission 55) supported the Amendment and stated: 

Over the years I have lived in the area there have been many reviews, reports, studies 
and consultations, all of which show the residents of the area want greater protection 
for the neighbourhood and its character.  Yes, the recommendations for preferred 
character already exist and include complementary low-scale and articulated buildings, 
use of compatible building materials particularly in areas of exclusively weatherboards, 
setbacks and allowance for vegetation including canopy trees and fronts not dominated 
by carport/garages or driveways.  I agree with all these recommendations, however I 
feel they are rarely put into practice and therefore need to become a requirement 
instead. 

Mr and Ms McDonald (Submission 8) supported the NCO but wanted it extended to include 
Caroline and Henry Streets as “they have built form and garden settings equal to Haig Street”. 

                                                      
16 Document 13, para 26-29 
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Similarly, Ms Starling and Mr Smith supported the use of the NCO in James Street, however 
thought that all of James Street should be included within the NCO, not just the southern 
portion of the street.  These submitters supported the inclusion of their property at 18 James 
Street in the NCO rather than the Heritage Overlay and agreed with the evidence of Ms 
Schmeder and Ms Scott in this regard.  However, they also submitted that the existing garage 
on their property should be excluded from the requirements of the NCO. 

During the Hearing, Council submitted that it was appropriate to include 18 James Street in 
the NCO rather than the Heritage Overlay.  A number of other submitters objecting to the 
Heritage Overlay thought that it would be preferable for their properties to be included in the 
NCO.  For example, Ms Zhang, Mr McConachy, Mr Krtolica and Mr and Ms Collier.  Detailed 
consideration of these issues has been discussed in Chapter 3.  The Panel makes the general 
observation that there appeared to be a strong perception from many submitters that it was 
‘better’ to be within the NCO rather than in the Heritage Overlay. 

There was only one submission received that objected to the NCO (C and K Ignatidis, 
Submission 23).  This was within the context of objecting to the whole Amendment and stated 
that the proposed controls (including the NCO) “are restrictive and have a huge impact on any 
future changes we or my children wish to undertake on our property”.  The exhibited 
Amendment proposed to apply the Heritage Overlay to this property at 22 Haig Street.  It did 
not propose the NCO for this land.  Council advised the Panel that the property owners were 
notified prior to the Hearing that it was Council’s preference for the properties at 8-24 Haig 
Street to be removed from the Heritage Overlay and included in the NCO. 

At the Directions Hearing, family members on behalf of the submitters indicated to the Panel 
that they intended to make a submission at the Panel Hearing.  Time was allocated in the 
timetable for them to make a presentation on Day 2 of the Hearing.  The submitters (nor any 
representative of the submitters) did not attend to present their submission to the Panel and 
did not provide any reason to the Panel for why they did not attend. 

No party objected to the preference of Council including 8-24 Haig Street in the NCO rather 
than the Heritage Overlay. 

4.5 Discussion 

The Panel generally accepts that in this instance a reasonable case has been made to warrant 
the application of the NCO in the limited locations at Jubilee Park identified by Council. 

The areas proposed for the NCO demonstrate specific characteristics that should be protected 
to achieve a preferred character.  The Panel is satisfied that the NCO is an appropriate tool to 
achieve this outcome. 

The Panel acknowledges that the Jubilee Park Study provides sufficient strategic basis to justify 
the proposed controls.  This is supported by the additional work commissioned by Council and 
completed by Ms Scott regarding the broader municipal-wide Character Study Review 
currently underway.  This additional work proves a useful context for the Jubilee Park area 
relative to the rest of the municipality. 

The Panel accepts that the boundaries of NCO3 are based on logical parameters and reflect 
the outcomes of the Jubilee Park Study.  It does not see any need to vary the extent of NCO3 
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beyond the limited additional areas identified by Council (18 James Street and 8-24 Haig 
Street). 

The Panel agrees with the evidence of Ms Scott that as a result of 18 James Street and 8-24 
Haig Street not meeting the threshold to warrant inclusion in the Heritage Overlay based on 
Ms Schmeder’s evidence, that it is appropriate to include these properties in the NCO.  This 
approach is consistent with the general application of the NCO in other parts of the 
Amendment.  The Panel does not consider that this change transforms the Amendment.  It 
also notes that all parties affected were notified of Council’s preference to include these 
properties in the NCO rather than the Heritage Overlay prior to the Panel Hearing.  No parties 
objected to the change to the NCO. 

The Panel notes that there was a strong level of community acceptance for the NCO in Jubilee 
Park.  The Council and many submitters expressed concern that the proximity of the area to 
the Ringwood MAC presented challenges to retain the existing character of the area.  

Redevelopment in the area affected by the Amendment has, up until now, been relatively 
modest.  The Panel observed what appeared to be extensive ‘restoration’ of many old 
weatherboard homes in the area.  The demolition of dwellings and the construction of new 
contemporary designed houses seemed to be occurring in relatively limited locations.  On this 
basis, it could be argued that the existing planning controls and ‘the market’ is doing a 
reasonable job at maintaining the character of the area. 

On the other hand, Council and many submitters argued that the existing policy settings in the 
Maroondah Planning Scheme does not give sufficient weight to the special character of the 
area compared to broader metropolitan objectives of providing increased density around 
Major Activity Centres.  The Panel accepts that the area is likely to experience increased 
pressure for redevelopment given the location in close proximity (but not within) the 
Ringwood MAC.  It agrees that in order to strengthen the existing provisions in the planning 
scheme, it is appropriate to implement additional built form controls. 

The Panel acknowledges that, in general, the redevelopment of properties within close 
proximity to the Ringwood MAC will assist in meeting a variety of objectives outlined in State 
planning policy, including the provision of a diversity of housing types to accommodate the 
growth of Melbourne in locations having access to excellent public transport, employment 
and community facilities.  The proposed NCO is considered appropriate in this circumstance, 
however, because: 

• The areas are very small and are not expected to significantly impact on the capacity 
of the broader area to accommodate additional growth. 

• The areas are not within the Ringwood MAC. 

• The proposal is supported by a relevant neighbourhood character study. 

• The areas help augment the proposed Heritage Overlay on surrounding properties. 

• The NCO does not prohibit development, rather, it is about ensuring that future 
development respects the identified neighbourhood character of the area. 

The Panel notes that the use of the NCO has been well-targeted in this instance in order to 
achieve built form controls over a very limited area.  It has been applied judiciously rather 
than as a ‘blanket’ approach.  This is consistent with the expectations of PPN28. 
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The Panel was also advised by Council that it does not intend to pursue further areas within 
the NCO as part of the broader Character Study Review.  The Panel is satisfied that Jubilee 
Park represents a special circumstance that warrants the careful application of the NCO. 

In its closing submission, Council noted the distinction between the demolition controls in the 
Heritage Overlay compared to the NCO.  It drew the Panel’s attention to several previous 
Panel reports that dealt with this issue, including Maribyrnong C92 (PSA) [2012] PPV 8, where 
in that case it was proposed to introduce the NCO to a number of residential precincts in the 
municipality. 

The Council summarised the findings of the Maribyrnong C92 Panel report when it stated: 

The Panel noted that some submissions supporting NCO provisions appeared to have 
an expectation that the NCO would prevent or constrain demolition. This was 
understandable given the objective in each schedule to the NCO referred to the 
retention of existing dwellings; the decision guideline requiring consideration of the 
contribution the building to be demolished makes to the preferred character of the area; 
and the identification of the loss of older homes as an ‘issue/threat’ in the precinct 
guidelines. 

The Panel agreed with the submission that the NCO should focus on the integration of 
new development with the existing /preferred character of the neighbourhood and 
should not imply that there would be a requirement that existing buildings be retained. 
Accordingly, it recommended changes to the provisions that referred to retention of 
existing dwellings.17 

The Panel (for Maroondah C116) has a concern that the drafting of several parts of NCO3 could 
be interpreted as placing controls on demolition to conserve existing buildings. 

The NCO is not a tool that should be used to prevent demolition in the same way that a permit 
is required for demolition in a Heritage Overlay.  They are very different.  The demolition 
controls in the NCO has a very clear purpose.  Clause 43.05 states that it is a purpose of the 
NCO: 

To prevent, where necessary, the removal of buildings and vegetation before the 
neighbourhood character features of the site and the new development have been 
evaluated. 

It is clear that demolition of a building within the NCO is acceptable, however, before 
demolition occurs the neighbourhood character features of the site and the new development 
must be evaluated.  Provided the new development meets the neighbourhood character 
requirements, then demolition may be acceptable. 

It is important to ensure that NCO3 is not a ‘surrogate’ Heritage Overlay.  PPN28 makes it very 
clear that: 

The demolition control in the NCO is intended to hold the existing pattern of 
development until the character features of the site and the new development have been 
evaluated.  The demolition control is not to be used to conserve existing buildings, but 
to ensure that demolition does not occur until the responsible authority is satisfied that 
the new development meets the desired neighbourhood character objectives for the 
area. 

A Heritage Overlay should be used where the objective is to conserve the existing 
building or buildings. 

                                                      
17 Document 30, page 1 
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In contrast, the second ‘Neighbourhood character objective’ in 2.0 of Schedule 3 to Clause 
43.05 proposes: 

• To encourage the retention of older weatherboard dwellings that contribute to the 
neighbourhood character of the area. 

The Panel does not support the inclusion of this objective because it requires the retention of 
older weatherboard dwellings.  This is inconsistent with the expectations of PPN28. 

The Panel notes that the other objectives in Clause 2.0 are acceptable because they provide 
guidance about specific neighbourhood character attributes to be addressed as part of any 
new development on the site. 

Similarly, in the ‘Decision guidelines’ in 5.0 of Schedule 3 to Clause 43.05, the second and third 
dot points state: 

• The extent to which any demolition and replacement development meets the 
objectives of this clause in relation to siting, height, form and materiality, without 
historical mimicry. 

• In the case of partial demolition, the extent to which the three dimensional form of 
the existing dwelling is maintained to avoid facadism. 

For the reasons outlined above, the Panel considers that the third dot point regarding ‘partial 
demolition’ should be deleted and the wording of the second dot point should be amended 
to state: 

• The extent to which any demolition and replacement development meets the 
objectives of this clause in relation to siting, height, form and materiality, without 
historical mimicry or facadism. 

For the sake of clarity, the Panel also suggests that the first decision guideline should be 
amended to state: 

• The extent to which any proposed buildings and works contribute to the historic 
neighbourhood character of the broader Jubilee Park area. 

The Panel considers that these changes to the objectives and decision guidelines are necessary 
in order to ensure consistency with the purpose of the NCO, compliance with PPN28 and good 
planning practice. 

The Panel agrees that the ‘Statement of significance’ in Clause 1.0 in Schedule 3 to Clause 
43.05 should be amended to reflect the inclusion of 8-24 Haig Street.  In this regard, the Panel 
supports the amended version of the Statement of significance provided by Ms Schmeder. 

The Panel also agrees with Ms Scott that the requirement for a planning permit to construct 
a swimming pool should be limited to a swimming pool constructed in the front setback of the 
dwelling on the site.  The ‘Permit requirement’ in Clause 3.0 in Schedule 3 to Clause 43.05 
should be amended accordingly. 

4.6 Conclusions and recommendations 

The Panel concludes: 

• That the Jubilee Park Study provides sufficient strategic basis to justify the use of the 
NCO as a planning tool at Jubilee Park. 

• That it is appropriate to apply the NCO to the southern end of James Street and 
northern side of Ellison Street as exhibited. 
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• On the basis that 18 James Street and 8-24 Haig Street do not meet the threshold for 
these properties to be included within the Heritage Overlay, it is appropriate to 
include these properties within the NCO. 

• There is no strategic justification to extend the NCO to any other parts of Jubilee Park. 

• The application of the NCO has been well-targeted and results in built form controls 
over a very limited area. 

• The introduction of the NCO in Jubilee Park will not materially impact on the capacity 
of the Ringwood MAC to accommodate additional growth. 

• The areas designated for the NCO will help augment the proposed HO on surrounding 
properties. 

• That the NCO does not prohibit development, rather, it is about ensuring that future 
development respects the identified neighbourhood character of the area. 

• That Clause 1.0 ‘Statement of neighbourhood character’ in Schedule 3 to Clause 
43.05 should be amended to reflect the version presented by Ms Schmeder at the 
Hearing. 

• That a variety of changes should be made to Clause 2.0 ‘Neighbourhood character 
objectives’ and Clause 5.0 ‘Decision guidelines’ in Schedule 3 to Clause 43.05 to 
ensure that these provisions remove references that could be interpreted as having 
restrictions on demolition to conserve existing buildings. 

• That the requirement in Clause 3.0 in Schedule 3 to Clause 43.05 for a planning permit 
to construct a swimming pool should be limited to a swimming pool constructed in 
the front setback of the dwelling on the site. 

The Panel recommends: 

 Apply the Neighbourhood Character Overlay to the exhibited areas as well as the 
properties at 18 James Street and 8-24 Haig Street (even numbers only). 

 Amend Clause 1.0 ‘Statement of neighbourhood character’ in Schedule 3 to Clause 
43.05 in accordance with the changes in the Panel preferred version of Schedule 3 in 
Appendix E. 

 Amend Clause 2.0 ‘Neighbourhood character objective’ in Schedule 3 to Clause 43.05 
by deleting the second dot point as reflected in the Panel preferred version of 
Schedule 3 in Appendix E. 

 Amend Clause 3.0 ‘Permit requirement’ in Schedule 3 to Clause 43.05 by adding the 
words “within the front setback” after the words “swimming pool” in the first dot 
point as reflected in the Panel preferred version of Schedule 3 in Appendix E. 

 Amend Clause 5.0 ‘Decision guidelines’ in Schedule 3 to Clause 43.05 by amending 
the words in the first two dot points and deleting the third dot point in accordance 
with the Panel preferred version of Schedule 3 in Appendix E. 
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5 Neighbourhood Residential Zone 

5.1 What is proposed? 

The Amendment proposes to apply the NRZ5 over the land shown in Figure 9. 

Figure 9 Proposed NRZ5 

 

The purpose of the NRZ is contained in clause 32.09: 

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

• To recognise areas of predominantly single and double storey residential 
development. 

• To manage and ensure that development respects the identified neighbourhood 
character, heritage, environmental or landscape characteristics. 

• To allow educational, recreational, religious, community and a limited range of other 
non-residential uses to serve local community needs in appropriate locations. 

A schedule to the NRZ must contain the neighbourhood, heritage, environment or landscape 
character objectives to be achieved for the area. 

The exhibited Schedule includes five neighbourhood character objectives: 

• To ensure that the consistent architectural and residential character of Jubilee Park 
is retained and enhanced, without replication of historic built form. 

• To encourage the retention of older weatherboard dwellings that contribute to the 
neighbourhood character of the area. 

• To complement and strengthen the historic and predominant use of timber 
throughout the area. 

• To maintain the consistent siting of dwellings, allowing for a generous and well 
vegetated front garden, and side setbacks that allow for planting. 
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• To ensure that new dwellings and extensions to dwellings are an appropriate scale 
relative to the scale of surrounding homes, and that front fences are low and 
appropriate to the era of the dwelling. 

The NRZ5 provides for specific variations to the ResCode provisions of Clauses 54 and 55 of 
the Planning Scheme.  The proposed variations and differences to minimum subdivision area 
and height as they compare to the existing GRZ1 provisions are identified in Table 6. 

Table 6 Differences between GRZ1 and the proposed NRZ5 

Current Proposed NRZ5 

GRZ1 with: 
- A general neighbourhood character 

objective to “encourage development that 
respects the neighbourhood character of 
the area” in the parent clause 

- No minimum lot size 
- Minimum side and rear setbacks 

requirements for standards A10 and B17 
varied by Schedule 1 

- Private open space requirements for 
standards A17 & B28 varied by Schedule 1  

 
 
 
 
- Front fence height requirements for A20 

and B32 varied by Schedule 1 
- Maximum building height 11.0m and 3 

storeys 

- Garden area 25% - 35% 

 
- 5 Neighbourhood character objectives  

 
 
 

- No change 
- No change  
 
 
- Same area and dimensions for GRZ1 standard 

A17 
- Same area and dimensions for GRZ1 standard 

B28 for ground level areas but does not 
provide for provision of private open space 
by balcony or on roof-top 

- No change 
 
- Maximum building height 9.0m and 2 storeys 
 

- No change 

The proposed NRZ5 also includes two decision guidelines: 

• The extent to which the proposed buildings or works meet the neighbourhood 
character objectives of this clause. 

• The extent to which any building to be demolished, extended or otherwise modified, 
contributes to the preferred neighbourhood character of the area. 

In summary, the main changes resulting from NRZ5 are: 

• the new objectives regarding neighbourhood character 

• the maximum building height reduced from 11 metres/3 storeys to 9 metres/2 
storeys 

• minor changes to the provision of private open space 

• additional decision guidelines. 

5.2 The issues 

The issues are: 

• Whether sufficient strategic justification has been provided to warrant the 
application of NRZ5 at Jubilee Park. 

• The extent of the area to be rezoned NRZ5. 
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• The detailed provisions in NRZ5. 

5.3 Evidence and submissions 

Council submitted that the Jubilee Park Study provides the strategic justification for the NRZ 
at Jubilee Park.  It said that the Study included an assessment of the most appropriate zone 
for the area and highlighted that the purpose of the zone and the mandatory building height 
were the two key elements that weigh in favour of the NRZ in the study area. 

The Council submitted that the low scale nature of the dwellings in the study area is one of 
the most notable and valued characteristics of the area, which requires protection.  It said the 
purpose of the NRZ is considered more appropriate to the Jubilee Park area, as it recognises 
areas with predominately single and double storey residential development and is intended 
to manage and ensure that development respects the identified neighbourhood character, 
heritage, environmental or landscape characteristics of an area. 

Council acknowledged that since the changes to the residential zones under Amendment 
VC110 (March 2017), the difference between the NRZ and GRZ “are now minimal”.  It 
submitted: 

The GRZ could be retained and the maximum building height of 11 metres or 3 storeys, 
varied though the schedule to the zone, but as the NRZ has already built in height 
provisions restricting the height of the dwellings to 9 metres, Council submits rezoning 
to NRZ to be the most sensible option.18 

Although a large part of the area proposed to be affected by the NRZ is also proposed to be 
covered by a HO or NCO, Council submitted that it was important to have these areas included 
within the NRZ as well as these overlays.  It said this would provide greater certainty and 
direction regarding the future development of these areas. 

Council also submitted that it was important to include areas beyond the proposed Heritage 
Overlay within the NRZ because: 

… due to the low scale nature of the built form in Caroline, Henry, Thomas and Emerald 
Streets, the application of the NRZ was considered most appropriate and justifiable, 
where dwellings of 11 metres or three storeys would be considered incongruous.19 

In its closing submission, Council said that the application of the NRZ at Jubilee Park sends a 
message that the area is “a valued and protected neighbourhood” over and above other policy 
considerations.  Council submitted that the NRZ “shifts the pendulum” regarding development 
expectations for the area. 

Council submitted that the application of the NRZ at Jubilee Park is outside the Ringwood MAC 
and that there are many other appropriately zoned residential areas that can accommodate 
growth within and adjacent to the activity centre. 

During the Hearing, the Panel noted to Council that the boundary of the NRZ on the lots on 
the south side of Haig Street appeared to fall short of the southern lot boundaries.  Council 
indicated that this was a mapping error and that the zone boundary should be extended to 
cover this ‘hiatus land’, as similarly shown on the exhibited HO maps. 

                                                      
18 Document 6, para 44 
19 Document 6, para 62 
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Ms Scott gave evidence that the application of NRZ5 at Jubilee Park is consistent with her 
conclusions and recommendations in the Jubilee Park Study: 

One of the key neighbourhood character elements, and one which is highly valued by 
the community, is the low scale nature of the older style homes. This is particularly 
important in streetscapes that also contain buildings of heritage value i.e. James Street 
(south), Kendall Street (south), and Ellison and Haig Streets. In response to the older 
(and in some cases, historic) low scale built form that characterizes these streets, the 
most appropriate maximum building height is considered to be 9 metres, as opposed to 
11 metres. And while the GRZ could be chosen, and the height varied through the 
schedule, the application of the zone that already has these provisions in place is the 
most sensible action. 

Also due to the simple, low scale nature of built form in Caroline, Henry, Thomas and 
Emerald Streets and Greenwood Avenue (within the study area), the application of the 
NRZ is considered most appropriate and justifiable. While garden settings and 
architectural styles are less consistent, built form is uniformly single storey. There are 
also a small number of individual HO properties within this precinct. 

The purposes of the NRZ are more appropriate to these areas of Jubilee Park, and the 
decision to apply this zone would marry well with the application of the HO and the NCO, 
and would satisfy community concerns and expectations. 

In the northern areas of James and Kendall Streets, and for properties fronting Wantirna 
Road, it is considered that the retention of the GRZ is appropriate.20 

In response to questions from Ms Moore, Ms Scott said that it was not appropriate to extend 
the NRZ to the northern portions of James and Kendall Streets because they were closer to 
the Ringwood MAC and had already been subject to redevelopment.  As such, she concluded 
that “the horse had already bolted” and that it was appropriate to retain these sections of 
James and Kendall Streets in the GRZ1. 

Ms Heywood queried Ms Scott about how the ‘transition’ from the GRZ to NRZ in James Street 
and Kendall Street could be appropriately managed.  Ms Scott said that a purpose of the GRZ 
still required the consideration of neighbourhood character when assessing a planning permit 
application and that this would enable a suitable transition of development between the two 
zones.  She said further changes to the provisions in the GRZ resulting from her additional 
(separate) work for Council could also help in this transition. 

In response to questions from the Panel, Ms Scott acknowledged that the southern end of 
Thomas Street exhibited a more mixed character than other parts of the study area.  She said 
it was included in the NRZ largely because it provided a ‘link’ to Emerald Street, which was 
more ‘intact’. 

Ms Scott could not recall if the decision to restrict the provision of private open space in 
Standard B28 to ground level was a deliberate choice, however, upon reflection, in her view 
she could not see any reason to change the existing standards in GRZ1. 

The Council responded that it was its preference to vary Standard B28 as in the exhibited 
Amendment. 

                                                      
20 Document 4, Annexure C, page 18 
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Ms Scott also acknowledged that the NRZ does not place a requirement for a planning permit 
to demolish a building and that any reference to demolition of buildings (implicit or explicit) 
in the objectives or decision guidelines would only relate to buildings that are also in the HO. 

Council advised the Panel that it was in the process of completing a review of the current 2004 
Character Study.  A draft of the Character Study Review was open for public comment 
between March and June 2019.  Council submitted that: 

• some of the key objectives of the revised Character Study Review include: 
- the identification of areas that require heightened levels of protection to support 

neighbourhood character 
- the identification of important view lines and view corridors across Maroondah 

and how these are affected by current and future building heights 
- revised planning controls incorporating contemporary wording in the Maroondah 

Local Planning Policy Framework 

• the revised Character Study will link with the Maroondah Vegetation Review which 
will evaluate and assess vegetation for its natural and cultural value and consider 
options on how best to protect significant vegetation through the Maroondah 
Planning Scheme, as well as through other management approaches 

• the evidence collected during the preparation of the revised Character Study will help 
Council to make decisions using a ‘protecting, enhancing, restoring and recreating’ 
approach to vegetation in the urban landscape 

• Council is currently considering submissions to the draft document and finalising the 
recommendations which will be presented to Council in a final report for formal 
consideration in late 2019. 

Ms Scott gave evidence that: 

Following the completion of the Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character 
Study in February 2018, I was engaged to undertake the Maroondah Neighbourhood 
Character Study Review (NCS Review). This project is complete, pending Council’s 
review of feedback from DELWP and Maroondah City Council adoption (expected 
September 2019). 

The NCS Review comprises a full neighbourhood and landscape character assessment 
of all residential areas in Maroondah, including an audit of existing Neighbourhood 
Areas (as determined by the former Neighbourhood Character Study, prepared by 
Planisphere in 2003). 

This further assessment, including additional work on the landscape and residential 
character of Jubilee Park, reinforces and supports my initial character conclusions and 
recommendations. 

The NCS Review also recommends further inclusions to proposed Schedule 5 to the 
Neighbourhood Residential Zone, which do not form part of this amendment (but will be 
proposed as part of a future amendment to implement the findings of the NCS Review), 
namely variations to the requirements of Clauses 54 and 55 (permeability 30%, and 
landscaping requirements), and application requirements (a landscape plan).21 

Ms Scott advised that the draft review recommends 11 new NRZ schedules, two new GRZ 
schedules as well as changes to the residential provisions in the Ringwood East and 

                                                      
21 Document 4, page 2 
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Heathmont Neighbourhood Activity Centres and the Ringwood and Croydon Major Activity 
Centres. 

Submissions 2, 68, 69, 70 and 71 were from the owners of dwellings at 28-30 Greenwood 
Avenue.  They objected to the inclusion of their properties in the NRZ because the land is 
physically separated from the bulk of the Jubilee Park area and is more connected to the 
northern end of Greenwood Avenue, which is to be retained within the GRZ. 

Similarly, Submission 9, the owner of 62A Ford Street, queried the logic of including this 
property in the NRZ as it would result in it being the only property fronting Ford Street within 
this zone.  The submission suggested that the NRZ be removed from 62A Ford Street, or 
alternatively, the NRZ be extended to include both sides of the southern end of Ford Street. 

Prior to the Hearing, Council indicated to all parties that it intended to delete the NRZ from 
28-30 Greenwood Avenue and 62A Ford Street and retain the GRZ for these properties.  It 
relied on the evidence of Ms Scott, who stated: 

Numbers 28 and 30 Greenwood Avenue have been developed at the rear with small 
brick villa units. There are two units to the rear of no. 28 and one unit to the rear of no. 
30. 

In both cases, the original 1950s weatherboard dwellings have been retained at the 
front of the sites, remnants of the era of the original subdivision and in keeping with the 
character of the wider Jubilee Park precinct. However, it is accepted that the remainder 
of Greenwood Avenue to the north has been redeveloped, almost without exception, 
with three and four multi-unit developments. The eastern side of Greenwood Avenue is 
also occupied by Greenwood Park and an adjacent kindergarten, resulting in an open, 
‘non-traditional’ residential streetscape, differing from James, Kendall, Ellison and Haig 
Streets. 

It is also accepted that the Greenwood Avenue sites containing the 1950s dwellings 
(and units to the rear), are physically and visually separated from the original Ringwood 
Primary School buildings by a garden area supporting substantial vegetation, and car 
parking. As such, the Greenwood Avenue sites exist in ‘isolation’ and are somewhat 
removed from the wider heritage and neighbourhood character precinct. 

On balance, it is considered reasonable that the GRZ be retained on these properties. 
Any future development will be required to have regard for the neighbourhood character 
objectives in the schedule (proposed GRZ1), and other variations to Clauses 54 and 55 
(recommended as part of the overall Neighbourhood Character Study Review). 

Number 62A Ford Street, Ringwood, comprises a relatively contemporary low scale 
brick and tile dwelling on a small lot, which has been subdivided from the rear of 9 
Emerald Street. This property was included as part of 9 Emerald Street, but in fact has 
no relationship to the neighbourhood character of Emerald Street.22 

At the Hearing, Mr Valluri (Submission 68) spoke on behalf of Units 1-3/28 and 30 and 30B 
Greenwood Avenue.  He acknowledged that Council had changed its view with respect to the 
zoning of 28-30 Greenwood Avenue and affirmed his support for the retention of the GRZ1. 

The Council confirmed to the Panel that 28-30 Greenwood Avenue and 62A Ford Street should 
remain within GRZ1. 

A number of submissions supported the introduction of the NRZ in Jubilee Park. 

                                                      
22 Document 4, page 4 
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The National Trust particularly supported the provisions restricting the height of dwellings to 
9 metres.  It said that this requirement responds to the lower scale nature of the dwellings in 
the Jubilee Park area and identifies this as one of the most notable characteristics which 
requires protection. 

The National Trust submitted that the NRZ was consistent with the proposed Heritage Overlay 
and NCO controls and agreed with Ms Scott that that due to the simple, lower scale nature of 
built form in Caroline, Henry, Thomas and Emerald Streets and Greenwood Avenue, the 
application of the NRZ was considered appropriate and justifiable. 

The Jubilee Park Residents’ Group (Ms Heywood) strongly supported the NRZ to protect 
Jubilee Park’s “special character and heritage”.  Ms Heywood submitted that if the GRZ for 
the Jubilee Park precinct remains in place, the area will “undoubtedly undergo significant loss 
of character and adverse change, given the growing development pressures from the nearby 
MAC”. 

Ms Heywood said that in Maroondah, the NRZ has been used very sparingly and only for a 
landscape ridgeline in the far northern corner of Ringwood – not for the preservation of built 
form.  She submitted that: 

It is of note that many other suburbs comparable to Ringwood have designated pockets 
of NRZ (and often a NCO) in close proximity to railway stations. This trend reflects the 
reality that often a town’s older, established streets are located close to train stations. 
For example, both Box Hill and Footscray – two other Metropolitan Activity Centres – 
have NRZ and a NCO applied to pockets in close proximity to the train stations. 
Similarly, nearby suburbs of Mitcham, Blackburn and Croydon all have similar planning 
controls (NCO, NRZ) near to their train stations. Unlike the aforementioned 
neighbouring suburbs, Ringwood (within Jubilee Park) has absolutely no NRZ, nor any 
street-wide overlays.23 

Ms Heywood also expressed strong support for the NRZ in those areas not within the proposed 
Heritage Overlay or NCO precincts (Caroline, Henry, Thomas, Emerald and Ford Streets). 

Caroline and Henry Street abut Federation Estate, a central heritage-listed landmark of 
the Jubilee Park precinct. These streets were originally part of the “Bestpart Estate” – a 
subdivision of the Ringwood pioneer, Arthur V Greenwood, who named the streets after 
his parents, Caroline and Henry. They are already protected by a single-dwelling 
covenant on individual titles. Therefore, applying a NRZ is not disadvantaging the area’s 
potential to offer greater housing development. We concur with the opinion of Context’s 
expert witness that the NRZ is more appropriate in this area which reflects a consistency 
of largely low-scale, single-storey homes with established garden frontages. 

The other streets proposed for rezoning to NRZ (Emerald, Thomas) border the unique 
natural bushland area further south of Jubilee Park – an area that stands out as 
distinctively open and leafy in the predominantly residential suburb of Ringwood. This 
area features the Jubilee Park Oval, Russell Lucas Oval and the Ringwood Croquet and 
Tennis courts. We believe that sensitive vegetation areas like this that are unique for 
Ringwood should also be protected with a NRZ. We therefore strongly support council’s 
proposition to include streets bordering the Jubilee Park Oval as areas to be rezoned.24 

Ms Moore (Submission 27) also supported the NRZ.  At the Hearing she said: 

                                                      
23 Document 14, page 5 
24 Document 14, page 6 
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At a minimum I believe the entire Jubilee Park are should be protected under a NRZ. 
The low scale and detached bungalow style of the older homes within these streets 
does not lend itself to the building heights and scale permitted under the GRZ. 25 

Submission 8 was from Caroline Street and supported the “proposal to reduce the maximum 
height to 9 metres and a restriction of no more than 2 dwellings per lot”. 

On the other hand, there were a number of submissions from Caroline Street (for example, 
12, 13, 18, 19, 26, 31, 38, 41, 42, 45, 46, 47 and 48) that objected to the NRZ.  A typical 
comment made in many of these submissions was that “the existing Council planning laws are 
adequate for controlling planning development” and that the NRZ “will affect the future value 
of our house”.26 

Similar submissions were made from residents in Henry Street (for example, 20, 21, 28, 30, 
49, 50 and 51). 

Submission 67 was from the owners of 15 Henry Street.  They were concerned about the 
proposed reduction to the maximum height for a dwelling in the NRZ from 11 to 9 metres 
because they were intending to build a new house.  The submitters said the design of their 
new house will be compromised because a maximum height of 9 metres will restrict the pitch 
of the second storey roof.  The submission stated that this would lead to an “uninspiring” 
design that would be less in keeping with the character of the area.  The submission referred 
to their neighbour’s house (13 Henry Street) as an example of a good 2 storey design that 
exceeds 9 metres in height. 

In response to questions from the Panel to Ms Scott regarding this issue, she did not believe 
that the house at 13 Henry Street was in keeping with the character of the area.  She observed 
that houses in the area were more “austere” and had lower pitched roofs than at 13 Henry 
Street. 

Many of the objections to the NRZ from residents in Haig Street (for example, Submissions 14, 
32, 43, 44, 52, 54, 59, 60 and 62) were based on grounds similar to the concerns raised in 
submissions from Caroline and Henry Streets. 

Mr and Ms Collier are Haig Street residents and believe that the GRZ strikes a balance for 
growth in the street without overdevelopment and thought that there were already sufficient 
guidelines in place to manage development of the area.  At the Hearing, they said that the 
existing planning controls were sufficient to balance streetscape, development and heritage 
interests.  They were concerned that the NRZ would introduce onerous controls, increase ‘red 
tape’, require more permits and result in difficulties at VCAT. 

On the other hand, some submitters, like Mr Krtolica at 1/30 Haig Street supported the 
introduction of the NRZ, but opposed the Heritage Overlay.  They thought that the NRZ was 
sufficient to ensure that new development respected the existing neighbourhood character. 

                                                      
25 Document 17, page 1 
26 Submission 18 
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Some submitters thought that the area of the NRZ should be extended.  For example, Ms 
Heywood thought that the NRZ should extend to the northern parts of Kendall and James 
Street to ensure a more ‘cohesive’ outcome.  She was concerned that in these streets: 

the lack of protection of half of the street will result in one protected side of single-storey, 
low-scale character homes; while the other half will in time be characterised by higher-
density residential development, as permitted by the GRZ.27 

Ms Starling and Mr Smith own 18 James Street which is on the northern edge of the proposed 
NRZ in James Street.  They supported the NRZ for James Street but also wanted it extended to 
cover all of the street to provide greater clarity and consistency.  At the Hearing, the submitter 
noted that the change to the designation of 18 James Street from Heritage Overlay to NCO 
addressed a number of concerns regarding consistency of approach, however: 

We remain concerned regarding boundary issues and the comparative lack of protection 
to be provided to properties at the northern end of James and Kendall Streets and also 
Wantirna Road to the west, impacting on the broader James Street streetscape.28 

Ms Moore also supported the extension of the NRZ up Kendall Street. 

Submission 4 also wanted the NRZ extended north along Thomas Street to Bedford Road. 

5.4 Discussion 

The Panel is concerned about the strategic justification for the introduction of the NRZ at 
Jubilee Park. 

The Council maintained that the Jubilee Park Study provided the basis for the proposed NRZ5.  
The Council and its expert witness, Ms Scott, said that the need for the NRZ5 was 
fundamentally about the purpose of the zone and limiting the height of a dwelling or 
residential building to 9 metres and 2 storeys. 

The Panel notes that in this regard, the second and third purposes of the NRZ listed in clause 
32.09 are particularly relevant: 

• To recognise areas of predominantly single and double storey residential 
development. 

• To manage and ensure that development respects the identified neighbourhood 
character, heritage, environmental or landscape characteristics. 

In contrast, the second purpose of the GRZ at clause 32.08 is: 

• To encourage development that respects the neighbourhood character of the area. 

The GRZ1 was seen by Council as problematic, primarily because it allowed a dwelling to be 
built up to 11 metres high and 3 storeys. 

Since the introduction of Amendment VC110, there is arguably less distinction between the 
GRZ and the NRZ having regard to the inclusion of the ‘garden area requirement’ in both zones 
and the deletion of the maximum number of dwellings per lot requirement in the NRZ. 

The Panel observes that the proposed Amendment does not include significant detailed 
provisions in Schedule 5 to Clause 32.09.  Other than the five proposed ‘Neighbourhood 
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character objectives’ (Clause 1.0) and the two ‘Decision guidelines’ (Clause 5.0), there are few 
significant differences to Schedule 1 to the GRZ. 

The Amendment does not propose any changes to the: 

• minimum subdivision area 

• requirement for the construction or extension of one dwelling or a fence associated 
with a dwelling on a lot 

• application requirements 

• variations to clauses 54 and 55 with respect to: 
- minimum street setbacks 
- site coverage 
- permeability 
- landscaping 
- walls on boundaries. 

The variations specified in Clause 4.0 of Schedule 5 regarding side and rear setbacks, front 
fence height and private open space are generally the same that exist in Schedule 1 to the 
GRZ, other than for Standard B28. 

The Panel understands that the minimal variations to Schedule 5 are because the application 
of the NRZ at Jubilee Park is about controlling building height and maintaining the existing 
neighbourhood character through the neighbourhood character objectives. 

The Panel has approached the initial assessment of the proposed NRZ at Jubilee Park from 
two perspectives. 

In the first instance, the Panel has considered the need for NRZ5 in areas proposed for 
inclusion within the Heritage Overlay or NCO.  In these areas, the proposed overlays require 
planning permits for a wide range of buildings and works.  The overlays result in these areas 
having a relatively high level of development control. 

The Heritage Overlay includes a purpose: 

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

The significance of the proposed heritage places is discussed in Chapter 3.  It is fair to say that 
all of the heritage places are of a modest scale. 

The NCO includes a range of detailed neighbourhood character objectives and decision 
guidelines to help guide preferred development outcomes.  These have been discussed in 
Chapter 4.  The Statement of neighbourhood character in Schedule 3 to Clause 43.05 makes it 
clear that the character of these areas is defined by, amongst other things, the consistency of 
low scale, older style dwellings with tiled, pitched or gabled roofs. 

In this regard, the neighbourhood character objectives in NRZ5 largely duplicates the purposes 
and decision guidelines in the Heritage Overlay (Clause 43.01) and the purposes and decision 
guidelines in the NCO (Clause 43.05) and the neighbourhood character objectives and decision 
guidelines proposed in Schedule 3 to Clause 43.05. 

The Panel also notes that under the GRZ, there is still a requirement to encourage 
development that respects the neighbourhood character of the area. 
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In this context, the Panel does not see that NRZ5 offers any significant additional value to the 
consideration of planning permit applications in areas affected by the Heritage Overlay or 
NCO3.  The objectives and decision guidelines for NRZ5 say effectively the same thing as the 
proposed overlays and the Panel sees this as an unnecessary duplication that has the potential 
to create confusion and misunderstanding.  Having already concluded that the overlays are 
appropriate for Jubilee Park, the Panel considers that the neighbourhood character objectives 
in NRZ5 are not required. 

The only significant ‘work’ that NRZ5 does is to introduce a maximum height of 9 metres or 2 
storeys for a dwelling.  The Panel considers that in this circumstance, a height control of 9 
metres or 2 storeys in areas affected by the Heritage Overlay or NCO is largely unnecessary 
because the detailed provisions in the Heritage Overlay and NCO deal with development 
outcomes appropriately.  The Panel is not convinced that a strong case has been made to 
warrant the need for a 9 metres height limit in these areas.  There would seem to be sufficient 
‘safeguards’ resulting from the provisions in the Heritage Overlay and NCO that would ensure 
that the height of a proposed dwelling does not impact on the significance of the heritage 
place or the neighbourhood character. 

Moreover, it is possible that a 9 metres height limit could unnecessarily reduce the flexibility 
of good design.  For example, it is possible that with good design an extension at the rear of a 
property could exceed 9 metres in height and have no material impact on the heritage 
significance of a place or the character of the streetscape. 

In summary, the Panel does not support the introduction of the proposed NRZ5 to areas within 
the proposed Heritage Overlay or NCO. 

The Panel has also considered the application of NRZ5 in areas not covered by the proposed 
Heritage Overlay or NCO.  This includes Caroline Street, Henry Street, Thomas Street and 
Emerald Street. 

In these areas there are significantly fewer permit triggers for dwellings compared to the areas 
within the Heritage Overlay or NCO.  The construction of a single dwelling on a lot greater than 
300 square metres does not require a planning permit under the current GRZ1 or the proposed 
NRZ5.   Except for properties that have already been developed for multi-units, it would 
appear that almost all lots are greater than 300 square metres. 

It seems to the Panel that the consideration of the neighbourhood character objectives and 
decision guidelines would, in all likelihood, generally be limited to permit applications for 
multi-unit development. 

The Panel notes that a large number of properties in Henry Street and Caroline Street have a 
single dwelling covenant. 

As noted previously, the GRZ1 already includes a purpose to encourage development that 
respects the neighbourhood character of the area supported by Clause 22.02.  The Panel 
believes that without further justification for additional requirements, that this is sufficient to 
help guide future development in these areas. 

The key issue for these areas is the proposed new maximum heights for dwellings.  The Panel 
notes that the 9 metres height limit would apply to all dwellings, including those that do not 
need a planning permit. 
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The Panel is not convinced that sufficient evidence has been presented to justify the need for 
a 9 metres height limit in these areas.  Ms Scott said that with respect to these streets: 

While garden settings and architectural styles are less consistent, built form is uniformly 
single storey.29 

The Panel has inspected these streets and observed multiple two storey dwellings, including 
the property at 13 Henry Street referred to in Submission 67.  A photograph of this two-storey 
house was used by Council as part of its ‘advertising’ of Amendment C116. 

Council has not completed sufficient detailed research to articulate ‘the problem’ with the 
current controls to justify the need for the proposed height controls.  As was noted in 
Submission 67, a 9 metre height limit also has the potential to limit innovative design.  The 
Panel also notes that, on its own, a 9 metres height limit does not necessarily ensure design 
outcomes that Council might consider to be in character with the area.  As proposed in NRZ5, 
a 9 metres height limit is a rather blunt instrument and a more nuanced approach is required. 

The Panel believes that Council needs to complete a more rigorous planning study to justify 
any change to the current GRZ1.  To that end, the Panel notes that Council is well advanced 
with the Character Study Review.  This would seem to be a comprehensive review of 
neighbourhood character across the whole municipality.  Importantly, the review provides a 
comparative assessment between different areas. 

The Council advised the Panel that a suite of 11 NRZ schedules and a range of other changes 
to GRZ schedules is contemplated.  Significantly, further changes to Schedule 5 to the NRZ are 
likely to introduce variations to the requirements to Clause 54 and 55 with respect to 
permeability and landscaping requirements.  Additional application requirements are also 
likely. 

In this context, the Panel has concerns about proceeding with the NRZ at Jubilee Park in 
isolation from the broader picture that is unfolding.  It is true that strategic planning does not 
stand still and that it is not always possible to proceed with every part in a preferred sequence.  
However, given that the Character Study Review is well advanced, it would seem premature 
to proceed with the NRZ5 at Jubilee Park without considering the broader context and with a 
fuller understanding of how all the proposed provisions in the zone may work together. 

For completeness and perhaps to help guide the future process, the Panel makes a number of 
comments with respect to some of the specific provisions and the extent of the proposed 
zoning. 

First, the Panel does not understand the rationale for the varied Standard B28 to require the 
provision of private open space at ground level only.  This was not fully explained by Council 
and it was not supported by Ms Scott.  No justification for this requirement was presented to 
the Panel. 

Second, the Panel considers the first decision guideline in Clause 7.0 in Schedule 5 to Clause 
32.09 to be an unnecessary duplication of an existing decision guideline in Clause 32.09-13.  
The third decision guideline in the parent clause under the heading ‘General’ requires 
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consideration of “the objectives set out in the schedule to this zone”.  This is sufficient to ensure 
that appropriate consideration is given to the neighbourhood character objectives. 

Third, the Panel has concerns about the inclusion of the word “demolition” in the second 
decision guideline in Clause 7.0 in Schedule 5 to Clause 32.09.  No permit is required for the 
demolition of a building under the NRZ and it is therefore inappropriate to include 
consideration of the extent to which any building to be demolished contributes to the 
neighbourhood character of the area. 

Fourth, for the reasons outlined by Ms Scott, the Panel agrees with Council that the properties 
at 28-30 Greenwood Avenue and 62A Ford Street should not be included in the NRZ3. 

Fifth, any zoning of land on the south side of Haig Street (2-34 Haig Street) should include the 
‘hiatus land’ along the southern boundary of these lots. 

Sixth, from an inspection of the site, the Panel could see no reason to include the properties 
at 36, 37, 37A 39 and 43 Thomas Street in the NRZ.  These properties have largely been 
developed for multi-units and do not relate to the balance of the NRZ land.  Ms Scott 
suggested that they were included in order to link with Emerald Street, however the Panel 
does not consider that this has been properly thought through.  The Panel notes that there 
were no submissions from any of these properties. 

Seventh, the Panel makes no specific findings with respect to the submissions that called for 
extensions of the NRZ to the northern parts of James Street, Kendall Street or Thomas Street.  
This is beyond the scope of Amendment C116, but could be matters for Council to consider in 
further detail as part of its broader review of zoning in association with the Character Study 
Review. 

Finally, a number of submissions raised concerns regarding the impact that the NRZ might 
have on the value of their properties.  This issue is dealt with in section 3.7. 

5.5 Conclusions and recommendations 

The Panel concludes: 

• That further strategic justification is required before the NRZ is applied to any land at 
Jubilee Park. 

• That it is premature at this point to rezone any land at Jubilee Park to NRZ5. 

• Any future potential rezoning should have regard to the outcomes of the broader 
Character Study Review that Council is currently completing as well as further 
detailed consideration of the interaction with the Heritage Overlay and NCO controls 
at Jubilee Park. 

• The detailed provisions in the exhibited Schedule 5 to Clause 32.09 requires further 
consideration. 

The Panel recommends: 

 Abandon applying the Neighbourhood Residential Zone Schedule 5 at Jubilee Park 
until further strategic planning provides a more comprehensive strategic justification 
for the Neighbourhood Residential Zone in this location. 
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Appendix A Submitters to the Amendment 
 

No. Submitter No. Submitter 

1 Y and C Zhou, P Yan and E Zhang 30 S Su  

2 H Zeng 31 M Sun 

3 C Frohlich 32 W and G Hussey 

4 C and M Farrelly 33 R McConachy and K Nairn 

5 E Stankovic 34 National Trust of Australia (Victoria) 

6 P Krtolica 35 R Starling and R Smith 

7 K Leigh 36 J Regos 

8 N and D McDonald 37 G and J Marsh 

9  S Samuel 38 Q M Huang (duplicate of submission 12) 

10 S Ignatidis 39 W Li 

11 S C Solis 40 S Ignatidis (duplicate of submission 14) 

12 Q M Huang (petition) 41 S Su (duplicate of submission 30) 

13 E Li (duplicate of submission 12) 42 M Sun (duplicate of submission 31) 

14 S Ignatidis (petition) 43 C M Zhou 

15 J and S Williams 44 M Allan 

16 Y Cooper 45 I Wang 

17 C Devenish 46 S Huang 

18 Q Xie 47 Q Xie 

19 S Huang 48 Q M Huang 

20 N Liu 49 N Liu 

21 E Li 50 H Zhang 

22 Q Zhang 51 L Chen 

23 C and K Ignatidis 52 P Braakhuis 

24 K Ryan 53 T and S Collier 

25 J P Ryan 54 Q Zhang 

26 Q M Huang 55 B Moore 

27 L Moore 56 D Smith 

28 L Chen 57 A Simkin 

29 Jubilee Park Residents’ Group 58 J H Wi 

29B K Heywood 59 S and B Wong 
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No. Submitter No. Submitter 

60 J Windsor 66 Y Wei 

61 J Broomhead 67 M and R Wursthorn 

62 D Cheung 68 Y Xin and S Valluri 

63 G Ryan 69 J Chen 

64 R A and D P Revell 70 W Gu and W Lin 

65 S C Solis 71 H Zeng 
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Appendix B Parties to the Panel Hearing 
 

Submitter Represented by 

Maroondah City Council Ms Maria Marshall of Maddocks, who called expert 
evidence on: 

- urban design from Claire Scott of Claire Scott Planning 

- heritage from Natica Schmeder of Landmark Heritage 
Pty Ltd 

National Trust of Australia (Victoria) Ms Caitlin Mitropoulos  

Jubilee Park Residents’ Group  Ms Karen Heywood 

Karen Heywood  

Linda Moore  

Predag Krtolica  

Rebecca Starling & Russell Smith   

Richard McConachy  

Srujan Valluri  

Yejoo Cho (Jeong Hee Wi)  

Gareth & Joanne Marsh  

Yufei Wei  

Raymond Revell  

Qaiochu Zhang  

Simon Ignatidis, Charalambos & Kiriaki 
Ignatidis 

 

Ted & Sarah Collier  
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Appendix C Document list 

No. Date Description Provided by 

Prior to Hearing 

1 7/8/2019 Council email to parties enclosing Council’s delegate 
report (and attachments) considering submissions  

Council 

2 7/8/2019 Council letter sent to land owners relating to proposed 
post-exhibition changes 

Council 

3 13/8/2019 Council Part A submission  Council 

4 13/8/2019 Urban design witness statement of Claire Scott of Claire 
Scott Planning  

Council 

5 13/8/2019 Heritage witness statement of Natica Schmeder of 
Landmark Heritage Pty Ltd  

Council 

During Hearing 

6 21/8/2019 Council Part B submission Council 

7 21/8/2019 Council folder of background documents Council 

8 21/8/2019 Multiple A4 colour photos of houses by street address Council 

9 21/8/2019 Multiple A3 colour photos of streetscapes  Council 

10 21/8/2019 Email from Heywood to Council dated 11/8/2019 Council 

11 21/8/2019 Copy of PowerPoint slides presented by Ms Scott Ms Scott 

12 22/8/2019 Comments on proposed NCO Schedule 3 by Ms Schmeder Council 

13 22/8/2019 National Trust of Australia (Victoria) submission Ms 
Mitropoulos 

14 22/8/2019 Jubilee Park Residents’ Group (Ms Heywood) submission Ms Heywood 

15 22/8/2019 Submission ‘29b’ Council 

16 22/8/2019 Extract from Whitehorse Planning Scheme Maps (A3) HO Council 

17 22/8/2019 Ms Moore submission Ms Moore 

18 22/8/2019 Ms Starling and Mr Smith submission Ms Starling 

19 22/8/2019 Mr Valluri submission Mr Valluri 

20 22/8/2019 Ms Zhang submission Ms Zhang 

21 23/8/2019 Further submission from Ms Heywood Council 

22 23/8/2019 Mr McConachy and Ms Nairn submission (speaking notes) Mr 
McConachy 

23 23/8/2019 Mr Wei submission (late) Mr Wei 

24 23/8/2019 Mr Krtolica submission Mr Krtolica 
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No. Date Description Provided by 

25 23/8/2019 Mr and Mrs Collier submission Mr and Mrs 
Collier 

26 23/8/2019 Post exhibition changes accepted by Council Council 

27 23/8/2019 VCAT Decision – Ausun Property Developments Pty Ltd v 
Maroondah CC [2017] VCAT 653 

Council 

28 23/8/2019 Extract from Whitehorse Planning Scheme maps (A4) NCO Council 

29 23/8/2019 Extracts from Maroondah, Maribyrnong and Whitehorse 
Planning Scheme Maps (A3) x 4 sheets 

Council 

Post Hearing 

30 26/8/2019 Summary of closing notes on behalf of Council Council 

31 26/8/2019 Updated version of Document 26 Council 

32 30/8/2019 Council preferred version of Amendment Documents 
incorporating changes as per Document 31 

Council 
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Appendix D Panel preferred version of statements of 
significance 

Tracked Added 
Tracked Deleted 
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MAROONDAH PLANNING SCHEME 

 
Statement of Significance 
 

Heritage 
Place: 

 

ELLISON 
STREET 
PRECINCT 
(EXTENSION) 

 PS ref no: HO98 

 

Prepared by: Context 

 

Address: 4-18 Ellison Street, Ringwood Survey Date: August 2016 

Name: Ellison Street Precinct Architect: 

Place Type: Residential House Builder: Harry Peake 

Grading: Significant Construction Date: 1923-27 

Extent of Overlay: Refer to Precinct Map 

Architectural Style: Interwar Period (c.1919-c.1940) 
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What is significant? 

The Ellison Street precinct comprising numbers 4,6,8,10,12,14,16 and 18 Ellison Street, 

Ringwood is significant.  

 

The modern carports and garages, rear extensions and front fences are not significant.  
 

How is it significant? 

 

The Ellison Street precinct is of local historic, architectural and aesthetic significance to the 

City of Maroondah. 
 
 
 
Why is it significant? 

The Ellison Street precinct is of historic significance in demonstrating the rapid residential 

development that occurred in Ringwood, particularly around the trainlines in the early 

interwar years, following arrival of the electrified rail line to the area and the ready supply 

of fresh water available from the newly completed O’Shannassy Dam. (Criterion A) 

 

The Ellison Street precinct is of aesthetic significance as a good representative example of a 

residential precinct from the interwar period in Ringwood. There is a consistency in 

building form, materiality and detailing that contributes to the homogenous character of the 

precinct. The precinct is largely intact, with consistent setbacks, garden settings, 

homogenous building forms and material consistency – forming a characteristic interwar 

suburban streetscape with some visible additions, such as added carports or garages.  The 

properties within the precinct have a similar style, scale form and materiality where the 

original designs are clearly distinguishable, but with some alterations evident. The 

consistency in the row of houses at 6-12 Ellison Street forms the core of the precinct and 

strengthens the aesthetic value. (Criteria D and E). 

 

The dominant building style in the precinct is the Californian Bungalow, mostly in timber 

with one brick example. Roofs are typically transverse from with a projecting wing to the 
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front, clad in Marseilles patterned terracotta tiles. Windows are double hung sash windows, 

sometimes with small panes to the upper sashes. Number 6 has leadlight to the upper 

sashes. A number of houses have double timber entry doors. Verandah detailing includes of 

various combinations and squared timber posts and masonry pillars to front verandahs, with 

the distinctive splayed pillars on number 4 being a notable example. Timber shingles 

feature over the bay window on numbers 6-12, and on the front gable of number 18.  

Number 10 is notable for the relatively elaborate detailing of the original brick façade, 

fenestration and verandah. (Criteria D and E) 

 

Gradings and Planning Control Recommendations 

 

Recommended for inclusion in the Schedule to the Heritage Overlay of the Maroondah 

Planning Scheme as a Precinct. Gradings are specified in the precinct Schedule of Gradings 

below. 

 
 
Primary source 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, Context. Final Report February 2018 
 
 

PRECINCT GRADINGS SCHEDULE 

 

Name  Number Street Grading Built Date 

 4 Ellison Street Contributory < c.1924 

 6 Ellison Street Contributory 1923-24 

 8 Ellison Street Contributory 1923 

 10 Ellison Street Contributory c.1927 

 12 Ellison Street Contributory 1924 

 14 Ellison Street Contributory 1923 

 16 Ellison Street Contributory c.1924 

 18 Ellison Street Contributory c.1924 

 

Recommendations for the Schedule to the Heritage Overlay (Clause 43.01) in the 

Maroondah Planning Scheme: 

 

External Paint Colours  

Is a permit required to paint an already painted surface? 

No 

Internal Alteration Controls  

Is a permit required for internal alterations?  

No 

 

Tree Controls  

Is a permit required to remove a tree? 

No 

Victorian Heritage Register 

Is the place included on the Victorian Heritage 

Register? 

No 

Incorporated Plan  

Does an Incorporated Plan apply to the site? 

No 

Outbuildings and fences exemptions  No 
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Are there outbuildings and fences which are not exempt 

from notice and review?  

Prohibited uses may be permitted  

Can a permit be granted to use the place for a use which 

would otherwise be prohibited?  

No 

 

Aboriginal Heritage Place 

Is the place an Aboriginal heritage place which is 

subject to the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage 

Act 2006? 

No 

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

Environment Act 1987 
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MAROONDAH PLANNING SCHEME 

 
Statement of Significance 
 

Heritage 
Place: HAIG 
STREET 
PRECINCT 

 

 

 PS ref no: HO140 

 

Prepared by: Context 

 

Address: 3-31 and 2-6 and 26-34 Haig 

Street, Ringwood 

Survey Date: August 2016 

Name: Haig Street Precinct Architect: 

Place Type: Residential House Builder:  

Grading: Significant Construction Date: 1920s-1950s 

Extent of Overlay: Refer to Precinct Map 

Architectural Style: Interwar Period (c.1919-c.1940) 
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Figure 1 Map of the Haig Street precinct – red line denotes proposed precinct boundary.  ‘C’ = contributory to the precinct, ‘NC’ = 
non-contributory to the precinct. 

 
What is significant? 

The Haig Street Precinct, comprising 3-31 and 2- 6 and 26-34 Haig Street, Ringwood, is 

significant.   

 

Number 19 Haig Street is significant within the precinct. 

 

Front fences, carports and garages within the precinct are not significant.  
 

How is it significant? 

The Haig Street precinct in Ringwood is of local historic, architectural and aesthetic 

significance to the City of Maroondah. 
 
 
 
Why is it significant? 

The Haig Street precinct is of historic significance in demonstrating the rapid residential 

development that occurred in Ringwood, particularly around the trainlines in the interwar 

and early post war years, following first, the arrival of the electrified rail line to the area 

and the ready supply of fresh water available from the newly completed O’Shannassy 

Dam, and later, the popularisation of the suburbs .(Criterion A) 

 

The Haig Street precinct is of further historic significance for its association with the Great 

War. As was common in new subdivisions in Melbourne in the 1920s, the street name 

selected had an association with the Great War. Haig Street was named after the British 

army officer, General Douglas Haig who had commanded the British forces on the Western 

Front during World War I. (Criterion A) 

 

The Haig Street precinct is a good representative example of a residential precinct from the 

interwar/early post World War 2 period.  While demonstrating a consistent building type - 

the single storey, detached bungalow, the precinct is notable for demonstrating the range of 
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styles applied to the bungalows in the interwar and early post World War 2 years. Visual 

cohesion is achieved in the precinct by the use of consistent front setbacks, material palette, 

and garden settings. The wide streets, nature strips and established streets (majority 

replanted) contribute to the aesthetic appeal of the precinct. The cohesive suburban 

streetscape retains its integrity despite, such as added carports, upper storey additions and 

garages through the similar style, scale form and materiality where the original designs are 

clearly distinguishable, but with some alterations evident. (Criterion D and E) 

 

19 Haig Street is an example of a bungalow built in the Moderne style. It features a semi-

circular entry porch with rendered walls which are trimmed with tapestry brick. A 

rectangular opening on the curved edge has a wrought iron grilled in a diamond pattern. 

Soldier courses of tapestry brick feature around the window openings and across the 

façade. Two brick and render chimneys have stepped bases which protrude through the 

roof. The house is an excellent example of the Moderne style adapted to suit the modest 

housing of the area. (Criterion E) 

 

Gradings and Planning Control Recommendations 

 

Recommended for inclusion in the Schedule to the Heritage Overlay of the Maroondah 

Planning Scheme as a Precinct. Gradings are specified in the precinct Schedule of Gradings 

below. 
 
Primary source 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, Context. Final Report February 2018 
 

PRECINCT GRADINGS SCHEDULE 

 

Name  Number Street Grading Built Date 

 2 Haig Street Contributory 1935-38 

 3 Haig Street Contributory 1930s 

 4 Haig Street Contributory 1926-28 

 5 Haig Street Contributory 1920s 

 5A Haig Street Non-contributory  

 6 Haig Street Contributory 1935-38 

 7 Haig Street Contributory 1935-38 

 8 Haig Street Contributory 1949 

 9 Haig Street Contributory 1935-38 

 10 Haig Street Contributory By 1954 

 11 Haig Street Contributory 1935-38 

 12 Haig Street Contributory 1950-55 

 13 Haig Street Contributory 1920-24 

 14 Haig Street Contributory By 1954 

 2/14 Haig Street Non-contributory  

 15 Haig Street Contributory By 1924 

 16 Haig Street Contributory 1950-55 

 17 Haig Street Non-contributory  

 18 Haig Street Contributory 1950-55 
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 19 Haig Street Individually 

Significant 

1940 

 20-22 Haig Street Contributory By 1954 

 21 Haig Street Contributory 1935-38 

 23 Haig Street Contributory 1941-42 

 2/23 Haig Street Non-contributory  

 24 Haig Street Non-

Contributory 

 

 25 Haig Street Non-

Contributory 

 

 26 Haig Street Contributory 1920-24 

 27 Haig Street Contributory 1935-38 

 28 Haig Street Contributory 1920-24 

 29 Haig Street Contributory 1935-38 

 30 Haig Street Contributory 1948 

 2/30 Haig Street Non-

Contributory 

 

 31 Haig Street Contributory 1935-37 

 32 Haig Street Contributory By 1924 

 34 Haig Street Contributory 1941 

 

Recommendations for the Schedule to the Heritage Overlay (Clause 43.01) in the 

Maroondah Planning Scheme: 

 

External Paint Colours  

Is a permit required to paint an already painted surface? 

No 

Internal Alteration Controls  

Is a permit required for internal alterations? 

No 

 

Tree Controls  

Is a permit required to remove a tree? 

No 

Victorian Heritage Register 

Is the place included on the Victorian Heritage 

Register? 

No 

Incorporated Plan  

Does an Incorporated Plan apply to the site? 

No 

Outbuildings and fences exemptions 

Are there outbuildings and fences which are not exempt 

from notice and review? 

No 

 

Prohibited uses may be permitted 

Can a permit be granted to use the place for a use which 

would otherwise be prohibited? 

No 

 

Aboriginal Heritage Place 

Is the place an Aboriginal heritage place which is 

subject to the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage 

Act 2006? 

No 

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

Environment Act 1987 
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MAROONDAH PLANNING SCHEME 

 
Statement of Significance 
 

Heritage 
Place: 

Kendall Street 
Precinct 

 PS ref no: HO141 

 

Prepared by: Context 
  
Address: 20-32 and 21-35 Kendall Street, 
Ringwood 

Survey Date: August 2016 

Name: Kendall Street Precinct Architect: 
Place Type: Residential TerraceResidential 
Terrace 

Builder:  

Grading: Significant Construction Date: 1915 – early 
1950s 

Extent of Overlay: Refer to Precinct Map 
Architectural Style: Interwar Period (c.1919-c.1940)Interwar Period (c.1919-
c.1940) 
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Figure 1 Map of Kendall Street Precinct.  Red line shows precinct boundary.  C = Contributory to the precinct  

 
 
What is significant? 

The Kendall Street precinct, comprising 20-32 and 21-35 Kendall Street, Ringwood is 
significant. 
 

How is it significant? 

The Kendall Street precinct in Ringwood is of local historic, architectural and aesthetic 
significance to the City of Maroondah. 
 
 
 
Why is it significant? 

The Kendall Street precinct is of historic significance as evidence of the residential 
development that occurred in Ringwood in the interwar years, following the electrification of 
the railway line and the supply of fresh water from the newly completed O’Shannassy Dam.  
(Criterion A) 
 
The Kendall Street precinct is a representative example of a residential precinct from the 
interwar period. There is a consistency in building form, materiality and detailing that 
contributes to the homogenous character of the precinct. The precinct is comprised of modest 
timber bungalows, mostly from the 1930-40s. Groups of similar houses occur, suggesting they 
were built by one builder or to a standardised design. The primary architectural character of 
the precinct is the single storey, detached bungalow with a projecting wing to one side, a 
central entry porch and a tiled hipped roof. Timber is the dominant material with one example 
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in brick. Windows typically are tripartite timber framed double sash windows. Number 22 has 
leadlight to the upper sashes. Primary aesthetic interest is derived from detailing of the entry 
porch of each house. Detailing varies between each dwelling and includes motifs and elements 
from the various interwar styles including: gabled parapets, pointed arched openings, columns 
and pillars, and tapestry brick motifs and edging (Criterion D) 
 
The interwar suburban streetscape is intact within the precinct, with garden settings, nature 
strips and street plantings of Melaleuca, with a row of three mature Liquidambar on the west 
side; the latter appear to date from the 1930s-50s. (Criterion D and E) 
 
Gradings and Planning Control Recommendations 
 
Recommended for inclusion in the Schedule to the Heritage Overlay of the Maroondah 
Planning Scheme as a Precinct. Gradings are specified in the precinct Schedule of Gradings 
below. 
 
 
 
Primary source 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, Context. Final Report February 2018 
 
 
 
 
 

PRECINCT GRADINGS SCHEDULE 
 

Name  Number Street Grading Built Date 

 20 Kendall Street Contributory 1930s 

 21 Kendall Street Contributory 1942? 

 22 Kendall Street Contributory 1930s 

 23 Kendall Street Contributory 1940 

 24 Kendall Street Contributory Post-1950 

 25 Kendall Street Contributory 1940 

 26 Kendall Street Contributory 1940 

 27 Kendall Street Contributory 
Non 
Contributory 

By 1922 

 28 Kendall Street Contributory 1939 

 29 Kendall Street Contributory 1939 

 30 Kendall Street Contributory Around 1915 

 31 Kendall Street Contributory 1941 

 32 Kendall Street Contributory 1930s 

 33 Kendall Street Contributory c.1940 

 35 Kendall Street Contributory 1941 

 
 
Recommendations for the Schedule to the Heritage Overlay (Clause 43.01) in the Maroondah 
Planning Scheme: 
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External Paint Colours  
Is a permit required to paint an already painted surface? 

No 

Internal Alteration Controls  
Is a permit required for internal alterations?  

No 
 

Tree Controls  
Is a permit required to remove a tree? 

No 

Victorian Heritage Register 
Is the place included on the Victorian Heritage Register? 

No 

Incorporated Plan  
Does an Incorporated Plan apply to the site? 

No 

Outbuildings and fences exemptions  
Are there outbuildings and fences which are not exempt 
from notice and review?  

No 
 

Prohibited uses may be permitted  
Can a permit be granted to use the place for a use which 
would otherwise be prohibited?  

No 
 

Aboriginal Heritage Place 
Is the place an Aboriginal heritage place which is subject 
to the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006? 

No 

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

Environment Act 1987 
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MAROONDAH PLANNING SCHEME 

 
Statement of Significance 
 

Heritage 
Place:  

HOUSE 5 – 
Caroline Street 
Ringwood 

 

 PS ref no: HO142 

 

 
 

Prepared by: Context 

  

Address: 5 Caroline Street, Ringwood Survey Date: August 2016 

Name: Architect: 

Place Type: Residential House Builder: 

Grading: Significant Construction Date: 1925-26 

Extent of Overlay: To title boundaries 

Architectural Style: Interwar Period (c.1919-c.1940) 
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What is significant? 

The house at 5 Caroline Street, Ringwood, built in 1925-26, is significant. 

The modern additions of glazed panels in porch wall, the carport, and front fence and all 

later additions behind the main hipped roof are not significant.  
 

How is it significant? 

The house at 5 Caroline Street, Ringwood is of local architectural significance to the City 

of Maroondah. 
 
Why is it significant? 

The house at 5 Caroline Street, Ringwood exhibits a number of characteristics typical of 

the Californian Bungalow style. The style was popular in Ringwood and surrounding 

suburbs during the Interwar years when a number of housing estates were developed in 

Ringwood and in the Maroondah area more generally.  (Criterion D) 

 

Characteristics associated with the Californian Bungalow style include: a low pitched 

gabled roof form, with a secondary gabled roof over a projecting front porch; Marseille 

patterned roof tiles, with wide eaves and exposed rafter ends; timber brackets below the 

shingled gable; half brick porch/verandah piers with tapered rendered sections above, and 

soldier brickwork to the upper edges; a combination of natural materials arranged to 

provide visual interest including timber shingles to the gables, and half brick walls with 

rough cast rendered sections above; boxed double-hung sash windows with diamond 

patterned leadlight to the upper sashes; two square rendered chimneys with a brick soldier 

course to the upper edge. (Criterion D) 

 
 
Primary source 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, Context. Final Report February 2018 
 

Planning Control Recommendations 

 

Recommendations for the Schedule to the Heritage Overlay (Clause 43.01) in the 

Maroondah Planning Scheme: 

 

External Paint Colours  

Is a permit required to paint an already painted surface? 

No 

Internal Alteration Controls  

Is a permit required for internal alterations?  

No 

 

Tree Controls  

Is a permit required to remove a tree? 

No 

Victorian Heritage Register 

Is the place included on the Victorian Heritage 

Register? 

No 

Incorporated Plan  

Does an Incorporated Plan apply to the site? 

No 
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Outbuildings and fences exemptions  

Are there outbuildings and fences which are not exempt 

from notice and review?  

No 

 

Prohibited uses may be permitted  

Can a permit be granted to use the place for a use which 

would otherwise be prohibited?  

No 

 

Aboriginal Heritage Place 

Is the place an Aboriginal heritage place which is 

subject to the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage 

Act 2006? 

No 

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

Environment Act 1987 
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MAROONDAH PLANNING SCHEME 

 
Statement of Significance 
 

Heritage 
Place:  

CARISBROOK 
20 Caroline 
Street 
Ringwood 

 

 PS ref no: HO143 

 

Prepared by: Context 

  

Address: 20 Caroline Street, Ringwood Survey Date: August 2016 

Name: Carisbrook Architect: 

Place Type: Residential House Builder: 

Grading: Significant Construction Date: 1939-40 

Extent of Overlay: To title boundaries 

Architectural Style: Interwar Period (c.1919-c.1940) 
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What is significant? 

The house and front fence at 20 Caroline Street, built 1939-40, is significant.  
How is it significant? 

The house and front fence at 20 Caroline Street, Ringwood is are of local architectural 

significance to the City of Maroondah. 
 
Why is it significant? 

The house at 20 Caroline Street, Ringwood exhibits characteristics typical of a the 

‘Moderne’ style in a domestic building from the interwar period, including a strong 

horizontal emphasis with a deep band of face tapestry brick running between rendered 

bands to the upper and lower façade; two identical tri-partite steel casement windows are 

set into the brick band, on either side of the entry porch; a soldier course of tapestry bricks 

runs across the upper edge of each window opening; a central entry door has steel sidelight 

windows. The low brick front fence has simple brick piers with tapered rendered tops and a 

steel pipe rail running between the piers. (Criterion D) 
 
Primary source 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, Context. Final Report February 2018 

 

Planning Control Recommendations 

 

Recommendations for the Schedule to the Heritage Overlay (Clause 43.01) in the 

Maroondah Planning Scheme: 

 

External Paint Colours  

Is a permit required to paint an already painted surface? 

No 

Internal Alteration Controls  

Is a permit required for internal alterations?  

No 

 

Tree Controls  

Is a permit required to remove a tree? 

No 

Victorian Heritage Register 

Is the place included on the Victorian Heritage 

Register? 

No 

Incorporated Plan  

Does an Incorporated Plan apply to the site? 

No 

Outbuildings and fences exemptions  

Are there outbuildings and fences which are not exempt 

from notice and review?  

Yes – brick and steel 

pipe front fence. No 

Prohibited uses may be permitted  

Can a permit be granted to use the place for a use which 

would otherwise be prohibited?  

No 

 

Aboriginal Heritage Place 

Is the place an Aboriginal heritage place which is 

subject to the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage 

Act 2006? 

No 

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

Environment Act 1987 
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MAROONDAH PLANNING SCHEME 

 
Statement of Significance 
 

Heritage 
Place:  

22 James 
Street 
Ringwood 

 

 PS ref no: HO145 

 

Prepared by: Context 

 

  

Address: 22 James Street, Ringwood Survey Date: August 2016 

Name: Architect: 

Place Type: Residential House Builder: 

Grading: Significant Construction Date: 1924-26 

Extent of Overlay: To title boundaries 

Architectural Style: Interwar Period (c.1919-c.1940) 
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What is significant? 

22 James Street, Ringwood, built in 1924-26, is significant 

 

How is it significant? 

22 James Street, Ringwood is of local architectural and aesthetic significance to the City of 

Maroondah.   
 
Why is it significant? 

22 James Street, Ringwood integrates a number of characteristics associated with both the 

Federation era ‘Queen Anne’ style and the Californian Bungalow style of the interwar 

period. The overall form of the house resembles the asymmetrical and complex form 

typical of the style of the ‘Queen Anne’ style. It features a projecting wings at the front and 

the side, and a return verandah with a boxed bay window across the corner. By contrast, 

the low-slung roof and wide front gable are more closely associated with the Californian 

Bungalow style. (Criterion D) 

 

Detailing associated with the ‘Queen Anne’ style includes boxed bay windows to the 

projecting bays and across the verandah corner, with narrow double hung windows with 

highlight windows above; a small arched window at the end of the verandah; half 

timbering to the gable ends (thought typically the gables would be deeper); and a three 

panel, leadlight entry door with leadlight to the side lights. Detailing associated with the 

Californian Bungalow style includes timber detailing to the front verandah including paired 

solid timber posts and elongated timber blade brackets; a timber gable ventilator to the 

upper gabled end; and a simple brick chimney with rendered top. (Criterion D and E) 

 

The house retains a high level of integrity.  

 
 
Primary source 

 
Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, Context. Final Report February 2018 
 

Planning Control Recommendations 

 

Recommendations for the Schedule to the Heritage Overlay (Clause 43.01) in the 

Maroondah Planning Scheme: 

 

External Paint Colours  

Is a permit required to paint an already painted surface? 

No 

Internal Alteration Controls  

Is a permit required for internal alterations?  

No 

 

Tree Controls  

Is a permit required to remove a tree? 

No 

Victorian Heritage Register 

Is the place included on the Victorian Heritage 

Register? 

No 

 No 
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Incorporated Plan  

Does an Incorporated Plan apply to the site? 

Outbuildings and fences exemptions  

Are there outbuildings and fences which are not exempt 

from notice and review?  

No 

 

Prohibited uses may be permitted  

Can a permit be granted to use the place for a use which 

would otherwise be prohibited?  

No 

 

Aboriginal Heritage Place 

Is the place an Aboriginal heritage place which is 

subject to the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage 

Act 2006? 

No 

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

Environment Act 1987 

  



Maroondah Planning Scheme Amendment C116  Panel Report  24 September 2019 

 

Page 106 of 125 

 

Appendix E Panel preferred version of schedule 
documents 

 

Tracked Added 

Tracked Deleted 
 



Maroondah Planning Scheme Amendment C116  Panel Report  24 September 2019 

 

Page 107 of 125 

 

SCHEDULE TO CLAUSE 43.01 HERITAGE OVERLAY 

The requirements of this overlay apply to both the heritage place and its associated land. 

PS 
Map 
Ref 

Heritage Place External 
Paint 
Control
s 
Apply? 

Internal 
Alteration 
Controls 

Apply? 

Tree 
Control
s 

Apply? 

Outbuildings 
or fences 
which are not 
exempt under 
Clause 43.01-3 

Included on 
the Victorian 
Heritage 
Register 
under the 
Heritage Act 
1995? 

Prohibited 
uses may 
be 

permitted? 

Name of 
Incorporated 
Plan under 

Clause 43.01-2 

Aborigina
l heritage 
place? 

HO1 House 

67-73 Alto Avenue, Croydon 

Yes No Yes  No No No  No 

HO2 Croydon Community School, Formerly 
Croydon State School, 177-181 Mount 
Dandenong Road, corner of Anzac Street, 
Croydon 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO3 “Aringa” 

7 Aringa Court, Ringwood 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 

HO4 “Boonong” 

273 Bayswater Road, Bayswater North 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 

HO5 Ringwood Cellars, Former Blood Brothers 
Premier Store 

1 Bedford Road, Ringwood 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO6 Italianate House 

11 - 15 Bedford Road, Ringwood 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO7 1st Ringwood Scout Hall Bill Wilkins Lodge 

Bedford Road, Ringwood 

No No No No No No  No 

HO8 House 

15 Braeside Avenue, Ringwood 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 

HO9 Manna Gum Eucalyptus viminalis 

H.E. Parker Reserve, 154 Heathmont Road, 
Heathmont, south bank, near BMX jumps, 
Bungalook Creek, 80m upstream from 
Dandenong Creek, Bayswater 

No No Yes No No No  No 
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PS 
Map 
Ref 

Heritage Place External 
Paint 
Control
s 
Apply? 

Internal 
Alteration 
Controls 

Apply? 

Tree 
Control
s 

Apply? 

Outbuildings 
or fences 
which are not 
exempt under 
Clause 43.01-3 

Included on 
the Victorian 
Heritage 
Register 
under the 
Heritage Act 
1995? 

Prohibited 
uses may 
be 

permitted? 

Name of 
Incorporated 
Plan under 

Clause 43.01-2 

Aborigina
l heritage 
place? 

HO10 Lemon-scented Gum Corymbia citriodora 

5 Camelia Court, Croydon South 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO11 Population of Elderberry Panax Polyscias 
sambucifolia 

Bayswater Golf Range, Canterbury Road, 
Bayswater 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO12 Swamp Gum Eucalyptus ovata 

24 Carroll Avenue, Croydon  

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO13 Croydon Central Maternal & Child Health 
Centre, 202- 210 Mt Dandenong Road, 
Croydon 

No No No No Yes 

Ref No H0054 

No  No 

HO14 Gifford Memorial Church 

22 Croydon Road, Croydon 

No No No No No No  No 

HO15 Candlebark Eucalyptus rubida 

16 Delatite Court, Warranwood 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO16 Candlebark Eucalyptus rubida 

18 Delatite Court, Warranwood 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO17 Silver Peppermint Eucalyptus tenuiramis 

Devon Street car park, 4 - 16 Devon Street, 
Croydon 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO18 Yellow Box Eucalyptus melliodora 

Nature strip tree, south east corner of 
Mountain View Road and Dickasons Road, 
Heathmont 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO19 Glenbrae and Golden English Oak Quercus 
robur concoria 

147-151 Dorset Road, Croydon 

No No Yes Yes No No  No 
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PS 
Map 
Ref 

Heritage Place External 
Paint 
Control
s 
Apply? 

Internal 
Alteration 
Controls 

Apply? 

Tree 
Control
s 

Apply? 

Outbuildings 
or fences 
which are not 
exempt under 
Clause 43.01-3 

Included on 
the Victorian 
Heritage 
Register 
under the 
Heritage Act 
1995? 

Prohibited 
uses may 
be 

permitted? 

Name of 
Incorporated 
Plan under 

Clause 43.01-2 

Aborigina
l heritage 
place? 

HO22 “Sunnyview” 

427-429 Dorset Road, Croydon 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO23 Eucalyptus Tree (ignorabilis x viminalis)  

Dorset Gardens Hotel, 335-341 Dorset Road, 
Croydon, south east corner of the site 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO24 Algerian Oak Quercus canariensis 

Eastfield Park, 119-139 Eastfield Road, 
Croydon, 20 metres north of 97 Eastfield 
Road, Croydon 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO25 White Stringybark Eucalyptus globoidea 

Cheong Wildflower Sanctuary, 1-29 Eastfield 
Road, Croydon, 120 metres along northern 
boundary from western point, then 30 metres 
directly south 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO26 Pre-school, Former East Ringwood School  

Everard Road, Ringwood East 

No No No No No No  No 

HO27 Former Ringwood State School  

32 Greenwood Avenue, Ringwood 

No No No No No No  No 

HO28 Greenwood Park Kindergarten 

9 Greenwood Avenue, Ringwood 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO29 “Wellington Park” 

17 Highfield Avenue, Warranwood 

Yes No Yes  No No No  No 

HO30 “Wyreena” 

13 – 23 Hull Road, Croydon 

Yes  No Yes No No No  No 
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PS 
Map 
Ref 

Heritage Place External 
Paint 
Control
s 
Apply? 

Internal 
Alteration 
Controls 

Apply? 

Tree 
Control
s 

Apply? 

Outbuildings 
or fences 
which are not 
exempt under 
Clause 43.01-3 

Included on 
the Victorian 
Heritage 
Register 
under the 
Heritage Act 
1995? 

Prohibited 
uses may 
be 

permitted? 

Name of 
Incorporated 
Plan under 

Clause 43.01-2 

Aborigina
l heritage 
place? 

HO31 Manna Gum Eucalyptus viminalis 

West corner of 32 Junction Street, Ringwood 
on reserve 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO32 Weeping Scotch Elm Ulmos globra 
camperdownii 

45 Lacey Street, Croydon 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO34 Four Candlebark Eucalyptus rubidas 

Little John Reserve, 76 Little John Road, 
Warranwood (Council land) 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO35 Smooth-barked Apple Angonhera costata 

70-76 Longview Road, Croydon South 
(Nature strip) 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO36 Messmate Stringybark Eucalyptus obliqua 

90-92 Longview Road, Croydon South 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO37 Former State Savings Bank of Victoria 

50 Main Street, Croydon 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO39 Ringwood Railway Station 

Maroondah Highway, Ringwood 

- - - - Yes 

Ref No H1587 

No  No 

HO40 Ringwood Memorial Clock tower 

Corner Maroondah Highway & Warrandyte 
Road, Ringwood 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO41 Former Ringwood Fire Station & two adjoining 
flats 

253-257 Maroondah Highway, Ringwood 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO42 English Oak Quercus robur 

310-312 Maroondah Highway, Ringwood 

No No Yes No No No  No 
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PS 
Map 
Ref 

Heritage Place External 
Paint 
Control
s 
Apply? 

Internal 
Alteration 
Controls 

Apply? 

Tree 
Control
s 

Apply? 

Outbuildings 
or fences 
which are not 
exempt under 
Clause 43.01-3 

Included on 
the Victorian 
Heritage 
Register 
under the 
Heritage Act 
1995? 

Prohibited 
uses may 
be 

permitted? 

Name of 
Incorporated 
Plan under 

Clause 43.01-2 

Aborigina
l heritage 
place? 

HO43 Red Box Eucalyptus polyanthemos 

35-37 Merrill Crescent, Warranwood 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO44 “Linden” 

5 Moss Court, Croydon North 

Yes No Yes  No No No  No 

HO45 Red Ironbark Eucalyptus triacarpa 

Nature strip of 41 Mount Dandenong Road, 
Ringwood East 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO46 Long-leaf Box Eucalyptus goniocalyx 

Former Benedictine Monastery Site, 22-24 
Murray Road, 10 metres south of 6 Banool 
Court, Croydon 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO47 Two Pencil Pines Cupressus torulosa and 
house 

144-146 Mount Dandenong Road, corner of 
Vernon Street, Croydon 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO48 English/Algerian Oak Quercus 
robor/canaviensis 

The front garden of Croydon Community 
School, 177-181 Mount Dandenong Road, 
corner of Anzac Street, Croydon 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO49 “Jenkins Cottage” 

334 Mount Dandenong Road, Croydon 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 

HO50 Manna Gum Eucalyptus viminalis 

Small reserve directly north of 2-4 New Street, 
Ringwood (Vic Roads land) 

No No Yes No No No  No 
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HO51 Manna Gum Eucalyptus viminalis 

South side of Mullum Mullum Creek, 
approximately 75 metres west north west of 
2-4 New Street, Ringwood  

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO52 Lemon-scented Gum Corymbia citriodora 

45 Oliver Street, Ringwood 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO53 House, formerly known as ‘Pinemount’ 

17-21 Panorama Avenue, Ringwood North 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 

HO54 Narrow-leaf Peppermint Tree Eucalyptus 
radiata 

59 Power Street, Croydon North 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO55 Manna Gum Eucalyptus viminalis 

20 metres east of the eastern boundary of 
125-127 Loughnan Road, Ringwood, North of 
Mullum Mullum Creek 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO56 “Kleinert Homestead” 

4 Reilly Court, Croydon South 

Yes No Yes  No No No  No 

HO57 Birribindi 

77 Richardson Road, Croydon North 

Yes No Yes  No No No  No 

HO58 Manna Gum Eucalyptus viminalis 

Reynolds Avenue Reserve, Reynolds 
Avenue, Ringwood, 29 metres east of the 
western end of by-pass acoustic wall, then 11 
metres northern of by-pass acoustic wall  

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO60 Candlebark Eucalyptus viminalis 

4 Salvia Court, Warranwood 

No No Yes No No No  No 
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HO61 Two Manna Gums Eucalyptus viminalis 

Scott Street Reserve, Scott Street 45 metres 
west of the pedestrian bridge, Heathmont 
(Council reserve) 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO62 “Strathallyn” 

2B Strathallyn Road, Ringwood 

Yes No Yes  No No No  No 

HO63 Manna Gum (Hybrid) Eucalyptus viminalis 

Suda Avenue Reserve, Suda Avenue, 
Ringwood, southern end of reserve, 15 
metres north west of drainage underpass. 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO64 Silver-leafed Stringybark Eucalyptus 
cephalocarpa 

7-8 Tereddan Drive, part of Bungalook 
Conservation Reserve, 10 metres from the 
east boundary and approximately 130 metres 
from the south boundary, Kilsyth South. 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO65 “Rothsaye” 

2 Unsworth Road, Ringwood North 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 

HO67 Wantirna Road North Precinct 

4, 6 & 8 Wantirna Road, Ringwood 

Yes No Yes  No No No  No 

HO68 Wantirna Road South Precinct 

18, 20, 22 & 24 Wantirna Road, Ringwood 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 

HO71 St. Paul’s Parish House, Former Glamorgan 
and St Paul’s Anglican Church 

40 Warrandyte Road (Corner of Ringwood 
Bypass), Ringwood 

Yes No Yes  No No No  No 
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HO72 House 

10-12 Warrandyte Road, Ringwood 

Yes No Yes  No No No  No 

HO73 House 

16 Warrandyte Road, Ringwood 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO74 House 

18 Warrandyte Road, Ringwood 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO75 House 

127 Warrandyte Road, Ringwood North 

Yes No Yes  No No No  No 

HO76 Red Box Eucalyptus polyanthemos 

Warranwood Reserve (top of hill), 75 
Bemboka Road, 50 metres north of Kelly 
Court, Warranwood 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO77 Lemon-scented Gum Corymbia citriodora 

8 Wattle Avenue, Ringwood 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO78 Candlebark Eucalyptus rubida 

49 Wellington Park Drive, Warranwood 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO79 Candlebark Eucalyptus rubida 

53 Wellington Park Drive, Warranwood 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO80 Nine English Oak Quercus robur 

Wellington Park Reserve, 2-4 Wellington Park 
Drive and 6-8 Hutchins Court, Warranwood 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO82 “Cherry Hill” 

19 Wonga Road, Ringwood North 

Yes No Yes  No No No  No 

HO83 “Dunstaffnage” 

81 Wonga Road, Ringwood North 

Yes No Yes  No No No  No 
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HO84 “Chipping” 

16 Wonga Road, Ringwood 

Yes No Yes  No No No  No 

HO85 “Banool” 

57-59 Wonga Road, Ringwood North 

Yes No Yes  No No No  No 

HO86 “Silvern Birches” 

13 – 23 Hull Road, Croydon 

Yes No Yes  No No No  No 

HO87 Messmate Stringybark Eucalyptus obliqua 

8 Yallambee Way, Croydon 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO89 Patrick Hegarty House 

20 Byways Drive, Ringwood East 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 

HO90 Row of Cypress Cupressus macrocarpa 

2a Cameron Road (trees are on the San 
Remo Road frontage), Ringwood North 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO91 Former Croydon Fire Station  

14 Croydon Road, Croydon 

Yes No No No No Yes  No 

HO92 War Memorial – World War I, World War II, 
Korea and Vietnam 

Roundabout at Wicklow Avenue, Croydon 
Road, Kent Avenue and Railway Crescent, 
Croydon 

No No No No No No  No 

HO93 Rangeview 

130 Croydon Road, Croydon 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 

HO94 House 

141-143 Dorset Road, Croydon 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 



Maroondah Planning Scheme Amendment C116  Panel Report  24 September 2019 

 

Page 116 of 125 

 

PS 
Map 
Ref 

Heritage Place External 
Paint 
Control
s 
Apply? 

Internal 
Alteration 
Controls 

Apply? 

Tree 
Control
s 

Apply? 

Outbuildings 
or fences 
which are not 
exempt under 
Clause 43.01-3 

Included on 
the Victorian 
Heritage 
Register 
under the 
Heritage Act 
1995? 

Prohibited 
uses may 
be 

permitted? 

Name of 
Incorporated 
Plan under 

Clause 43.01-2 

Aborigina
l heritage 
place? 

HO95 Tudor Lodge 

148-150 Dorset Road, Croydon 

Yes No Yes Yes No No  No 

HO96 House 

263 Dorset Road, Croydon 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO98 Ellison Street, Ringwood Precinct 

6, 8, 10 and 124-18 Ellison Street Ringwood 

Statement of Significance 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character 
Study, Context. Final Report February 2018 

Ellison Street Precinct (Extension) Statement of 
Significance 

Yes No No No No No No  No 

HO99 House 

6 Hill Street, Ringwood East 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 

HO100 The Oxford Shop, D & G Burns Chemist, Clip 
& Curl, The Craft Cubby, Castlefield, et al. 

161 Main Street, Croydon 

Yes No No No No Yes  No 

HO101 House & Evan Mackley Fine Art Gallery 

5-7 Maroondah Highway, Ringwood 

Yes No Yes No No Yes  No 

HO103 Toll gate obelisk and plaque 

Brushy Park, 435 Maroondah Highway, 
Croydon North 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO104 William Barak memorial 

Brushy Park, 435 Maroondah Highway, 
Croydon North 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO105 Californian Bungalow 

149 Mount Dandenong Road, Croydon 

Yes No No No No No  No 



Maroondah Planning Scheme Amendment C116  Panel Report  24 September 2019 

 

Page 117 of 125 

 

PS 
Map 
Ref 

Heritage Place External 
Paint 
Control
s 
Apply? 

Internal 
Alteration 
Controls 

Apply? 

Tree 
Control
s 

Apply? 

Outbuildings 
or fences 
which are not 
exempt under 
Clause 43.01-3 

Included on 
the Victorian 
Heritage 
Register 
under the 
Heritage Act 
1995? 

Prohibited 
uses may 
be 

permitted? 

Name of 
Incorporated 
Plan under 

Clause 43.01-2 

Aborigina
l heritage 
place? 

HO106 Streamlined Modern House 

153 Mount Dandenong Road, Croydon 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 

HO107 Costume Capers Dance Art 

197-207 Mount Dandenong Road, Croydon 

Yes No No No No Yes  No 

HO108 Croydon Entertainment Centre 

202-210 Mount Dandenong Road, Croydon 

Yes No No No No Yes  No 

HO109 Cupressus macrocarpa Monterey cypress 
windbreak at Croydon Oval 

217-283 Mount Dandenong Road, Croydon 

No  No Yes No No No  No 

HO110 Mount Dandenong Road Precinct 1 

272 and 280 Mount Dandenong Road, 
Croydon 

Yes No No Yes No No  No 

HO111 Californian Bungalow 

298 Mount Dandenong Road, Croydon 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO112 Mount Dandenong Road Precinct 2 

313-315 & 317 Mount Dandenong Road, 
Croydon 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO113 Californian Bungalow 

316 Mount Dandenong Road, Croydon 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO114 Mount Dandenong Road Precinct 3 

 327, 331 & 333 Mount Dandenong Road, 
Croydon 

Yes   No Yes  No No No  No 

HO115 Mount Dandenong Road Precinct 4 

340 & 342 Mount Dandenong Road, Croydon 

Yes No No No No No  No 
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HO116 Dunalister Park 

36 Mulawa Street, Croydon 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO117 Ringwood North Primary School 

172-180 Oban Road, Ringwood North 

Yes No Yes No No Yes  No 

HO118 Holy Trinity Anglican Church 

47 Patterson Street, Ringwood East 

Yes No No No No Yes  No 

HO119 Emery House 

50 Pine Crescent, Ringwood North 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO120 Pitt Street Precinct                                                                                    

20, 22 & 24 Pitt Street Pitt Street, Ringwood 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 

HO121 Former Ringwood Ambulance Depot 

28 Pitt Street, Ringwood 

Yes No Yes No No Yes  No 

HO122 Luther College 

1-37 Plymouth Road, Croydon Hills  

No No No No No Yes  No 

HO123 Orchard Remnants 

Strathfield Parade, Croydon 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO124 Taylors Road Precinct 

3 & 5 Taylors Road, Croydon 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 

HO125 Anglican Church of St John the Divine 

5-9 Toorak Avenue,  

Yes Yes No No No Yes  No 

HO126 Vernon Street Precinct 

1/13-15, 17, 18, 19, 21 & 23 Vernon Street, 
Croydon 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 
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HO127 Coolangatta 

47 Warrandyte Road, Ringwood 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 

HO128 House 

49 Warrandyte Road, Ringwood 

Yes No Yes Yes No No  No 

HO129 Two semi-detached dwellings 

76 & 76A Warrandyte Road, Ringwood 

Yes No Yes Yes No No  No 

HO130 Three rows of Pinus Radiata Monterey Pines 

125A Warrandyte Road, Ringwood North 

No No Yes No No No  No 

HO131 Rosebank 

149-151 Warrandyte Road, Ringwood North 

Yes No Yes No No No  No 

HO132 Wilana Street Precinct 

10 & 12 Wilana Street, Ringwood 

Yes No No No No No  No 

HO133 Melbourne Rudolf Steiner School 

213 Wonga Road, Warranwood 

No No Yes No No Yes  No 
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HO134 Former Sacred Heart Monastery (now Sacred 
Heart Parish complex) 

 

35 Wicklow Avenue, Croydon 

No Yes - former 
Monastery 
chapel, 
including 
aisles, 
Parish 
offices, Hall, 
Dining 
Room, main 
and 
secondary 
stairwells, 
Meeting 
Rooms and 
Library. 

Yes Yes No Yes  No 

HO135 Iron Gates, Fence, Driveway and Cypress 
plantings (former Sacred Heart Monastery, 
now Mingarra Retirement Living Village) 

77‐115 Mt Dandenong Road, Croydon 

Yes Yes No Yes No Yes  No 

HO136 1 Aringa Court, Heathmont No No No No No No  No 

HO139 House 

29 Bedford Road, Ringwood 

No No No No No No  No 

HO140 Haig Street Precinct- 

2-6 and 26- 34 Haig Street & 3-31 Haig Street, 
Ringwood 

Statement of Significance 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character 
Study, Context. Final Report February 2018. 

Haig Street Precinct Statement of Significance.  

No No No No No No  No 
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HO141 Kendall Street Precinct  

20-32 & 21-35 Kendall Street, Ringwood 

Statement of Significance 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character 
Study, Context. Final Report February 2018. 

Kendall Street Precinct Statement of Significance 

No No No No No No  No 

HO142 House  

5 Caroline Street, Ringwood 

Statement of Significance 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character 
Study, Context. Final Report February 2018. 

5 Caroline Street Ringwood -Statement of Significance 

No No No No No No  No 

HO143 House and front fence  

20 Caroline Street, Ringwood 

Statement of Significance 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character 
Study, Context. Final Report February 2018. 

Carisbrook 20 Caroline Street Ringwood Statement of 
Significance 

No No No Yes -brick and 
steel pipe front 
fence No 

No No  No 

HO144 House and garage  

18 James Street, Ringwood 

Statement of Significance 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character 
Study, Context. Final Report February 2018. 

18 James Street Ringwood -Statement of Significance 

No No No Yes- timber 
garage at the rear 
of the house 

No No  No 
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HO145 House 22 James Street, Ringwood 

Statement of Significance 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character 
Study, Context. Final Report February 2018. 

22 James Street Ringwood Statement of Ssignificance 

No No No No No No  No 
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 SCHEDULE 3 TO CLAUSE 43.05 NEIGHBOURHOOD CHARACTER 
OVERLAY 

Shown on the planning scheme map as NCO3. 

Jubilee Park 

1.0 Statement of neighbourhood character 

The Jubilee Park neighbourhood character area in Ringwood forms part of a larger historic 

residential area, which was subdivided and first developed after 1915 in the 1920s.  It is significant 

within Maroondah as a rare example of a neighbourhood that includes residential development 

from the inter war period, with the only other comparative example being the 1920s timber 

bungalows of the Alto Avenue and Wicklow Hills Estate in Croydon.  It is also important for its 

intact and consistent collection of Post War dwellings. 

Haig Street and Ellison Street, which terminates with views of the original Ringwood Primary 

School building, were laid out on what was originally an orchard, then subdivided as part of the 

‘Ringwood Township Estate’ in c. 1921.  James Street formed part of the historic ‘Ringwood 

Railway Estate’ which was subdivided in c1885, but failed to develop during the nineteenth 

century due to the 1890s depression. 

These streetscapes are representative of the development that occurred in Ringwood during the 

interwar and early Post War years-simple homes displaying a modest and traditional expression, 

set in spacious open gardens. streets and the broader neighbourhood is characterised by historic 

timber bungalows and simple inter war dwellings, constructed from the 1920s through to the 

1950s.  

The whole character area itself is notable for its interwar streetscapes, and the consistency of low 

scale, older style dwellings with tiled, pitched or gable roofs.  Timber is the predominant building 

material and the modest, detached homes are located in generous spacious and well vegetated 

garden settings.  The consistency regularity of built form and setbacks creates an uniformity 

orderliness within the character area, and this cohesion is further enhanced by the existence of 

regular street trees, grassy nature strips and low front fences. 

2.0 Neighbourhood character objective 

▪ To ensure that the consistent architectural and residential character of Jubilee Park is retained 

and enhanced, without replication of historic built form. 

▪ To encourage the retention of older weatherboard dwellings that contribute to the neighbourhood 

character of the area.  

▪ To complement and strengthen the historic and predominant use of timber throughout the area.  

▪ To maintain the consistent siting of dwellings, allowing for a generous and well vegetated front 

garden, and side setbacks that allow for planting. 

▪ To ensure that new dwellings and extensions to dwellings are an appropriate scale relative to the 

scale of surrounding homes, and that front fences are low and appropriate to the era of the 

dwelling. 

3.0 Permit requirement 

A permit is required to: 

▪ Construct an outdoor swimming pool within the front setback associated with a dwelling 

▪ Construct or extend an outbuilding normal to a dwelling. 

▪ Demolish or remove a building. 
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4.0 Modification to Clause 54 and Clause 55 standards 

Standard Modified requirement 

None specified None specified 

5.0 Decision guidelines 

The following decision guidelines apply to an application for a permit under Clause 43.05 in 

addition to those specified in Clause 43.05 and elsewhere in the scheme which must be considered, 

as appropriate, by the responsible authority: 

▪ The extent to which any proposed buildings and works contribute to the historic 

neighbourhood character of the broader Jubilee Park area. 

▪ The extent to which any demolition and replacement development meets the objectives of 

this clause in relation to siting, height, form and materiality, without historical mimicry or 

facadism. 

▪ In the case of partial demolition, the extent to which the three dimensional form of the 

existing dwelling is maintained to avoid facadism. 

▪ The extent to which any new dwelling or dwelling extension reflects the roof form of 

adjacent properties, or the existing dwelling. 

▪ The visual impact of the dwelling on the streetscape, including the extent to which upper 

level dwelling extensions are recessed and articulated. 

▪ The selection of building materials and the contribution the materials will make to the 

preferred neighbourhood character of the precinct.  

▪ To extent to which any buildings or works, including front fences, make a positive 

contribution to the public domain and pedestrian environment. 

▪ Whether car parking structures are recessive, located behind the front façade of the 

dwelling and do not dominate the site or streetscape. 
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 SCHEDULE TO CLAUSE 72.04 DOCUMENTS INCORPORATED IN THIS 
PLANNING SCHEME 

1.0 Incorporated documents 

Name of document Introduced by: 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, 
Context. Final Report February 2018. 

Ellison Street Precinct (Extension)-Statement of Significance 

Amendment C116 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, 
Context. Final Report February 2018. 

Haig Street Precinct Statement of Significance 

 Amendment C116 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, 
Context. Final Report February 2018. 

Kendall Street Precinct Statement of Significance 

Amendment C116 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, 
Context. Final Report February 2018. 

5 Caroline Street Ringwood Statement of Significance 

Amendment C116 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, 
Context. Final Report February 2018. 

Carisbrook 20 Caroline Street Ringwood Statement of Significance 

Amendment C116 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, 
Context. Final Report February 2018. 

18 James Street Ringwood -Statement of Significance 

Amendment C116 

Jubilee Park Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, 
Context. Final Report February 2018. 

22 James Street Ringwood Statement of Ssignificance 

Amendment C116 

 


