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1. Introduction
1. This statement of expert evidence has been prepared in accordance with the Planning
Panels of Victoria Guide to Expert Evidence, dated April 2019, in relation to Amendment
C116 to the Maroondah Planning Scheme.

1.1

Qualifications, experience and area of expertise

1.1.1 Qualifications

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

2. I am an architectural historian and buildings conservator with over 15 years’ experience
in architectural research and assessment, materials conservation, heritage studies,
conservation management plans and heritage advice, in Australia, the United States,
England and Poland.
3. I am a Member of the Heritage Council of Victoria, a member of the Built Environment
Committee of the National Trust of Australia (Victoria) and was Chair 2012-17, and
served as Membership Secretary for the Executive Committee of Australia ICOMOS
(International Council on Monuments and Sites) 2009-12.
1.1.2 Relevant experience
4. I worked at Context from 2005 until June 2018 and was an Associate of that company. At
Context I have worked on numerous municipal heritage studies and reviews, many of
which I led and/or acted as the architectural historian, including the Boroondara
Municipal-Wide Heritage Gap Study, Mornington Peninsula Heritage Review (Areas 1 &
2), Central Richmond Heritage Gaps Study, Yariambiack Shire Heritage Study, Moonee
Valley Thematic Gaps Study, Moonee Valley Heritage Study 2015, City of Yarra Review of
17 Precincts, City of Yarra Central Richmond Gaps Study, Lygon Street Heritage Study,
Cardinia Shire Heritage Studies Review, City of Manningham Heritage Study Review, Baw
Baw Shire Heritage Study, Murrindindi Shire Heritage Study, Yarra Ranges Shire Heritage
Study Review, Moreland North of Bell Street Heritage Study, Stonnington Victorian
Houses Study, Stonnington Federation Houses Study, Stonnington Churches and Halls
Study, Stonnington Residential Flats Study, and Hawthorn Heritage Precincts Study.
5. I have acted as the peer reviewer and expert witness at planning panels for municipal
councils for the following studies:
 City of Yarra C149 – peer review of methodology and a select number of places and
precincts recommended for the Heritage Overlay by the ‘Review of Heritage Places
and Precincts’ (G Butler & Assoc., 2012).
 City of Boroondara C177 – review of the ‘Surrey Hills South Residential Precincts
Heritage Study (Lovell Chen, 2014) which recommended inclusion in the Heritage
Overlay of 10 individual places and three precincts.
 City of Boroondara C276 – peer review of place and precincts recommended for the
Heritage Overlay by the ‘Balwyn and Balwyn North Heritage Study (incorporating
Deepdene and Greythorn)’ (Built Heritage, 2015).
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6. I have been retained by a number of councils to appear as an expert witness on
heritage-related matters at Independent Panel Hearings, including: City of Boroondara
(Amendments C116, C177, C178, C183, C236, C243, C263 Pt 2, C266, C274 & C284), City
of Brimbank (Amendments C125 & C200), Shire of Cardinia (Amendment C161), City of
Moonee Valley (Amendments C142, C143 & C164), City of Moreland (Amendment
C149), Shire of Mornington Peninsula (Amendment C214), City of Stonnington
(Amendments C233, C238, C248 & 249) and City of Yarra (Amendments C149, C173,
C177, C183 & C198), as well as by the National Trust (City of Yarra Amendment C163).
1.1.3 Area of expertise
7. My area of expertise relevant to this Panel hearing is the assessment of the cultural
heritage significance of buildings, structures and precincts in the Melbourne
metropolitan area and country Victoria, with reference to current heritage assessment
criteria and within the framework of local historical themes.

1.2

Instructions

1.3

Preparation of this statement

8. This statement of evidence was prepared in accordance with the following instructions
issued by Maddocks on behalf of the Maroondah City Council: To provide my views on
the heritage considerations of Amendment C116.
9. This statement has been prepared by myself, Natica Schmeder, of Landmark Heritage
Pty Ltd.

1.4

Documents and materials relied upon

10. In preparing this report, I have relied upon the following documents:
 ‘Jubilee Park: Heritage and neighbourhood character study, Scoping report’, by
Context Pty Ltd in collaboration with Claire Scott Planning, March 2017
 ‘Jubilee Park: Heritage and neighbourhood character study, Scoping report’, by
Context Pty Ltd in collaboration with Claire Scott Planning, Final report’, February 2018
 Submissions made in regard to Amendment C116 which raised heritage issues (i.e.,
heritage significance, historical facts, intactness of places)
 ‘Jubilee Park: Heritage and neighbourhood character study, Response to Submissions,
Final report’, Context, April 2019
 ‘Delegates Report Appendix 1 – Table of submissions’, Maroondah City Council, 2019
11. In preparing this evidence and coming to my opinions on the statutory
recommendations made by the Study, I relied on the historical research carried out for
the Jubilee Park study area (the Study Area) and the individual places and precincts. I
have, however, read carefully each history to detect any anomalies or gaps in logic. I
conducted a small amount of additional research to answer questions that arose during
my peer review.
12. I relied only in part on the descriptions, comparative analysis and assessments of
significance of the places and precincts recommended for the Heritage Overlay, but also
subjected them to a close review. In doing so, I carried out additional enquiries that I
considered necessary. This included site visits to the Study Area and other places and
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precincts already in the Maroondah Heritage Overlay, as well as targeted historical
research. This is detailed further in Chapter 2 of this evidence.

1.5

My role in heritage study

13. At the time the Study was scoped and prepared, I was working at Context Pty Ltd as an
Associate. I was aware of this project, through staff meetings and discussions with
colleagues. I was not, however, a member of the project team nor did I prepare any of
the Study reports or provide input to them or their recommendations. Since July 2018 I
have had my own consultancy, Landmark Heritage Pty Ltd. While I am still completing a
number of projects as a sub-consultant to Context (now GML Heritage Victoria Pty Ltd,
trading as Context), again, I had no involvement in the ‘Response to Submissions’ report
prepared in April 2019.
14. As none of the project team who produced the Study are still with Context, they
recommended that the City of Maroondah approach me to act as a heritage expert
witness, as I had previously played this role for the implementation of many heritage
studies carried out by Context prior to and after my departure in July 2018.

1.6

Summary of opinions

15. My expert opinions in regard to the statutory recommendations made in regard to
inclusion in the Heritage Overlay are:
 I support in full the recommendations to include the following places and precincts in
the Maroondah Heritage Overlay:
- House, 5 Caroline Street, Ringwood
- House, 22 James Street, Ringwood
- HO98 Ellison Street Precinct extension: 4 & 14-18 Ellison Street, Ringwood
 I support in part the recommendations to include the following places and precincts
in the Maroondah Heritage Overlay:
- House and fence, 20 Caroline Street, Ringwood. As discussed in section 4.1.1, the
original brick front fence of this property has been demolished some time after the
property was assessed. Due to this, mention of the fence in the place name is no longer
appropriate. Instead, it demolition should be documented and Fence Controls
removed from the HO Schedule.
- Haig Street Precinct: 2-6, 26-34 & 3-31 Haig Street. As discussed in section 4.4.1, in my
opinion the contribution of the row of 1950s houses at 8-22 Haig Street and the
adjacent altered house at 24 Haig Street has not been demonstrated by the Context
precinct citation, so the extent of the HO precinct should be reduced accordingly. In
addition, the assertion that the precinct is of historical significance due to the WWIconnection of the street name should be removed from the statement of significance.
- Kendall Street Precinct: 20-32 & 21-35 Kendall Street, Ringwood. As discussed in
section 4.2.1, the proposed precinct map and the grading schedule give contradictory
grades for 27 Kendall Street (Contributory and Non-contributory). This property
should be graded Non-contributory in all mentions.
 I do not support the recommendation to include the following place in the Maroondah
Heritage Overlay:
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- 18 James Street, Ringwood. As discussed in section 4.1.2, based on my knowledge of
interwar domestic architecture, comparisons with other houses in the Jubilee Park
Study Area and with interwar houses already in the Maroondah Heritage Overlay, this
place does not meet the threshold of local significance so does not warrant a sitespecific Heritage Overlay.
 In addition, I recommend that 11 Kendall Street be assessed for its potential historical
(including associational) significance to see if it warrants a site-specific Heritage
Overlay.

1.7

Declaration

16. I have made all the inquiries that I believe are desirable and appropriate and no matters
of significance which I regard as relevant have to my knowledge been withheld from the
Panel.
Signed,

Natica Schmeder
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2. Peer review methodology
2.1

Engagement

17. I was approached by Cristina Rivero, Strategic Planner for Maroondah City Council, in
May 2019, asking if I had capacity to provide expert heritage advice in relation to the
Amendment C116 panel hearing.
18. I responded to Ms Rivero, affirming that I would be happy to play this role, but informed
her that I would have to review the Study report(s) and visit all places and precincts
assessed, as I had not been involved previously in the Study. I was engaged by Council
on this basis, and carried out my peer review tasks prior to receiving formal instructions
in regard to my expert evidence to the C116 Panel (on 1 August 2019). In May 2019, Ms
Rivero provided me with all Study reports produced by Context, as well as the ‘Table of
Submissions’.

2.2

Review of Study reports

2.3

Site visits

19. The first step of my peer review was to skim through the ‘Table of Submissions’ to
identify which objecting submissions raised heritage-related issues, and to get a sense of
what issues were raised about individual properties and common issues raised about
precincts. With these issues in mind, I then read through the two Context Study reports
and skimmed the Context Response to Submissions report. While reading, I both sought
to familiarise myself with the places and precincts as well as judging whether a strong
case had been put forward for local heritage significance.
20. After reading the Context reports and the Table of Submissions, I prepared notes on
what issues had been raised for specific properties (e.g., presence of original garages,
intactness, condition, architectural quality), and then visited the Jubilee Park study area
on 15 July 2019.
21. I walked all of the streets in the western part of the Study Area, being Wantirna Road
(part), James Street, Kendall Street, and Haig Street. I then drove along the streets in the
eastern part of the Study Area, being Caroline Street, Henry Street, Thomas Street and
Emerald Street, getting out at places recommended for the Heritage Overlay on Caroline
Street.
22. During these site visits I took photos of all properties recommended for the Heritage
Overlay, including all those in proposed precincts and extensions, as well as other
properties that were the subject of heritage-related submissions. I supplemented these
photos with handwritten notes.

2.4

Comparative analysis

23. Prior to my July 2019 visit to the Study Area, I prepared a list of comparative examples of
interwar dwellings in the Maroondah Heritage Overlay, some of which are isolated
examples and others are in groupings considered precincts (some with a single HO
number for the group, others with multiple HO numbers). I assembled this list from the
comparative examples cited in the Context place and precinct citations, as well as many
others I identified using the HERMES heritage database. These places were in Ringwood,
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Ringwood East, Ringwood North and Croydon. I chose these localities because Ringwood
East and Ringwood North could be considered part of ‘greater’ Ringwood, and because
Croydon appeared to have a similar interwar development history (suburban
development stimulated by the railway) to Ringwood.
24. Following the comparative analysis site visits, I concluded that:
 There are many good examples of small and medium-sized interwar houses in the
Maroondah Heritage Overlay.
 There are a number of interwar houses in Ringwood that had not been identified by
the Context Study (on Warrandyte Road), providing a broader base of immediate
comparisons.
 There are many houses in Croydon, and a smaller number in Ringwood East, that are
appropriate comparative examples to those in the Study Area, being small to mediumsized houses, some of standard design (e.g. State Savings Bank houses), much like
those in the Study Area.
 Interwar houses in Ringwood North are of a distinctly different character to those in
Ringwood. They are larger houses often linked to an orchard or farm, so not close
comparators for the suburban interwar houses in the Study Area.
25. My comparative analysis site visits did not include an overall survey of the suburb of
Ringwood to compare the character of the Jubilee Park study area and the precincts
recommended by the Study with that of the rest of the suburb. Driving between the
interwar houses already on the Heritage Overlay, I did notice that the areas to the north
and south of the railway station retained small collections of early interwar houses. A
row of these, across from Eastlands Mall, are already in the Heritage Overlay (HO72HO74 10-18 Warrandyte Road), while others are not (33 & 35 Warrandyte Road). I also
studied historical aerial photos to get a better sense of the extent of Ringwood’s early
development (discussed further below).

2.5

Historical research

2.6

Personal communications

26. For a small number of properties, I sought further historical information to answer
queries that arose either when I viewed that property or from a submission. In the case
of 11 Kendall Street I requested all historical materials gathered by Context, and was
given copies of ratebook records. In the case of 20-22 Haig Street and 18 James Street, I
asked Council to obtain any surviving building permit plans. In addition, I obtained aerial
photos of Ringwood from 1945, 1954 and 1968, to better understand the extent of
interwar and early post-war development in the suburb.
27. In order to clarify the amount of comparative analysis carried out during the Study, I
spoke to David Helms of David Helms Heritage Planning, who was the principal author of
the Scoping Report, and who carried out initial fieldwork and community consultation.
Mr Helms confirmed that he had visited all streets in the Study Area, as well as
neighbouring Heritage Overlay places (particularly those on Wantirna Road). He
confirmed that, apart from the Wantirna Road examples, comparative analysis was all
‘desktop’, i.e., viewing photos from the HERMES database instead of making site visits.
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28. Mr Helms’ visit, supplemented by Ringwood’s history presented in the ‘Thematic and
Contextual History of Maroondah’ (2003), illustrated that Ringwood’s interwar
development was centred on the railway station, and that the area north of the station
had since been disrupted by the construction of the Eastland Mall. This left the most
intact area of interwar development to the south of the railway station, in the Study
Area.

3. Peer review conclusions
3.1

Context’s methodology

29. For the most part, the Study has been carried out in keeping with a standard
methodology which reflects the guidance of the VPP Practice Note 1 ‘Applying the
Heritage Overlay’ (PPN01), and what is I consider current standard practice for carrying
out heritage studies (based on my experience working on dozens of heritage studies in
the past 15 years, and the scrutiny applied at planning panel hearings). This includes the
two stage approach: stage one (scoping) to identify places and precincts of potential
heritage significance, and stage two to carry out detailed assessments and make
statutory recommendations based on the outcome of these assessments. The
preparation of the heritage citations is also largely standard including the preparation of
contextual and specific place histories, descriptions that document the character of the
place/precinct and note changes to it, comparative analysis to determine thresholds,
and assessment of significance in the ‘What, How, Why’ format.
30. The Study goes above and beyond the typical heritage study by its inclusion of extensive
community consultation. As noted in the Scoping Report, ‘Community engagement was
incorporated into every stage of the project’ (2017, p. 17). This included community
representatives on the project Steering Group, perusal of earlier submissions to the
Maroondah Housing Strategy, and carrying out a ‘community values survey’ as part of
scoping. This survey was formulated after the initial field survey with questions that
‘explored whether the initial findings correctly identified the qualities that residents
value about Jubilee Park’ (2017, p.18). The findings of this survey are summarised in
Chapter 4 of the Scoping Report, with details found in Appendix C. They demonstrate
that many local residents value the character of the Study Area, in large part due to its
historic homes and their garden settings.
31. The primary weakness that I have discerned in my peer review of the Study is the way in
which comparative analysis was carried out.
32. As set out in PPN01, comparative analysis is crucial in determining whether a place or
precinct meets the threshold of local significance. PPN01 defines local significance as
including ‘those places that are important to a particular community or locality’. This
implies a high degree of relativity when determining where the threshold of significance
sits for a given locality. For example, in a suburb where there was extensive 19th-century
suburban development, such as Hawthorn, the threshold is quite high for a Victorian
house to be of local significance. In an outer suburb, such as Ringwood, where there was
only scattered 19th-century development and even less of it survives, the threshold is
correctly set much lower. On this basis, the row of very modest and somewhat altered
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1890s brick houses at 18-24 Wantirna Road are included in the Heritage Overlay as
HO68 as ‘rare’ examples of this architectural type, which are strengthened in
significance by their position as a row. In Hawthorn, such houses might be included in a
much larger precinct, but this row alone would not meet the threshold of local
significance for that locality. This principal of ‘relativity’ was confirmed by the recent
Cardinia Shire Amendment C242 Panel Report (April 2019), which concluded: ‘The
development of Pakenham has been characterised by buildings modest in both scale and
materials. The Panel notes that the rarity of older buildings in Pakenham has the effect of
elevating the significance of the places that survive so they reach the threshold of local
significance for inclusion in the HO’ (Executive Summary, n.p.).
33. PPN01 also sets out the mechanism by which the appropriate threshold can be
determined: ‘To apply a threshold, some comparative analysis will be required to
substantiate the significance of each place. The comparative analysis should draw on
other similar places within the study area, including those previously included in a
heritage register or overlay.’ By this measure, an adequate comparative analysis is
essential in determining whether a place or precinct should be included in the Heritage
Overlay, so it is one of the most important (and most difficult) steps in heritage
assessments.
34. As set out in the Study Report (2018, p.9), Context defined the ‘locality’ for the local
significance threshold to be the suburb of Ringwood. As Context notes, Ringwood ‘is an
area that the Thematic contextual history of Maroondah defines as having a distinct
history within the municipality’ (2018, p.9). I consider this approach to be correct,
particularly when it comes to determining whether a place/precinct is of historical
significance.
35. The Study Report (2018, p.9) then notes that comparative analysis ‘included a “desktop”
comparison with heritage places and precincts within Ringwood and other suburbs in
the municipality, currently included on the HO’. While the word “included” was used,
from my peer review of the Study Report and the heritage citations in it, I believe that
this desktop comparison was the only comparative work done in stage two (in addition
to visits to HO places on Wantirna Road in the stage one scoping). In some cases a solely
desktop comparative analysis might suffice, particularly where the place or precinct
assessed has a prima fascie case for local heritage significance (e.g., the first house built
in an area, or an excellent architect designed building). In most situations, however,
viewing comparative examples in person provides important information about scale,
setting and intactness, leading to more nuanced and rigorous comparison.
36. In addition, when there are few comparative examples already in the Heritage Overlay in
a given locality/suburb, the assessor must look further afield. This has been done for the
individual place assessments in the Study Report, as comparative HO places in Croydon
have been used. It was not done, however, for the two new precincts, which are
nominally compared against the two tiny HO precincts in Ringwood - HO67 4-8 Wantirna
Road, and HO98 6-12 Ellison Street – and with the other precincts and precinct
extension recommended by the Study. In my professional opinion, the new precincts
under assessment (Kendall Street Precinct and Haig Street Precinct) are demonstrably
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different from the two HO comparators. They are small and highly cohesive groups of
1920s houses designed by a single builder. In contrast, the Kendall Street Precinct
comprises mostly 1930s bungalows by a variety of builders, though with a high level of
visual cohesion. The Haig Street Precinct comprises a wide variety of designs
constructed from the early 1920s to the mid-1950s. Comparison of these two proposed
precincts to HO67 and HO98 does not indicate how they compare with other
streetscapes in the Ringwood locality, and thus cannot demonstrate whether they reach
the threshold of local significance. I will address this issue in more detail in regard to the
Haig Street Precinct in section 4.4.1. In addition, comparison of the new precincts
amongst themselves becomes a circular argument (i.e., ‘this precinct is as good as the
other precincts I am recommending to the HO, therefore it also warrants inclusion in the
HO’).
37. Finally, in my consideration of 18 James Street – recommended for a site-specific
Heritage Overlay by the Study – the comparative analysis drew upon examples from the
Heritage Overlay from beyond Ringwood, but I would argue that there was little actual
analysis of how this house compared to the others. Furthermore, there was no
consideration of how it compared to other houses assessed as part of a new precinct
and precinct extension. In my professional opinion, it was elevated to individual
significance due to idiosyncratic ornament on the front verandah, without regard to its
close similarity to other houses that were only assessed as contributory to a precinct. I
discuss this in more detail in section 4.1.2, below.
38. An additional weakness of the Study was the failure to take into account new
information uncovered by the histories prepared in stage two (found in the Study
Report, 2018). This has had particular impact on the assessment of the Haig Street
Precinct, where houses thought to have been built in the 1930s actually date from the
1950s. I discuss this at length in section 4.4.1, below.

3.2

Context’s statutory recommendations

39. Apart from the issues arising from the comparative analysis and subsequent
determination of the threshold of local significance, discussed above, another issue
brought to light by a submission was lack of consistency in statutory recommendations.
This was in regard to early or original garages that exist at some of the individual
heritage places. In some cases an early/original garage is mentioned in the statement of
significance and Outbuilding Controls are recommended, but in others it is not. Based on
my inspection (from the footpath) of these garages, this appears to result from the
differing approach of Context team members rather than a substantive difference
between the garages. I provide more information about this in section 4.1.2, below.

4. Responses to submissions – appearing
40. This chapter contains my responses to submissions made where the submitter or their
representative is appearing at the Panel hearing. I restrict my response to topics that
impact on heritage significance. This means that I do not address issues of property
value (or other perceived or actual financial impacts on property owners), maintenance
costs, future development plans, or planning permit requirements. This is in keeping
with precedents set by numerous planning panels, as heritage significance is the key
LANDMARK HERITAGE
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consideration when considering whether to apply the Heritage Overlay. It has been
expressed in the Ballarat Amendment C58 Panel Report and repeated in the Southern
Grampians Amendment C6 Panel Report (p. 20):
Panels have consistently held that whenever there may be competing objectives
relating to heritage and other matters, the time to resolve them is not when the
Heritage Overlay is applied but when a decision must be made under the Heritage
Overlay or some other planning scheme provision. The only issue of relevance in
deciding whether to apply the Heritage Overlay is whether the place has heritage
significance.
This position was also confirmed in the Planning Panels Advisory Committee report
‘Review of Heritage Provisions in Planning Schemes’ (2007). In City of Yarra
Amendments C156 and C163 the Panel supported the view that impediments to
development, costs or impact or property prices do not constitute a reason to exclude a
place, providing that the threshold of significance is met. For Greater Geelong
Amendment C49 the Panel noted that the effect on property values, which can vary with
circumstance, should not be considered when determining whether a place is of
heritage significance. Additionally, in Greater Geelong Amendment C71 the Panel upheld
the view that the key issue at amendment stage is the heritage significance of a
property, and other matters such as competing policy settings or owner hardship should
be considered at the planning application stage.
41. While there is now a requirement under the Planning and Environment Act to consider
economic and community impacts when applying the Heritage Overlay, as noted in the
Cardinia Amendment C242 Panel report:
It is accepted practice in Victoria for consideration of social and economic effects to
relate to the broader community rather than private financial effects, particularly in
the Planning Scheme amendment process. Where the heritage significance is
established, requirements for permits to manage impacts on heritage values is
justified. (Executive Summary, n.p.)
This position has been consistently adopted in Panel reports such as Amendments C91,
C101, C103 C222 to the Stonnington Planning Scheme, Amendments C129, C149 and
C78 to the Moreland Planning Scheme, Amendment C53 to the Frankston Planning
Scheme, Amendment C207 to the Melbourne Planning Scheme and Dustday
Investments Pty Ltd v Minister for Planning [2015] VSC 101.
Considering the very modest precinct areas and small number of individual places
proposed for the Heritage Overlay by this amendment, their inclusion should have a
negligible negative social or economic effect on the broader community.
42. Generally, the condition of places is not a factor when considering whether to apply the
Heritage Overlay, as this is properly considered at the planning permit phase. The one
exception is where it has major impacts on the intactness of a place. This position has
been expressed in panel reports including Melbourne Amendment C207, which stated:
‘we do acknowledge that condition may sometimes be relevant in extreme cases of
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dilapidation where demolition is an inevitable outcome. In such circumstances, the case
for demolition would have to be irrefutable’ (p.27). Evidence accepted by council to
demonstrate such an eventuality is usually a detailed report by a structural engineer
with recognised experience in assessing and remediating traditional buildings. No
evidence has been provided by any of the submitters that their house suffers extreme
dilapidation making its demolition inevitable.

4.1

Individual places

4.1.1 20 Caroline Street (no submission)
Statement of significance
43. The statement of significance prepared by Context and found in the Final Report (2018)
is as follows:
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 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)
Am C116 statutory recommendations
44. 20 Caroline Street has been assessed as locally significant and recommended for a sitespecific Heritage Overlay with Fence Controls on the ‘brick and steel pipe front fence’ by
the Context Study.
Fence controls
45. No submissions objecting have been made objecting to the proposed statutory controls
on 20 Caroline Street. Even so, I visited this place as part of my peer review, and found
that the original front fence, cited in the statement of significance and the subject of HO
Schedule controls, had been almost completely demolished by 15 July 2019. Only the
gateposts remain. The former fence and the current conditions are shown, below.
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Figure 1. Photo found in the Final Report (2018, p.79), showing part of the original brick and
pipe front fence at 20 Caroline Street.

Figure 2. Same view of 20 Caroline Street in July 2019, without fence. (N Schmeder, July
2019. Note that all photos in this report were taken by me, unless otherwise noted.)

Figure 3. Remanent gate posts of the front driveway of 20 Caroline Street, July 2019.
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46. While the brick gateposts, which were an integral part of the fence, survive, in my
professional opinion they do not warrant Fence Controls in the HO Schedule.
47. Despite the removal of the original front fence, based on my site visit to 20 Caroline
Street, and my visits to similar Moderne houses (including HO129 76-76A Warrandyte
Road, Ringwood; HO99 6 Hill Street, Ringwood East; HO106 153 Mt Dandenong Road,
Croydon), I still support its assessment as having local architectural significance
(Criterion D) and the recommendation for its inclusion in the Heritage Overlay.
Conclusion and recommendation
48. Fence Controls should be removed from the HO Schedule for 20 Caroline Street.
Mention of the fence should be removed from the statement of significance. The loss of
the front fence should be documented in the place citation. Otherwise, not changes to
the statutory recommendations.
4.1.2 Sub. 35 – House, 18 James Street

Statement of significance
49. The statement of significance prepared by Context and found in the Final Report (2018)
is as follows:
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.
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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)
Am C116 statutory recommendations
50. 18 James Street has been assessed as locally significant and recommended for a sitespecific Heritage Overlay with Outbuilding Controls on the ‘timber garage at rear of
house’ by the Context Study.
Peer review of 18 James Street
51. Upon reading the place citation and seeing a photo of 18 James Street in the Final
Report, I questioned whether the house was intact and whether it met the threshold of
local significance. I pursued these questions further by undertaking a site visit (viewing
from the public domain) and visiting a number of comparative examples. The submitter
was also asked if they could produce evidence of alterations to the front façade.
52. In regard to intactness of the front façade, in my professional opinion, the ‘arched
timber ladder frieze’ and ‘simple timber balustrade’ of the front verandah, noted in the
statement of significance as part of the significant fabric, are modern additions in a faux
Federation style. A similar use of faux Federation timber frieze is seen on the 1990s
carport at 11 Kendall Street. The house at 18 James Street was built in 1927-28, a time
long removed from the Federation period. Ornament for 1920s California Bungalows
was much simpler and scarcer, as visual interest was created with contrasting materials
and textures more than applied decoration. The basic 1920s bungalow basic porch
supports as seen at 18 James Street – paired (or single) square – are rarely used with a
decorative frieze or brackets. When there were additional decorative details to the
porch, it was of a simpler, Arts & Crafts influenced type, such as the solid timber bladeshaped brackets used for the front porch of 22 James Street, of 1924-26 (also
recommended for a site-specific Heritage Overlay control).
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Figure 4. 1990s carport with faux Federation timber fretwork at 11 Kendall Street.

Figure 5. 22 James Street. Note the solid, blade-shaped verandah brackets.
53. Building plans provided by the submitter, dated January 2000, suggest further changes
have occurred to the front verandah of 18 James Street. I note that these are plans for a
rear extension, so may not accurately document the appearance of the front façade.
However, the floor plan and side elevations suggest that the front verandah once had
solid masonry balustrade. The current timber balustrade has similar details to the
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arched frieze, and it appears that they were installed at the same time (sometime after
2000).

Figure 6. Current north end of the 18 James Street verandah. Note timber balustrade to front
and side.

Figure 7. North elevation of 18 James Street depicting the proposed rear extension (right)
and the existing front verandah depicted with a solid balustrade (left). (GVR Drafting Service,
Jan. 2000)

LANDMARK HERITAGE
17

Figure 8. Existing floor plan of 18 James, prior to the rear extension. Area to be demolished is
shown shaded (right), and the front verandah is shown with the current four brick piers plus
solid masonry balustrades between them. (GVR Drafting Service, Jan. 2000)
54. Setting aside the question of the timber frieze and balustrade, how does 18 James Street
compare to other interwar houses in Ringwood and other suburbs? Does this
comparison support or undermine the assessment of individual significance as
representative architecture (Criterion D)?
55. The Context heritage citation provides three comparisons of timber bungalows and
states that ‘18 James Street compares favourably’ to these properties. They include the
unusual group of bungalows at 6-12 Ellison Street (HO98) by local builder Harry Peake, a
gable-fronted bungalow at 149 Mt Dandenong Road, Croydon (HO156) distinguished by
massive tapered porch peris and chimneys, and a transverse-gabled bungalow at 23
Vernon Street, Croydon (in the HO126 precinct). Of them, 23 Vernon Street is the most
similar in massing, but it displays superior detailing. This includes porch piers with a
clinker-brick soldier course at the top and tapered concrete pillars, solid rendered porch
balustrade with swagged top, decorative beam ends to the porch, simple leadlights to
the top window sashes, a band of roughcast render below the eaves, and a tiled hood
above front windows.
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Figure 9. 12 Ellison Street (in HO98). This is one of the simplest of the Harry Peake
bungalows, but even it has distinctive detailing such as the timber shingled hoods over the
bay window and porch. The porch supports are also a variation on the typical California
Bungalow types.

Figure 10. 149 Mt Dandenong Road, Croydon (HO156). Note the unusual porch form and use
of irregular clinker bricks for the sculptural porch piers and chimneys.
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Figure 11. 23 Vernon Street, Croydon (in HO126). Note the fine porch details.
56. In my professional opinion, the house at 18 James Street compares far more closely with
the standardised State Savings Bank bungalow designs, which were ubiquitous in
Melbourne’s suburbs, including Ringwood, in the 1920s. The large majority had front
porches/verandahs supported by low brick piers with a single or pair of square posts on
top, as this was a low-cost option. One of these designs was the ‘Type 13’ timber
bungalow (from Types of Timber-framed Dwelling Houses available for selection by
applicants under the Provisions of the Housing and Reclamation Act 1920, 192-):
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57. A similar but smaller type, with the same transverse gable roof and gabled front porch,
was the ‘Type 3’ timber bungalow:

There are two dwellings in the proposed precinct areas proposed by the Study that are
quite similar to Type 13, and are likely State Savings Bank Houses. These are 32 Haig
Street, which is proposed as a Contributory property in the Haig Street Precinct, and 18
Ellison Street, which is proposed as a Contributory property in the HO98 extension.

Figure 12. 32 Haig Street. A Type 13 State Savings Bank House.
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Figure 13. 18 Ellison Street. A Type 3 State Savings Bank House (with variations to the porch
pillars and front door).
58. While 18 James Street does not appear to be one of the standard State Savings Bank
designs, and its gabled front porch is wider by one bay than that at 32 Haig Street, its
massing and details are fundamentally the same. These three houses are all typical
examples and the most common types of California Bungalows. They are not important
in the locality for their architectural design. Instead, they are of a quality that can
contribute to the heritage significance of an interwar precinct. As such, 32 Haig Street
and 18 Ellison Street have been correctly graded Contributory to a proposed HO
precinct. In my professional opinion, 18 James Street would also be Contributory if it
were located in a precinct area, but it is not of individual architectural significance. As
such, it does not warrant a site-specific Heritage Overlay.
Response to submission
59. The submitter opposes the inclusion of 18 James Street in the Heritage Overlay, and
particularly opposes the Outbuilding Controls. The submitters’ points are provided
below in italics, with my response to each issue provided below. In light of my
conclusion, above, that 18 James Street does not warrant a site-specific Heritage
Overlay, my responses to the submission is very brief.
Outbuilding Controls
60. The Jubilee Park report specifically identifies the garage for heritage protection. Argued
that the garage is structurally unsound and requires demolition as an urgent safety issue.
The heritage value of the garage is questionable as it was built later than the house.
Other more intact structure have not been listed e.g., 5 and 20 Caroline Street.
The garage is only partially visible from the street.
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Indicates that it is unreasonable to request a demolition permit considering the limited
assessment of the structure integrity of the garage. Recommended that the garage not
be include in the HO.
Notes that there has been some inconsistency in the various reports as to the reference
to the house and garage at 18 James Street.
61. I agree that there are other garages that appear to be original at other houses
recommended for site-specific heritage overlays, but Outbuilding Controls have not
been recommended for these other places. 5 Caroline Street retains a timber garage
with timber ledged doors, and 20 Caroline Street retains a gabled garage (non-original
roller door) that appears to be built of the same brick as the side walls of the house.
62. The visibility of the garage at 18 James Street, and other individual places that retain an
early/original garage, does not impact on whether it contributes to the heritage value of
the place or not. There are many places in municipal heritage overlays that are only
partially or not at all visible from the public realm.
Alterations to house
63. Notes that the house is not in its original state.
64. As documented in the peer review section, above, there was a rear extension
constructed to the house at 18 James Street, with associated demolition of the rear
lean-to, in 2000. I believe the timber verandah fretwork and balustrade were added
after this time.
65. While the apex of the rear extension roof is slightly visible from the street, generally the
extension is hidden and considered acceptable for a house that would otherwise
warrant protection in the Heritage Overlay. Similarly, had the architectural design of 18
James Street been of local significance, then addition of the faux Federation verandah
detail would not have changed this (because it is mostly reversible).
Conclusion and recommendations
66. Based on my comparative analysis of 18 James Street, I have reached the conclusion
that it is does not reach the threshold of local significance.
67. Therefore, as it is not located in a precinct area, the Heritage Overlay should not be
applied to 18 James Street.
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4.1.3 Late submission – House, 5 Caroline Street

68. The owner of 5 Caroline Street sent an email to Strategic Planner Cristina Rivero on 12
August 2019. This property has been graded locally significant by the Study, and is
recommended for a site-specific Heritage Overlay. In the email she requested:
69. I just noticed that the citation for 5 Caroline Street house does not state that the modern

addition of the sunroom at the rear of the property is NOT a significant part of the
house. While the citation correctly identifies most non-significant aspects that were
'modern additions' (ie., the carport, the glazed front patio windows, front fence), it does
not acknowledge the 70s 'add on' as a 'modern addition'. Similarly, the timber deck
adjacent to the sunroom is also a recent 'modern addition' and non-significant.

70. The assessors may not have been able to adequately assess the full house doing a road
assessment. The small, flat-roof sunroom was a 70s extension built by neighbour, …, who
previously resided at 7 Caroline Street. This construction is definitely not a part of the
original house construction.
71. I believe this needs to be corrected in the citation as I fear that, if omitted, it is likely to
impact the potential to extend the house in future.
72. While I am confident that any future Heritage Advisor would be able to easily distinguish
between the original extent of the house at 5 Caroline Street and later extensions, and
would not oppose the demolition of these extensions, I see no reason not to provide
greater certainty to the submitter by adding an explanatory line to the statement of
significance for this place.
The extent of the original house and extensions is shown on the aerial photo, below.
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Figure 14. Aerial view of 5 Caroline Street. The original extent of the house is outlined in red.
73. In addition, I noted a positive change to 5 Caroline Street during my site visit: the glazing
that had enclosed the return verandah has been removed, returning the appearance of
the house to its original configuration. Because of this, I also recommend that the
current photo in the place citation be replaced with the one I took in July 2019 (shown
at the start of this section).
Recommendations
74. I recommend that the following revisions be made to the statement of significance for 5
Caroline Street (additions shown underlined and deletions in strike-through):
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.
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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)

4.2

Kendall Street Precinct

Statement of significance
75. The statement of significance prepared by Context and found in the Final Report (2018)
is as follows:
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 in brick. Windows typically are tripartite timber framed double sash
windows. Number 22 has leadlight to the upper sashes. Primary aesthetic
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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 1930s50s. (Criterion D and E)
4.2.1 Sub. 44 - 27 Kendall Street (not appearing)

Am C116 statutory recommendations
76. The property at 27 Kendall Street is recommended for inclusion in the Kendall Street
Precinct by the Context Study. In the precinct map setting out gradings, it is shown as
Non-contributory (2018, p.60):
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In the Precinct Gradings Schedule (2018, p.71), however, it is indicated as Contributory,
and ascribed a pre-1922 built date:

Response to submission
77. The submitter opposes the inclusion of 27 Kendall Street as a Contributory place in the
proposed Kendall Street Precinct. The submitter’s points are provided below in italics,
with my response to each issue provided below. Note that this submitter will not be
appearing at the Panel hearing, but due to the complexity of my response, I will address
it in this part of my report.
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Contribution of 27 Kendall Street to the precinct
78. The property does not contribute to the heritage of the Jubilee Park area.
79. In its current form, 27 Kendall Street does not appear to be a pre-1922 house, as stated
in the Precinct Gradings Schedule, though possibly a heavily remodelled and extended
pre-1922 house. The history of its evolution was determined by reference to building
permit plans held by Council.
80. Building permit plans dating from 1949 (No. 1285), 1951 (No. 89), 1963 (No. 4879), and
1997 (No. 970619) document the following: Prior to 1949 the house was two rooms
wide with a projecting bay to the south side of the facade and a verandah to the north
(probably set below the roofline). In 1949 a new rooms and verandah were built onto
the south side of the façade, bringing the house to its current width. In 1951 the original
verandah, on the north side of the front façade, was infilled to form a new room. Minor
alterations were made to the rear of the house in 1963, and the house was over-clad
with vinyl siding in 1997.

Figure 15. 1949 plan of 27 Kendall Street. The original extent of the pre-1922 house is to the
top, with the addition shown at the bottom. The verandah of this addition survives.
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Figure 16. 1951 plan of 27 Kendall Street. The original front verandah (top) is shown encloses
with two windows.
81. While it appears that the original roof form of the pre-1922 house was retained as well
as a chimney, the house is otherwise unrecognisable. In particular no part of its original
front façade appears to have survived, with all 1950s windows, front door in a new
location, and deletion of the front verandah and narrow projecting bay beside it. While
remodelling can sometimes be of an equal architectural quality to the original design,
this was a piecemeal extension of the house in two phases done in the most expedient
way possible. Considering the drawings, no design professionals were involved.
Conclusion and recommendations
82. As the house at 27 Kendall Street has been so extensively altered so that its interwar
form is no longer legible, and the early post-war alterations are of no architectural value
themselves, in my professional opinion this house does not contribute to the heritage
value of the Kendall Street Precinct.
83. Therefore, I agree that a Non-contributory grade is appropriate for this property within
the Kendall Street Precinct.
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4.2.2 Sub. 27 – 11 Kendall Street

Am C116 statutory recommendations
84. The property at 11 Kendall Street was identified in the Scoping Report (2017) as one of
seven individual places of potential heritage significance, and recommended for full
assessment in stage two. It was noted as ‘one of a small number of Edwardian era
houses in Ringwood’ (Context, 2017, p. vii).
85. The stage two Study Report, however, concluded that it did not meet the threshold of
local significance, and did not recommend any heritage controls for the place. It
contained (2018, pp. 18-19) the following rationale:
It appears that much of the original fabric has been replaced on this house.
Alterations are sympathetic but appear to be extensive. In addition, a very large
extension has been added to the rear and a carport is located close to the front
of the house, rather than recessed well back from the front wall of the house.
Comparatively speaking, the house has low integrity and does not appear to
demonstrate or address any of the HERCON Criteria at the local level. For these
reasons, the house does not meet the threshold for local significance.
Response to submission
86. The submitter opposes the exclusion of 11 Kendall Street from the Heritage Overlay. The
submitter’s points are provided below in italics, with my response to each issue
provided below.
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Intactness of 11 Kendall Street
87. The property although extended still retains the original features and there are few
examples of this type, in particular with stucco construction and original window frames.
Stucco construction is uncommon and it is possibly one of the oldest houses in Ringwood.
(#27)
The submitter provided an early photo of the house from a real estate brochure, to
demonstrate its relative intactness (note that Kendall Street was originally named
William Street):

88. I agree that the windows and stucco wall cladding are original and intact features of 11
Kendall Street. As shown by the historic photo provided by the submitter, the front
façade of the house is largely in its original state though the verandah fretwork has been
replaced, the roofline has been altered slighted (with the addition of a gablet), and a
hood has been added over the front window (which is easily reversible). The
replacements of the verandah details are similar to the originals and have returned
much of the “integrity” to the front façade, but the “intactness” of this façade has been
affected. It was been further affected by the two-storey rear addition which is quite
visible from the street. Overall, the house has a relatively low intactness to be
considered for a site-specific heritage overlay. There are houses of a similar age and
style, but of higher intactness already in the Maroondah Heritage Overlay. One example
is 18 Warrandyte Road, Ringwood (HO74), and 331 Mt Dandenong Road, Croydon (in
HO114).
89. As set out in the Study Report (2018, pp. 27-28):
For Contributory places within precincts the ‘integrity’ rather than ‘intactness’
was a primary consideration: that is, while the Contributory places may not be
completely ‘intact’ (i.e., retaining all original fabric) any repairs or maintenance
have been carried out using the same or similar materials, details and finishes,
thus ensuring good ‘integrity’.
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For potential individual places, on the other hand, the ‘intactness’ of the building
was a primary consideration; however, comparative analysis would determine
whether a building with lower ‘intactness’, but good ‘integrity’ could also be of
local significance if, for example, it is rare.

Figure 17. 11 Kendall Street with the c1990s two-storey rear extension and detached carport
visible.
90. Applying the above definitions, 11 Kendall Street has only moderate ‘intactness’ and it is
not highly rare, so is unlikely to meet the threshold of local significance for rarity
(Criterion B) or architectural/representative or aesthetic significance (Criteria D or E). On
the other hand, its front façade has good ‘integrity’ and the rear extension is visible but
not dominating, so it could still be a Contributory place in a precinct. Note that I have
disregarded the detached carport in this consideration, as it has not required any
demolition of the house, and can be considered ‘reversible’. The non-original window
hood is also reversible.
91. The submitter is correct in stating that stucco is not a common cladding material for
houses in this area, as most are clad in weatherboards. There are such examples in
Ringwood North, including a timber-framed house at 127 Warrandyte Road (HO75) and
a house whose structure is unknown (timber or masonry) at 2 Unsworth Road (HO65). In
any case, I do not consider the use of stucco to be a strong basis for local significance as
the sole deciding factor.
92. The house at 11 Kendall Street was constructed in 1916, and was one of the earliest on
this street (though 30 Kendall Street – in the proposed Kendall Street Precinct – appears
to be of a similar age, but much more altered). It was built shortly after the 1915 resubdivision of this area by Elizabeth Kendall, following the initial (unsuccessful) 1885

LANDMARK HERITAGE
33

Ringwood Station Estate subdivision. It is not, however, one of the oldest houses in
Ringwood, as there are a number of 1890s houses that survive (HO68, 18-24 Wantirna
Road). Interestingly, as noted in the Scoping Report (2017, p. 36), this allotment was sold
to Harry Peake and James Samuel Critchley in June 1916. In addition, 1916 ratebook
records show that Harry Peake and other members of his family owned many allotments
in the Ringwood Station Estate at that time. Peake’s work is already protected in HO98
Ellison Street precinct and HO67 4-8 Wantirna Road precinct. The house at 16
Warrandyte Road, Ringwood (HO73) also appears to be his work. None of these places
are considered to be of local significance due to their association with this prolific local
builder, but further research may reveal that Peake and his family played a very
important role in shaping Ringwood during the interwar years.
93. Based on the historical image provided by the submitter and viewing the house from the
footpath, I consider Context’s conclusion that ‘much of the original fabric has been
replaced on this house’ to be an overstatement. In addition, I do not agree that ‘the
house has low integrity’, though I would say that it has only moderate intactness. I also
take issue with the statement that it ‘does not appear to demonstrate or address any of
the HERCON Criteria at the local level’. While this may be the case, Context have not
demonstrated that they have investigated or considered its potential historical
significance, either under Criterion A – as one of the very first houses built in the
Ringwood State Estate and the most intact among them – or under Criterion H – for its
association with Harry Peake and possibly the oldest surviving house he built in the
Estate (or Ringwood?).
Conclusion and recommendations
94. In conclusion, I consider the house at 11 Kendall Street to be of relatively high integrity
but only moderate intactness, which indicates that it is not of architectural (Criterion D)
or aesthetic (Criterion E) significance at a local level. I agree with the submitter,
however, that it may be of historical significance at a local level as one of the first
houses in the Ringwood State Estate (but not in Ringwood more widely). Its significance
may also lie in its association with builder Harry Peake.
95. I recommend that 11 Kendall Street be assessed for its potential historical (including
associational) significance to see if it warrants a site-specific Heritage Overlay.

4.3

HO98 Ellison Street Precinct extension

Statement of significance
96. The statement of significance prepared by Context and found in the Final Report (2018)
is as follows:
What is Significant?
The Ellison Street precinct comprising numbers 4,6,8,10,12,14,16 and18 Ellison
Street, Ringwood is significant.
The modern carports and garages, rear extensions and front fences are not
significant.
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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)
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Sub. 33 – 14 Ellison Street

Am C116 statutory recommendations
97. 14 Ellison Street has been assessed as Contributory and recommended for inclusion in
the HO98 Ellison Street Precinct extension by the Context Study.
Response to submission
98. The submitter opposes the inclusion of 14 Ellison Street as a Contributory place in the
proposed Ellison Street Precinct Extension. The submitter’s points are provided below in
italics, with my response to each issue provided below.
Lack of distinction
99. Property at 14 Ellison Street does not meet the threshold for heritage overlay. The Jubilee
Park report only makes brief reference to the significance of this properties. The
submitter notes that the house at 14 Ellison Street is a very common Californian
bungalow, the house was not built by any notable architect, nor does it represent an
interesting example of the period. The property at 14 Ellison Street does not meet the
threshold for inclusion into the heritage overlay, and similar to other assessments in the
Jubilee Park report, it should have noted that the place is common in the municipality; or
already well represented and it is a typical example and there are better comparative
examples.
100. I agree that the citation prepared for the HO98 Ellison Street Precinct extension is
somewhat deficient in that it does not provide a history for the properties in the
proposed extension (4 & 14-18 Ellison Street). It does, however, provide approximate
built dates for the new inclusions, which indicates that all houses in the extended
precinct (including those in the current HO98 extent) were constructed in a very short
time period of about four years (1923-27). The new inclusions are also all addressed in
the precinct description. All buildings in the extended precinct are addressed in the
statement of significance.
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101. I agree that 14 Ellison is a ‘very common Californian bungalow’ which was ‘not built
by any notable architect’, as stated by the submitter, and this is in accordance with how
it is presented in the Context citation. I also agreed that it is ‘a typical example and there
are better comparative examples’. I agree to some extent that California Bungalows
such as this one are ‘common in the municipality’, though only in those neighbourhoods
located around railway stations (such as parts of Ringwood and Croydon).
102. While a place must be more than ‘typical’ and must stand out in its locality or
municipality to meet the threshold of local significance, ‘typical’ buildings can be
Contributory within a Heritage Overlay precinct if they illustrate the themes that makes
that precinct of local significance. In this case, the Ellison Street Precinct is one of a small
number of streetscapes to have been built in the 1920s, and to have preserved that built
form.
Lack of intactness
103. It should also note that the original fabric has been replaced. The additional second
storey extension and carport close to the front contribute to the low integrity of the
property.
104. I agree that 14 Ellison Street has been altered. This is reflected in the Context
description which notes the alterations visible within the streetscape: ‘14 Ellison Street
has lost the original windows to the façade, the timber porch posts and had a new
carport, set to the front of the residence incorporated into the existing roof line. These
changes alter the initial reading of the building but are reversible’ (2018, p.41).
105. The Context description does not mention the rear extension. It is slightly taller than
the original house but not visible from the front (direct view), is the same width as the
original part of the house, and sits under a separate roof form (a rear gable). It is only
visible in oblique views of the house. In my professional opinion, this type of rear
extension which preserves the main roof of the house and has minimal impact on the
streetscape is acceptable for Contributory buildings and does not diminish its
contribution to the precinct.
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Figure 18. Oblique view of 14 Ellison Street, showing the higher gabled extension at the rear.
106. The Context description notes that the attached carport is a reversible change to the
house. I agree with this assessment, though also acknowledge that it is very visually
intrusive.
107. In my professional opinion, the most serious changes are to the windows and doors
of the house, as well as to the verandah supports. It is these alterations that give the
house a relatively low level of intactness and integrity.
108. As cited from the Context Scoping Report (see section 4.2.2), integrity is considered
a deciding factor in whether a building can contribute to a precinct’s significance. The
actual retention of original building fabric (‘intactness’) is not considered crucial for
Contributory buildings.
109. Considering its context in the precinct, it is possible to accurately reinstate the
integrity of 14 Ellison Street. This is because it was original identical (though a mirror
image) to the far more intact 16 Ellison Street (also proposed as Contributory to the
extended precinct). Should a future owner wish to, they could reinstated the paired sash
windows in the size and format seen at No. 16 and a typical 1920s high-waisted front
door.
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Figure 19. 16 Ellison Street. The more intact mirror image of 14 Ellison Street.
110. This same approach has already been used, with great success, in the existing HO98
precinct. When it was first included in the HO98 precinct in 2010, 6 Ellison Street was
even more greatly altered than 14 Ellison Street. Despite this high degree of alteration,
the house was still graded Contributory due to its ongoing historical significance. Since
that time, it has been restored, using 8 Ellison Street as a guide. The house at 6 Ellison
Street has now regained its integrity.

Figure 20. 6 Ellison Street when first included in the Heritage Overlay. (Peter Barrett, 2010)
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Figure 21. 6 Ellison Street in 2019, following its restoration.
111. Even now, without any restoration, 14 Ellison Street is still recognisable as a dwelling
of the early 1920s, so contributes to an understanding of the early development of this
area. This can be understood by its overall massing and materials, roof form, verandah
roof form, and front gable.
112. I have seen and guided this kind of restoration, based on physical or documentary
evidence, in my work as Heritage Advisor at Brimbank City Council. These restoration
projects, reinstating the integrity of early but altered houses, makes a far greater
contribution to the HO precinct around it than would a replacement dwelling. Two
examples are depicted below.

Figure 22. 15 Sydney Street, Albion, in 2014. Verandah has been enclosed, front windows
replace with aluminium units, and house clad with vinyl siding. (Source: On The House)
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Figure 23. 15 Sydney Street, Albion, following works in 2015. Front timber windows
reinstated, verandah reopened and posts and fretwork reinstated, roof repainted.

Figure 24. 22 Sydney Street, Albion, in 2015. Verandah has been replaced in new form,
windows replaced with larger aluminium units, front door replaced, walls clad in vinyl siding.

Figure 25. 22 Sydney Street, Albion, in 2017. Vinyl cladding removed and ashlar timber
boards made good, timber windows and hood reinstated, bullnose verandah reinstated.
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Conclusion and recommendations
113. In conclusion, the altered house at 14 Ellison Street still contributes to an
understanding of the interwar development of this street and Ringwood more generally.
Moreover, the presence of 16 Ellison Street provides a guide to reinstate the integrity of
this altered house, as was done for 6 Ellison Street, should an owner wish.
114. I recommend that 14 Ellison Street remain a Contributory property in the HO98
Ellison Street Precinct extension.

4.4

Haig Street Precinct

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 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 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
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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)
4.4.1 Consideration of precinct boundaries
115. Prior to addressing issues raised by individual submitters, I will discuss my peer
review of the proposed boundaries of the Haig Street Precinct.
116. In the Scoping Study (2017, p.27), Haig Street is described as: ‘a mix of 1920s and
1930s timber bungalows. Most of the 1920s bungalows are situated on the north side,
but they are interspersed amongst 1930s bungalows’. In the preliminary assessment of
the precinct, the history notes that ‘the south side was partially developed [by the late
1930s]. The remaining vacant sites were built on during the early post-war era’ (2017, p.
29). The precinct description, however, barely acknowledges the post-war nature of part
of the precinct, stating: ‘Haig Street comprises a mix of houses, predominantly dating
from the interwar period. Most are in the form of 1920s and 1930s bungalows’ (2017,
p.29).
117. Further historical research was carried out for the Final Report which documented
that the large majority of houses on the south side of Haig Street were not built in the
1930s (or 1920s), but after WWII. In all, ten of the 17 allotments contain post-war
houses, nine of them built in the 1950s (Nos. 8-24) and one in the 1940s (no. 30). This
pattern of development is clearly illustrated by a 1945 aerial photo of the street:

Figure 26. 1945 aerial view of Haig Street. Note the vacant blocks on the south side at Nos.
6-24. (University of Melbourne)
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118. While the presence of post-war dwellings is recognised in the precinct statement of
significance, it was not dealt with in the precinct comparative analysis which only
addresses ‘suburban development in Ringwood during the interwar period’ (2018, p.56).
Likewise, it is only compared to two HO precincts of 1920s houses (HO67 4-8 Wantirna
Road and HO98 6-12 Ellison Street). The similarity of the 1920s and 1930s bungalows in
the Haig Street Precinct to those in the proposed Kendall Street Precinct and HO98
Ellison Street Precinct extension is also noted.
119. The Context comparative analysis describes the proposed precinct several times in
the comparative analysis as: ‘a mostly intact interwar streetscape’ and ‘the most
complete and intact interwar residential streetscape’ in the Study Area (2018, p.57). The
presence of post-war houses is mentioned only once, in a statement that the interwar
housing on Haig Street compares well to precincts HO67 and HO98 ‘as demonstrating
the range of housing types and styles that occurred during the interwar years, and in the
years just after World War 2.’ In this case the mention of early post-war houses is
merely for completeness, as there are no post-war houses in precinct HO67 and HO98 to
compare them to.
120. In general, I agree that definitive pre-war and post-war boundaries are often and an
artificial constructions that is unhelpful in understanding domestic architecture. As
stated in the statement of significance, the precinct demonstrates ‘a consistent building
type – the single-storey, detached bungalow’ in a range of styles popular in the interwar
and early post-war years. In my professional experience, many houses of the late 1940s
and sometimes even the early 1950s continued forms, materials and styles common in
the 1930s (such as the Moderne style, Old English style, and plain hipped-roof
bungalow). Other early post-war houses were more up-to-date in style and are easily
recognisable as of their time through their massing, details and/or materials. I consider
the house at 30 Haig Street to be a good example of an early post-war house (built
1948). Its tiled hipped-roof form, projecting hipped bay, red and clinker brick walls with
a manganese brick band above the windows, Chicago windows (picture windows flanked
by two double-hung sashes) and the slender square chimney are all virtually identical to
typical houses of the late 1930s. There are a number of very similar timber examples of
this house type in the Kendall Street Precinct built prior to the ban on non-essential
construction in 1942, which marks the end of the interwar period for architecture (Nos.
25, 26 and 32).
121. While I agree that early post-war houses of the same type and style to interwar
examples can play a contributory role in a largely interwar precinct, in the Haig Street
Precinct we have about one-third post-war houses of various types and the 1950s
houses are situated as a distinct block at the centre of the precinct. Due to such a strong
post-war character to the precinct, it must be taken into account in the comparative
analysis and the determination of whether the precinct as a whole is of local
significance. As noted above, there was no comparison of the post-war component of
the Haig Street Precinct with any places in the Heritage Overlay or in Ringwood more
generally. And, as discussed in my peer review of Context’s methodology (section 3.1),
there is no evidence that any of the Context team surveyed Ringwood (beyond the Study
Area) to determine how Haig Street compares within its locality.
LANDMARK HERITAGE
44

122. Disquiet over this issue is raised in a number of the submissions, which question the
distinctiveness of Haig Street in the Ringwood context (e.g., Submissions 6, 53).
123. The question remains of how rare interwar (pre-1942) residential development is in
comparison to early post-war development in Ringwood. Is early post-war development
relatively rare, so a cohesive row 1950s such as at 8-24 Haig Street is likely to be of local
significance? Or, as asserted by some submitters, was there a great deal of early postwar residential development in Ringwood. If so, a broad survey of Ringwood is
warranted to be able to compare the 1950s section of Haig Street and see if it is of local
importance, or if there are notably better groupings that should be protected in the
Heritage Overlay in preference to 8-24 Haig Street.
124. To provide a preliminary answer to these questions about how rare or widespread
post-war development is in Ringwood, I have turned to aerial photos of the area, taken
in 1945, 1954 and 1968 (sourced from the University of Melbourne and Landata). In
summary, the 1945 aerial shows dense pre-WWII development around the Ringwood
train station, both in the Study Area and to the north of the railway line. The 1954 shows
the early post-war creation and nearly full development of many new streets in a ring
around the pre-1945 core. The 1968 aerial shows almost complete dense development
throughout Ringwood. Together, these images (reproduced on the following page)
demonstrate that Ringwood’s dominant built character is post-war development, much
of it pre-1954 (i.e., early post-war).
125. On this basis, the 1950s development on Haig Street is not uncommon, and I
consider its heritage significance unsupported by the Context citation for the Haig Street
Precinct.
126. If the 1950s houses at 8-24 Haig Street have not been demonstrated to contribute to
the significance of the Haig Street Precinct, I considered several options to adapt the
precinct:
 Keep 8-24 Haig Street in the precinct as Non-contributory properties (note that the
1950s house at 24 Haig Street is already graded Non-contributory due to alterations)
 Remove 8-24 Haig Street from the precinct extent
 Remove 2-24 Haig Street from the precinct extent; this would include three
Contributory interwar houses at 2-6 Haig Street to create a neater precinct boundary
127. In many HO precincts, properties that do not contribute to heritage significance are
retained in the precinct as Non-contributory properties. This is so that future
development can be controlled under the planning permit process and ensure that it
does not have a negative impact on the HO precinct. A row of eight Non-contributory
properties in an HO precinct, however, is very unusual.
128. If, on the other hand, 8-24 Haig Street were removed from the precinct, leaving only
2-6 and 26-32 Haig Street in the precinct on the south side, it is possible that future
development of the 1950s part of the street would be out of scale and character with
the earlier development, and diminish the visual cohesiveness of the HO precinct.
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Figure 27. Ringwood in 1945. Suburban development surrounds the railway line only. Haig
Street (outlined in red) is at the southern boundary of residential development.

Figure 28. Ringwood in 1954. Suburban development has spread farther out from the
railway line, and further south than Haig Street (outlined in red).
LANDMARK HERITAGE
46

Figure 29. Ringwood in 1968. Only small areas to the north-west and south-west remain as
agricultural land. Haig Street is indicated.
129. The three interwar houses at the west end (Nos. 2-6) could be removed from the
precinct, in addition to the 1950s houses at Nos. 8-24, to avoid a ‘hole’ in the middle of
the precinct. Or even the entire south side of Haig Street could be removed from the
precinct. I do not consider this a good option, however, as it would remove a number of
interwar dwellings and reduce the overall heritage significance of the precinct.
Conclusion and recommendations
130. As the Study is an integrated heritage and neighbourhood character study,
proposing innovatively integrated application of the Heritage Overlay and non-heritage
planning tools (Neighbourhood Character Overlay (NCO) and zones), the second option –
removing just 8-24 Haig Street from the precinct – can be undertaken without
jeopardising the remaining HO precinct. Instead, the character of 8-24 Haig Street can be
managed in an NCO which would ensure that future development is sympathetic to the
heritage built form of the surrounding precinct.
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4.4.2 Submissions regarding 8-24 Haig Street
131. As discussed at length in section 4.4.1, I have concluded that the 1950s houses at 824 Haig Street do not contribute to the heritage significance of Haig Street Precinct, and
that these properties should be removed from the HO precinct and covered by an NCO
instead. For this reason, when responding to submissions that primarily address one or
more of these properties, I will not restate my consideration of their heritage value. I
will, however, address issues related to the significance of the remaining part of the
precinct and the intactness of those houses.
4.4.3 Sub. 37 – 18 Haig Street
132. 18 Haig Street has been assessed as Contributory and recommended for inclusion in
the Haig Street Precinct extension by the Context Study.
Response to submission
133. The submitter opposes the inclusion of 18 Haig Street as a Contributory place in the
proposed Haig Street Precinct. The submitters’ points are provided below in italics, with
my response to each issue provided below.
Intactness
134. Notes that the property should be excluded from the heritage overlay as the façade is
not original; the roof line has been altered, the home is not of historical significance.
135. I agree that the house does not contribute to the heritage significance of the Haig
Street Precinct.
Use of precinct
136. Does not understand why the whole street rather than individual homes have been
included in the proposed overlay.
137. There are two approaches available to protect properties with heritage value in
municipal planning schemes. Places that meet the threshold of local significance can be
protected in a site-specific Heritage Overlay, or with a group of properties in a heritage
precinct. Buildings and other places that are ‘typical’ of their type and era, however, can
only be protected as part of larger groups (precincts) as long as they contribute to the
heritage significance of that precinct. It is important to protect both stand-out individual
places as well as intact streetscapes that illustrate the founding periods of a locality,
even if the individual houses are not stand-outs on their own.
Conclusion and recommendations
138. Remove 8-24 Haig Street from the Haig Street Precinct, as they do not contribute to
its heritage significance.
4.4.4 Subs. 10 & 23 – 20-22 Haig Street
139. 20-22 Haig Street has been assessed as Contributory and recommended for inclusion
in the Haig Street Precinct extension by the Context Study. It is a semi-detached pair of
dwellings.
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Response to submission
140. The submitters oppose the inclusion of 20-22 Haig Street as a Contributory place in
the proposed Haig Street Precinct. The submitters’ points are provided below in italics,
with my response to each issue provided below. Most of the points raised by these two
submissions are the same. Where Submission 23 adds addition points, this is noted.
Intactness
141. Note that the house [No. 20-22] is not a heritage house as it was altered.
142. In regard to 20-22 Haig Street, Council’s building permit records indicate that a
house and doctor’s surgery was constructed in 1950 for a Dr G.S. Whight. Dr Whight
then enlarged it with a wing on the west side in 1951. Apart from lean-tos added to the
rear, carports, and the division of the residence-surgery into two dwellings, the building
is externally intact.
143. Number 4 Haig st added attached a Garage and carport to the house which changed
its look. Number 3 Haig st added timber trellis to its front porch which changed its looks.
Number 5 Haig st when the roof was replaced they extended the roof line over the front
porch which changed its looks. Number 9 Haig st changed the complete frontage looks,
and changed the complete roof design when they fully renovated the whole house, the
whole house looks completely different. Number 13 Haig st added a roof to the front
porch which changed its looks. Number 25 Haig st added a second story and added a
new Garage looks completely different. Number 29 Haig st when they change new roof
they extended roof line to create a front porch with brick pillars, looks completely
different. I dont think Haig st homes are consistent enough to be Heritage with so many
frontage changes.
No. 12 Haig St changed roof from terracotta to tin also changing the pitch making higher
[#23]
144. The change to the roof pitch is a major alteration, but I am recommending that 12
Haig Street be recommended be removed from the precinct.
145. I will address the alterations to other houses in several groups. First of all, 25 Haig
Street has been graded Non-contributory due to the second storey addition.
146. Alterations such as the carport to 4 Haig Street are considered reversible, and they
do not change the fundamental heritage value of the house. Alterations such as the
addition of a timber ladder frieze to the front porch of 3 Haig Street is also a minor and
reversible change.
147. The submitter states that the roofline was altered to extend over the front porch of
5 Haig Street. While I agree that the roof cladding has recently been replaced with
Colorbond steel, the available evidence suggests that the porch roof form has not
changed. A 2009 Google Streetview image of the house shows it prior to the Colorbond
roofing, but it has the same porch form. Moreover, the form of this house, including the
porch roof and supports is almost identical to State Savings Bank Type 19. This is
illustrated on the following pages.
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148. I have reviewed building permit plans for the house at 9 Haig Street. They indicate
that in 1994 the current front porch/pergola was appended to the front façade of the
house (with the addition of faux Federation fretwork at a late date). In 1997, a rear
extension was constructed, and the apex of its gabled roof sits just behind the
transverse ridge of the roof. I consider the front porch/pergola to be a reversible
alteration, that can be removed without any impact to the original house. The visible
rear extension is a greater change, but as the new roof form sits behind the ridge, the
original roof form of the house is still legible and the front façade (windows, recessed
porch) is still intact. Overall, in my professional opinion, the house can still contribute to
the interwar character of the Haig Street Precinct.

Figure 30. 5 Haig Street with new Colorbond roof, 2019.
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Figure 31. 5 Haig Street prior to roof recladding, 2009 (Google Streetview)

Figure 32. Type 19 State Savings Bank house.
149. I agree that a new porch, as well as a window hood, has been added to the bungalow
at 13 Haig Street. In my professional opinion, these alterations are acceptable for a
Contributory house and are also reversible.
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Figure 33. 13 Haig Street. Note new porch and window hood.
150. I agree that the front porch of 29 Haig Street has been extended and the porch
supports changed. A matching carport has also been constructed. A 2009 image shows
the house prior to these works. The front porch was smaller and had concrete dwarf
columns atop brick piers. These columns have been replaced with timber posts (atop
brick piers), and the porch extended to the west corner of the house. While the
alteration of original features is undesirable, the new porch is sympathetic to the era of
the house. And over all, I consider this level of alteration acceptable for a Contributory
house.

Figure 34. 29 Haig Street in 2019. Note the new carport and front porch supports.
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Figure 35. 29 Haig Street in 2009. The smaller original porch is visible to the right of the van.
151. In conclusion, I consider the level of alteration to the Contributory houses in the Haig
Street Precinct to be acceptable.
Precinct boundaries
152. Query as to why 1 and 1A have not been added to the heritage precinct.
153. This property at 1A Haig Street did not form part of the Study Area as defined for the
Study. The property at 1 Haig Street contains 3 x double storey brick townhouses. Both
are on the edge of the proposed precinct and do not contribute to its heritage value.
Exclusion of such properties from the edges of a precinct is common practice.
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4.4.5 Sub. 58 – 11 Haig Street

Am C116 statutory recommendations
154. 11 Haig Street has been assessed as Contributory and recommended for inclusion in
the Haig Street Precinct by the Context Study.
Response to submission
155. The submitter opposes the inclusion of 11 Haig Street as a Contributory place in the
proposed Haig Street Precinct. The submitter’s points are provided below in italics, with
my response to each issue provided below.
Condition and building materials
156. Noted that as the house is very old the only option was to demolish and rebuild the
house, mentioned that an application to rebuild the house was refused. Also objects to
the designation of the property as a contributory building, the house is ill designed, poor
condition, difficult to maintain, and also includes asbestos material.
157. This submission mainly raises issues related to condition, which I have already
addressed in the introductory section to Chapter 4. I will, however, touch on the issue of
asbestos – in the asbestos-cement sheet used to clad the upper half the external walls.
The general recommendation for sound (unbroken and unweathered) asbestos-cement
sheet is to regularly paint it and avoid cutting or drilling into it. The asbestos fibres are
kept encased in the cement and are not released into the air. In the event that the
owner of a house in the Heritage Overlay would prefer to replace asbestos-cement
sheet, this can be done with modern cement sheet that is of the same sheet size, and
using a timber cover strap of the same size and profile as the original.
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Conclusion and recommendations
158. In conclusion, the contribution of this 1930s houses, which is externally intact, has
not been questioned. It would retain its Contributory grade if the asbestos-cement sheet
was replaced with a modern alternative.
159. I recommend that 11 Haig Street remain a Contributory property in the Haig Street
Precinct.
4.4.6 Sub. 53 – 17 Haig Street

160. 17 Haig Street has been assessed as Non-contributory and recommended for
inclusion in the Haig Street Precinct by the Context Study.
Response to submission
161. The submitter opposes the inclusion of 17 Haig Street as a Non-contributory place in
the proposed Haig Street Precinct. The submitter’s points are provided below in italics,
with my response to each issue provided below.
Heritage significance of precinct
162. Haig Street does not demonstrate a cohesive, distinguishable build that illustrate the
heritage values described in the statement of significance for the precinct. There are a
diverse style of houses and some houses have undergo some extensive alterations to the
façade and roof styles. The proposed precinct lacks visually logical boundaries. The
comparative analysis show that there are other stronger examples of consistency on the
southern side of Ellison Street (HO98) and Wantirna Road (HO67) where there is
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consistency of styles, character. The 1950s houses shown as contributory and noncontributory as part of the precinct can be found in many areas in the municipality.
Believed that Haig Street is not a cohesive precinct and does not reflect the statement of
significance. Notes that the boundary of the heritage overlay is arbitrary and should be
around a place with recognisable heritage characteristics.
163. I agree that the row of 1950s houses at 8-24 Haig Street are not suitably
distinguished in the Ringwood context to be demonstrably of heritage value. For this
reason I have recommended their removal from the precinct. The remaining interwar
houses are relatively rare in Ringwood and other Maroondah suburbs, particularly in
such a large grouping as this street. The only interwar precinct of near-comparable size
is HO126 on Vernon Street, Croydon. It comprises just six interwar bungalows. Its extent
is shown below:

The precincts named by the submitter as superior examples, HO98 and HO67, contain
just four and three houses, respectively. While these three precincts protect good
examples of interwar houses, they cannot give a sense of what an entire street was like
in the foundational years of Ringwood’s development. For that reason, the larger Haig
Street is of particular value.
Intactness of 17 Haig Street
164. The house at 17 Haig has been converted from weatherboard exterior to brick house
and added aluminium frames and front porch. It is one of three graded Non-contributory
in close proximity and they dilute the precinct’s cohesion.
165. As noted by the submitter, the house at 17 Haig Street is graded Non-contributory.
This is because this 1930s house has been so altered that it no longer contributes to the
interwar character of the precinct. The Context Study graded three properties Non-
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contributory: Nos. 17, 25 and 24 (24 to be removed). This is not excessive for a heritage
precinct of this size. The only Non-contributory building that is somewhat intrusive in
the streetscape is No. 25, where a large upper storey has been added to a 1920s
bungalow. It is only the smallest HO precincts that do not have Non-contributory
properties in them.
Conclusion and recommendations
166. Following the removal of the row of 1950s houses, the Haig Street is still one of the
largest groupings of interwar houses to survive in Ringwood and Maroondah, giving it
heritage significance. Moreover, the inclusion of Non-contributory properties in a
precinct is acceptable and common for precincts of medium or large size.
167. I recommend that 17 Haig Street remain a Non-contributory property in the Haig
Street Precinct.
4.4.7 Sub. 6 – 1/30 Haig Street

168. 1/30 Haig Street has been assessed as Contributory and recommended for inclusion
in the Haig Street Precinct by the Context Study.
Response to submission
169. The submitter opposes the inclusion of 1/30 Haig Street as a Contributory place in
the proposed Haig Street Precinct, and also opposes the inclusion of the precinct in the
Heritage Overlay as a whole. The submitter’s points are provided below in italics, with
my response to each issue provided below.
Intactness of 1/30 Haig Street
170. The house is a front house of a dual occupancy. The house is not intact. The
extensions are not sympathetic to the original part. The extensions are visible from the
street. It is obvious that the house and extension does not have any aesthetic, historic,
scientific, social or spiritual value. There are other house of the same design and of some
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of them much better examples. Original roof tiles at 1/30 Haig had to be replaced. No
similar tiles could be found and replacement tiles are not sympathetic to the original
style. The house now looks substantially different from the original house in 1948.
171. The presence of a later rear unit behind 1/30 Haig Street was considered during the
precinct assessment, hence a Non-contributory grade for this part of the site. The rear
extension referred to is single storey and only slightly visible when viewing 1/30 Haig
Street from the east, across the front yard of 32 Haig Street, due to the bend in the road.
Skillion lean-tos are a frequent element at the rear of interwar houses (both original and
additions). This one does not detract from the streetscape. Replacement or alteration of
rear lean-tos is frequently supported in the Heritage Overlay.
172. The submitter does not explain what the original roof tiles were like, possibly
concrete. The replacement tiles chosen, dark terracotta tiles, are very much in keeping
with what was popular in the late interwar and early post-war period. Roof cladding has
only a limited lifespan, and should be replaced at this point as part of good
maintenance. Contributory houses in precincts frequently have slightly different roof
claddings than original, and this level of alteration is considered acceptable.
173. I agree that the 1940s house at 30 Haig Street is typical in its form and materials, and
is much like thousands of houses built in the late 1930s and just after the war. This is no
impediment to it being Contributory to a heritage precinct. It is the precinct as a whole
that must stand-out in its local context. HO precincts are the appropriate planning tool
to protect streetscapes of “typical” buildings.
Failure to meet current planning regulations
174. Reference to side window at 1/30 Haig facing window at 28 Haig. Mentions that lack
of offset is not acceptable and would not be allowed under current planning rules.
175. Planning scheme regulations continue to evolve over time, meaning that the
majority of houses do not meet them. This does not impact on heritage significance.
Impact of rear unit
176. Driveway to the rear house at 30 Haigh has a negative visual impact. Rear house is
not sympathetic to the style of the front house. The reduced setback between the two
houses.
177. I agree that the rear unit is somewhat visible down the driveway, and that its
materials differ slightly from the house at the front (red and cream bricks instead of
red/clinker and manganese bricks). The rear unit is, however, single-storey in form so
has a very limited impact on the streetscape. In regard to the driveway, 30 Haig has
always had a side driveway in this location, leading to a garage set behind the house.
The gravelled carpark in the front setback of No. 1/30 and the high front fence have a
greater impact on the streetscape. While undesirable, the house is still largely visible.
The lack of a backyard for the front unit, as a result of the subdivision, is unfortunate in
regard to the amenity of the residents, but the presence or absence of a backyard is not
visible from the street.
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Precinct mapping
178. The heritage overlay map for Haig Street does not clearly state the boundary
between the contributory and non-contributory parts of 30 Haig Street.
179. I agree that the lines marking the boundary between the Contributory and Noncontributory parts of 30 Haig Street are light and hard to see on the precinct map in the
Study. These designations, however, can be clarified by referring to the cadastral
boundaries. The block has been divided into three parts: 30 – shared driveway; 1/30 –
front house (of 1948); and 2/30 – rear unit. That part of the block that legally comprises
2/30 Haig Street is Non-contributory. The remainder is Contributory (driveway and front
house).
Haig Street as a whole
180. Haig Street must be assessed as a whole street. The Heritage Study report failed to
explain the basis for a reduced precinct polygon. The west end of the street has a visual
and aesthetic impact on the proposed precinct and must be taken into account while
considering the heritage overlay of Haig Street:
181. 43 Wantirna Road must be considered as part of the Haig Street precinct. 41
Wantirna Road still has a visual impact. Properties 1 and 1A have substantial aesthetics
and visual impact on Haig Street. 41 Wantirna Road, and 1 and 1A occupy 15% of the
length of Haig Street.
182. Properties close to the west end of Haig Street are impacted visually and
aesthetically by unsympathetic properties at No 1 and 1 A Haig Street and No 41
Wantirna Road. (Note 4)
183. I agree that the whole of Haig Street must be considered when assessing it. This was
done during stage one of the Study (Scoping Report), and those parts of the street at the
edge that did not contribute to the potential precinct were removed. As seen at other
existing precincts in Maroondah, such as HO67 4-8 Wantirna Road and HO98 6-12 Ellison
Street, there is no requirement to include an entire street in a heritage precinct.
Sometimes one or two Non-contributory properties are included at the edge as a buffer
to future unsympathetic development, but this approach depends on the assessor.
(Note 4)
184. 43 Wantirna Road has always been outside of the Study Area, as defined by Council
in their initial brief for this project. While mentioned in the Scoping Study (as a 1920s
house with attached shop), it was never assessed as part of the Haig Street Precinct.
Inconsistency of fabric and setting
185. The material palette of the houses in Haig Street is timber, brick, concrete and fibro
cement, It is very diverse and not consistent. Garden settings in Haig Street are very
diverse and not consistent. Street is not visually pleasing row of electricity poles, heavily
trimmed trees, footpath is poorly maintained. There is no indication why Haig Street is
important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of cultural or natural
places or environments. There is no indication of Haig Street exhibiting any particular
aesthetic characteristics.
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186. The houses located within the reduced precinct extent represent the range of styles
and materials that were common in the interwar period. Architecture was very eclectic
at that time, so all but the tiniest interwar residential precincts contain a variety of styles
and materials. This does not detract from the precinct’s ability to represent interwar
domestic development. There is, however, a dominant use of weatherboard cladding in
the precinct.
187. While garden styles differ, there is a notably regular front setback of the houses
which creates the ‘consistent’ garden settings.
188. The visual consistency created by the consistent front, and to a lesser extent side,
setbacks, and the consistent row of single-storey interwar houses are the main factors in
the aesthetic significance of the precinct. As discussed in section 4.4 of my expert
evidence, it is one of the small number of interwar groups of houses to survive in
Ringwood, and one of the largest.
Statement of significance
189. Comment on page 57 of the report reference to rapid development. Noted that a
period of 35 years cannot be reasonably called rapid development. There is no evidence
that only Haig Street is of historic significance. It is not clear why Haig Street is the only
one that satisfies criterion A historic significance.
190. Although it is necessary to protect the name of the street for the historical reasons it
is not reasonable to put a heritage overlay on that street for that reason.
191. Argues that statement in page 58 of the report noting that Haig Street is a good
representative example of residential precinct. Houses built in Haig Street are of average
or below average aesthetic value. There are greater number and better preserved
examples in the municipality.
192. I agree that a development period of 35 years is not rapid development. With the
removal of the row of 1950s houses from the precinct, nearly all the houses will have
been built in the 1920s and ‘30s, which can be referred to as rapid development.
193. As discussed in regard to Submission 5, I agree that the ‘Haig Street’ name has not
been demonstrated to be of local significance, and this statement should be removed.
194. In reference to the row of 1950s houses, I would agree with the submitter that there
are many others (and possibly better preserved) in the rest of the municipality.
However, there are only limited streetscapes of 1920s and 1930s houses in Ringwood
and the wider municipality, so these warrant protection in the Heritage Overlay.
Assessment against criteria
195. Aesthetic value: Haig Street does not have any special attractive qualities. It is not
distinctive within the setting or prominent landmark. Does not have any qualities that
are inspiration or evoke strong feelings. It is not symbolic for its aesthetic qualities. Does
not display any particular characteristic of an identified style or fashion. Does not show a
high degree of creative or technical achievement.
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196. Historical value: It is not associated with an important event or theme in history. It is
insignificant in showing patterns in the development of history. It is not associated with
any particular person. There is no scientific value in Haig Street. It does not meet the
criteria or social value.
197. Criterion E: The aesthetic significance of the Haig Street Precinct is related to its
visual consistency in massing and materials of the houses and consistent garden
setbacks, all of which illustrate the characteristics of interwar suburban development.
198. Note that a ‘high degree of creative or technical achievement’ falls under Criterion F,
which has not been attributed to this precinct.
199. Criterion A: The interwar suburban development of Ringwood is most certainly an
important part of the pattern of development of this and other suburbs along the train
line.
200. Note that association with an important person falls under Criterion H, which has
not been attributed to this precinct. In addition, social value (Criterion G) has not been
attributed to this precinct.
Rear units
201. Not assessed in their setting as required by the Burra Charter. Although the rear
houses are assessed as non-contributory the visual and aesthetic impact to the front
houses are ignored. Negative visual and aesthetic impact of long driveway to the rear
houses.
202. Rear houses are not designed in sympathetic style to the front houses. Due to the
reduced rear setback of front houses, the rear houses appear to be attached to the front
building. Concludes that no dual occupancy or granny flat satisfied the threshold for
heritage protection. (Note 3)
203. The setting of the precinct has been taken into account in its assessment, including
the impact of the rear units on views of the precinct streetscapes. These changes have
been considered minor in comparison to the concentration of many interwar houses on
this street, which is rare in Ringwood.
204. I do not see any problem in rear units appearing to be attached to the front building,
i.e. looking like a rear extension. In regard to a ‘sympathetic style’, the use of hipped
roof forms and similar cladding materials to those used for the Contributory houses at
units 5A, 2/23 and 2/30 Haig Street is, in my professional opinion, reasonable
sympathetic. Certainly reproduction interwar styles would not be desirable, as it would
become difficult to perceive the difference between original and contemporary
development.
205. In a precinct where the principal reason for significance was the presence of large
backyards and single dwellings on a lot, then the presence of a rear unit might make a
property automatically Non-contributory. As this is not the case, then the visual impact
of the rear unit development (including increased areas of paving) on views to that
property from the street is the matter for consideration. If the Contributory house at the
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front of the property is still the dominant element, then the development will not
necessitate downgrading. (Note 3)
Grading of properties
206. Note 1. The places assessed as not significant in section 3.2 of the Study Final Report
are used in comparative analysis of properties in Haig Street.
207. Note 2. The Jubilee report fails to make reference to original features like roofs.
Noted in submission that it appears that some of the houses replaced tiled roofs with
iron clad roofs. This makes them not intact and ineligible for cultural significance.
208. Note 5. Properties which include a carport or garage within the front boundary
setback cannot satisfy the threshold for intactness or integrity.
209. The submission includes a list of proposed precinct grading schedule including two
properties in Wantirna Road (41 and 43). It notes a non-contributory rating for all the
properties in Haig Street, and includes properties outside the proposed heritage precinct
1, 1A and 2 Haig Street.
210. Overall conclusion there are 39 properties directly connected to Haig Street of those
33 have substantial issues in their intactness and integrity and cannot be expected that
those properties satisfy the threshold for the heritage overlay. It noted that the
percentage of places that potentially may be contributory is less than 10%.
211. Note 1. While section 3.2 of the Final Report discusses two properties (20 Caroline St
& 11 Kendall St) found to fall below the threshold of local significance, they have not
been mentioned in the comparative analysis of the Haig Street Precinct. In addition,
there is a marked difference between assessing individual places for local significance
and assessing properties within a precinct for their contributory value. One major
difference is the high bar regarding intactness for places of local significance, and a
lower bar for places that are only Contributory to a precinct. Changes such as a change
in roof cladding material or the construction of a carport in the front setback are
commonly seen amongst Contributory buildings in a new precinct, but they can still
contribute to an understanding of interwar houses types. (Notes 2 & 5)
212. In my expert evidence I have addressed the properties in the Haig Street Precinct
which do not contribute to the heritage significance of the precinct, and I have
recommended that the row of 1950s houses at 8-24 Haig Street be removed from the
precinct as their contributory value has not been demonstrated.
213. I do not agree with the grading methodology put forward by the submitter, and thus
I do not agree with the conclusion that only 10% of buildings are Contributory to the
precinct. I have provided responses to the 5 ‘Notes’ that inform the submitter’s
“regrading” of the properties in and around the Haig Street Precinct.
214. In addition, the submitter “downgrades” certain properties because they are “very
common in area”. Houses that are typical for their era are the most frequent type to be
graded Contributory to a precinct. They do not have to be outstanding for a
Contributory grade. The submitter proposes to downgrade 11 Haig Street because it is a
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common type (it is a plain 1930s bungalow), and then proposed to downgrade 31 Haig
Street (a fine brick Old English house of the 1930s) because it is ‘not a typical timber
bungalow’. It would appear, that according to the submitter’s rubric, that only an
identical row of timber California Bungalows would all qualify as Contributory. While this
might be seen to some extent in the current mini-precincts HO67 and HO98, it is not the
case for the large majority of interwar precincts in the Melbourne metropolitan area.
There is no requirement for all houses to be near identical for them to form a precinct
demonstrating the interwar development of Ringwood.
Conclusion and recommendations
215. Following the removal of the row of 1950s houses, the Haig Street is still one of the
largest groupings of interwar houses to survive in Ringwood and Maroondah, giving it
heritage significance. It is appropriate to draw boundaries to encompass areas of
heritage significance, though this may not include an entire street. There is not
requirement for Contributory properties in an HO precinct to be of perfect intactness.
216. I recommend that 1/30 Haig Street remain a Contributory property in the Haig Street
Precinct, and that the other properties in the precinct (excluding 8-24 Haig Street) retain
their gradings as recommended by the Context final report.
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Appendix: Responses to submissions – not appearing
The following table contains heritage-related issues raised by submitters who are not appearing at the Maroondah Amendment
C116 Panel hearing, as well as my responses. They have been grouped according to heritage precinct.
Sub. &
Issues
Response and Recommendation
property
Kendall Street Precinct
Sub. 1 & 43
26 Kendall St

Sub. 64
22 Kendall St

Do not agree the timber house at
26 Kendall St warrants a Heritage
Overlay.
Not clear why only some of the
houses on Kendall Street have
controls introduced when all have
the same characteristics.
Some of the houses proposed to be
protected by Heritage Overlay are
in knock down condition. (#1)
#43 - The property does not
contribute to the heritage of the
Jubilee Park area. It is so run down
there aren’t any heritage qualities
to maintain. [NB: This is a form
letter written for Haig Street
owners.]

The timber house at 26 Kendall Street is a largely intact 1930s bungalow in
keeping with the valued character of the Kendall Street precinct. It is in
excellent condition, and the only alterations visible from the street are the
replacement of the verandah post with faux-Federation details. This could be
easily reversed.
I agree that there are more 1930s houses in the north half of Kendall Street. In
their assessment, Context considered the entire street but due to the high
degree of consistency of the southern half and the large gap between the
north and south sections, they decided to include only the southern half in the
precinct.
As discussed in my expert evidence (section 4.0), condition is generally not
taken into consideration at the Planning Panel stage, but it can be considered
as part of a planning permit application.
The contribution of this house to the Kendall Street Precinct has been set out
clearly in the place citation.

Objection to the proposed heritage
overlay. The house requires
foundation works and internal and
external works which would make
the project financially unviable.
Noted that there is no option than

I agree that there is cracking in the north-east corner of this brick house,
which appears to require underpinning.
As discussed in my expert evidence (section 4.0), condition is generally not
taken into consideration at the Planning Panel stage, except in extreme cases
of dilapidation where demolition is an inevitable outcome. It has not been
demonstrated that this is case for 22 Kendall Street.

Maroondah C116

Recommendation: No changes
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Sub. 66
33 Kendall St

to demolish and rebuild a new
dwelling
Does not agree that the property
contributes to the character of the
area. The property at 33 Kendall
Street is a rundown property, with
different architectural style, and
does not contribute to the style of
the surrounding properties and this
is apparent as the report did not
specifically mention the property at
33 Kendall Street.

Recommendation: No changes

As discussed in my expert evidence (section 4.0), condition is generally not
taken into consideration at the Planning Panel stage, but it can be considered
as part of a planning permit application.
I do not agree that this house is of a different type to those around it, but it
has been altered. It is one of the many houses in the Kendall Street Precinct
that is described in the statement of significance as: ‘single storey, detached
bungalow with a projecting wing to one side, a central entry porch and a tiled
hipper roof’. This house has corrugated steel on the roof, which may be a
replacement for original tiles. Apart from this typical 1930s bungalow form, it
also retains a brick pier supporting the porch.
The windows of the house have been replaced with aluminium units, and it
appears to have been covered with vinyl or aluminium cladding. The house
appears to have been built by the same person as 25 Kendall Street, and the
windows of this house could be used to restore 33 Kendall Street if desired. In
addition, it is highly likely that the original weatherboards survive below the
cladding (this is based on my experience as a municipal Heritage Advisor).
I agree that 33 Kendall Street was not specifically mentioned in the precinct
citation, but there is not requirement for this as precinct citations should
cover each type of building in a precinct, but only rarely discuss each building
individually.
Recommendation: No changes

HO98 Ellison Street Precinct extension
Sub. 36
11 Ellison St

Query as to why 11 Ellison was not
considered for heritage protection

Maroondah C116

The house at 11 Ellison Street very similar to a Type 19 State Savings Bank
house (with the addition of a canted bay window). If it were in a streetscape
of interwar houses it would most certainly be Contributory to the heritage
precinct.
However, it is one of only two properties on the north side of Ellison Street
that would contribute to the precinct. The second is 5 Ellison Street (another
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State Savings Bank bungalow). As they are separated from each other,
amongst non contributing dwellings, it was decided that it was more desirable
to define a legible and consistent precinct along one side of the street, rather
than extending it to include one or two isolated places on the north side of the
street.
Recommendation: No changes

Haig Street Precinct
Sub. 59
24 Haig St

Inclusion of Non-contributory
The property has been described as
non-contributory and it should not
be subject to a heritage overlay as
it does not have any heritage
features. Likewise other properties
graded as non-contributory should
not be the subject to a heritage
overlay.
Exclusion of periphery
The proposed controls have
excluded property at No 1; 1A and
32A Haig Street which is
discriminatory. Objects to the
selection of properties and the
application of the heritage controls
and the exclusion of some houses
along Kendall; Ellison and James
Street.
NCO sufficient
The neighbourhood character
guidelines provides sufficient
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Inclusion of Non-contributory
24 Haig Street is an altered 1950s house, hence its Non-contributory grade in
the Context Study. The ability to include Non-contributory properties in an HO
precinct is an accepted part of the Heritage Overlay, and allows
redevelopment of these properties to be scrutinised to avoid negative impacts
on the precinct.
However, as detailed in my expert evidence, I recommend that the row of
1950s houses, including 24 Haig Street, be removed from the extent of the
Haig Street Precinct.
Exclusion of periphery
Precinct boundaries are drawn to encompass a cohesive area that illustrates
one or more heritage themes. It is common practice to exclude some parts of
the streetscape, for example HO67 4-8 Wantirna Road and HO98 6-12 Ellison
Street.

NCO sufficient
Neighbourhood character guidelines can protect scale, setbacks, materials,
etc. to ensure that new development is sympathetic to an area, but it cannot
protect building fabric (i.e., prevent demolition). In the case where a building
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acknowledgement of the heritage
characteristics.
Condition
Other houses such as 26 and 28
Haig Street designated as
contributory are very run down.
Intactness of 2 Haig St
2 Haig Street is also a property that
has undergone modification yet still
graded as contributory.

is of heritage significance, it needs to be protected from demolition, and the
NCO will not do this.
Condition
As discussed in my expert evidence, condition and future development
opportunities are not a matter for consideration at Panel stage. Furthermore,
there is no evidence that either 26 or 28 Haig Street are in such a state that
they need to be demolished or rebuilt.
Intactness of 2 Haig St
I agree that an extension has been built on the east side of the California
Bungalow at 2 Haig Street, extending the roofline. This alteration is legible due
to the asymmetric roofline and the change in materials from the original
house. Otherwise this house is quite intact and retains good details such as
windows and porch supports, so it still illustrates the interwar development of
the street and should remain Contributory.
Recommendation: Remove 8-24 Haig Street from the Haig Street Precinct

Sub. 5
1/30 Haig St

1/30 Haig St
No.30 Haig Street is impossible to
include in a HO. It is one of
thousands with same built after the
second world war. The house has
an extension at the back which is
made with flat iron roof. This iron
roof is visible from the street.
Street trees
Street trees are not original but
replanted and excessively trimmed.
Significance of name
The name of the street does not
contribute to the street.
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1/30 Haig St
I agree that the 1940s house at 30 Haig Street is typical in its form and
materials, and is much like thousands of houses built in the late 1930s and just
after the war. This is no impediment to it being Contributory to a heritage
precinct. It is the precinct as a whole that must stand-out in its local context.
HO precincts are the appropriate planning tool to protect streetscapes of
“typical” buildings.
The rear extension referred to is single storey and only slightly visible when
viewing 1/30 Haig Street from the east, across the front yard of 32 Haig Street,
due to the bend in the road. Skillion lean-tos are a frequent element at the
rear of interwar houses (both original and additions). This one does not
detract from the streetscape.
Street trees
The street trees are mentioned in the precinct statement of significance as
contributing to the aesthetic appeal of the precinct, along with the wide street
and nature strips. The fact that they have been replanted is clearly noted.
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Significance of 1950s houses
Query as to why the 1950’s
bungalows are specific for Haig
Street.
The report does not justify the
inclusion of a heritage overlay. Any
other street could be chosen it is a
smorgasbord of styles and
materials, not adaptable to 21
century and are better demolished.
Haig Street does not satisfy the
threshold for heritage significance:
-low intactness makes it impossible
to establish historical connection
between houses. Every house is
perfectly common within the
municipality. They are sufficiently
well preserved. Every house is
constructed using ready-made
house plans and are not
outstanding examples of either
architecture or engineering. It is
not possible to prove any social or
historical connection with past.
Beginning of the street from west
side is significantly marked by local
business and its parking that
occupies 3 average front widths.
The other side of the street is
visually marked by townhouses.
Significance of properties
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Street name
I agree that the significance of the street name – after a WWI general – has
not been adequately demonstrated in the precinct citation. There has been no
comparative analysis to see if there are interwar subdivisions in
Ringwood/Maroondah that better illustrate war-related commemoration. As
such, I consider this aspect of the precinct to be of historical interest only, and
not part of its local significance. This clause should be removed from the
statement of significance.
Significance of 1950s houses
As discussed at length in my expert evidence, I agree that the precinct citation
has not demonstrated that the 1950s row of houses are standout in Ringwood
and contribute to the significance of the precinct, hence my recommendation
to remove 8-24 Haig St from the precinct.
The remaining extent of the precinct, however, contains one of the largest
groupings of interwar houses to survive in Ringwood, much larger than the
current HO precincts (HO67 and HO98) and larger than the other precinct (and
extension) assessed by the Study. It cannot be said that these houses are
‘common within the municipality’, though many are standard designs seen
elsewhere in Victoria. As noted above, it is entirely appropriate to protect
“typical” houses in HO precincts.
In regard to the statement that there is a ‘smorgasbord of styles and
materials’, those houses located within the reduced precinct extent represent
the range of styles and materials that were common in the interwar period.
Architecture was very eclectic at that time, so all but the tiniest interwar
residential precincts contain a variety of styles and materials.
I agree that the west end of the street is marked by redevelopment and
business uses, hence excluding this section from the precinct. Precinct
boundaries are drawn to encompass a cohesive area that illustrates one or
more heritage themes. It is common practice to exclude some parts of the
streetscape, for example HO67 4-8 Wantirna Road and HO98 6-12 Ellison
Street
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34 Haig Street: noted that there is
no evidence of a substantive claim
for heritage or local significance.
32 Haig Street: the house does not
appear to demonstrate or address
any HERCON criteria at the local
level. 1/30 Haig Street: Social or
historical associations cannot be
established. 26 Haig Street: The
house does not appear to satisfy
the HERCON criteria. 6 Haig Street:
The house is very common in the
Ringwood area. No distinctive
aesthetic qualities. The house has
no integrity nor local significance.
7 Haig Street house can be found
anywhere in the area. Very low
level of creative and technical
achievement. 11 Haig Street: The
house is very ordinary. The house
does not meet the threshold of
heritage significance. 13 Haig
Street: House of very little local
significance. 21 Haig Street: the
house does not meet the threshold
for local significance. 29 Haig
Street: The property does not
appear to address any of the
HERCON criteria.
Intactness & integrity

Maroondah C116

Significance of properties
The following properties are no longer recommended for the Haig Street
Precinct, so I will not address their significance: 8-24 Haig Street. Nor will
properties already outside the precinct boundaries: 1-1A.
The only house that is put forward as having local significance as an individual
place is 19 Haig Street. The others are Contributory parts that form a precinct
of local significance. Houses that are typical for their era are the most
common type to be graded Contributory to a precinct. They do not have to be
outstanding for a Contributory grade. For this reason, I agree that none of the
houses (part from No. 19) are of local significance under any of the HERCON
criteria, so they do not warrant protection as site-specific Heritage Overlays.
This includes Nos. 6, 7, 11, 21, 26, 1/30, 32 & 34. However, as they all
contribute to the heritage significance of the Haig Street Precinct, they
warrant inclusion in the Heritage Overlay as Contributory properties within a
precinct of local heritage significance.

Intactness & integrity
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Argues that houses in Haig Street
are not intact as noted in Study but
rather substantially modified.
Almost every house has significant
modifications and the original
design has been lost.
32 Haig Street: the house has low
integrity.
1/30 Haig Street: Alterations
appear extensive (glazed porch; flat
roof extension) The fabric of this
house is not representative of its
type or class.
28 Haig Street: visible extension at
the rear. Original design is
undistinguishable
26 Haig Street: appears that much
of the original fabric of the house
has been replaced. Alterations are
extensive.
16 Haig: a carport is located in front
of the house rather that recessed
well back from the front wall of the
house. 10 Haig and 10A Haig: A
large extension has been added to
the front of the house. 8 Haig
Street: Added front room in front
of the house is confusing in terms
of architecture and aesthetic.
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Alterations to the following properties in the precinct have already been
addressed in section 4.4.4 of my expert evidence, so will not address them
here: 3, 4, 9, 13,
The statement that 32 Haig Street has low integrity demonstrates a complete
lack of knowledge about interwar architecture on the part of the submitter. As
illustrated in section 4.1.2 of my expert evidence, 32 Haig Street is an
excellent example of a State Savings Bank Type 13 timber house. It is identical
to the State Savings Bank catalogue, so it has excellent integrity, and appears
to be highly intact.
The glazed enclosure of the porch of 1/30 Haig Street is minimally intrusive.
The rear extension is set lower than the house eaves, and is the kind of
addition that is frequently supported for houses already in the Heritage
Overlay. Neither impact on the Contributory value of this house.
There is a rear extension visible to 28 Haig Street but it is set far back and
barely visible from the street. It has no impact on the Contributory value of
this house.
While the house at 26 Haig Street has a new Colorbond roof, and a gabled
shelter has been built in the front yard on my site visit I could see no
indication that the house had been extensively altered. If ‘much of the original
fabric has been replaced’, as stated by the submitter, it was an excellent job
done with matching materials (“in-kind”) and the integrity of the house is still
very high.
The houses at 8, 10 and 16 Haig Street may have been altered, but they are no
longer recommended for inclusion in the heritage precinct.
I agree that the sunporch on the east side of the façade of 4 Haig Street has
been enclosed, and a faux-heritage carport has been built in the front setback.
The carport has been positioned to the west side of the block so that it does
not prevent views to the house. While such carports are undesirable visual
clutter, they are reversible (i.e. removable without damage to the house) so
have little impact on the actual heritage value of this property. In regard to the
intactness of this house, the submitter states that much of the original fabric
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4 Haig Street: Much of the original
fabric has been replaced.
Alterations are extensive.
2 Haig Street: the face of the house
is significantly altered by extension
to the left. The roof of the house is
significantly modified. The original
fabric of the house is
unrecognisable.
3 Haig Street: Appears that much of
the original house has been
replaced. Alterations are not very
sympathetic and as such does not
meet the threshold of the local
significance.
9 Haig Street: Carport is located
close to the front of the house
rather than recessed well back
from the front wall of the house.
Does not address HERCON criteria.
15 Haig Street: The house has low
integrity and does not address any
of the HERCON criteria.
19 Haig Street: Works including
carport and concrete caused loss of
the integrity and fabric.
23 Haig Street: Loss of integrity and
intactness.
27 Haig Street: The house has no
integrity and no architectural style.
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has been replaced. This may be the case, but if so, it has been done well and
in-kind, so the house still has high integrity. This is Type 27 State Savings Bank
House. It is likely that the west side porch has been removed, but the front
façade is intact, as illustrated below:

I agree that an extension has been built on the east side of the California
Bungalow at 2 Haig Street, extending the roofline. This alteration is legible due
to the asymmetric roofline and the change in materials from the original
house. Otherwise this house is quite intact and retains good details such as
windows and porch supports, so it still illustrates the interwar development of
the street and should remain Contributory.
The submitter has not provided any details about house 3 Haig Street may
have changed. Apart from the addition of a timber ladder frieze to the front
porch, I did not discern any changes to the 1920s features of this house. If
there has been replacement of building fabric, it has been done in-kind,
ensuring that the house retains its integrity.
In regard to the carport of 9 Haig Street, my comments in regards to the
carport at 4 Haig Street apply.
I am unclear as to what “low integrity” the submitter perceives at 15 Haig
Street. It is an intact and classic example of a 1920s California Bungalow.
The house at 19 Haig Street has a carport next to the rear room of the house.
It is not visible in principle views to the house, and set back far enough to be
unobtrusive. It is not clear what the reference is to ‘concrete’, possible
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Outside precinct or Noncontributory:
1A Haig Street: House
unremarkable. A mixture of styles
and methods.
5A Haig Street. The townhouse
does not add to the street
aesthetically.

repaving of the driveway. I cannot see any inappropriate changes or repairs to
the cement render of the house.
I agree that the front windows of 23 Haig Street have been enlarged, the front
door replaced, and the chimney breast painted. Overall, it is still clearly legible
as a late interwar house, through its massing and roof form, and its stepped
chimney is a notable feature.
Again, it is not clear what the submitter understands by ‘integrity’ when
stating that 27 Haig Street lacks integrity. This is a highly intact bungalow of
the 1930s, which retains a variety of notable features such as box windows, a
bichrome brick porch pier and substantial chimney breasts on the west
elevation.
I agree that there is nothing special about the ‘log cabin’ at 1A Haig Street. It is
outside of the proposed precinct boundaries. The best thing that can be said
about it is that it is small and does not have an intrusive visual impact on the
precinct.
I agree that the rear unit at 5A Haig Street does not contribute anything to the
streetscape hence its Non-contributory graded. It has been designed using the
same material palette as the rest of the precinct and the two-storey form is
well set back so does not dominate in the streetscape.
Recommendation: Remove the paragraph in the precinct statement of
significance about the street name.

Sub. 32
28 Haig St

Objection to the proposed heritage
overlay.
Significance of precinct
There is nothing distinctive or
historical about the houses on the
street. Many have undergone
substantial renovation with the loss
of the original appearance and any
historical significance.
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Significance of precinct
As discussed in detail in section 4.4 of my evidence, I agree that the row of
1950s houses at 8-24 Haig Street do not appear to be distinctive in Ringwood.
The surrounding 1920s and 1930s houses, however, are small in number in the
suburb and this is one of the largest surviving collections of them, hence the
heritage significance of the precinct.
The submitter does not describe any specific houses thought to have lost their
original appearance. In response to other submissions, I have looked at each
individual case raised to judge whether the house is still intact enough (or has
enough integrity) to contribute to the precinct.
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The property at 28 Haig Street is a
very typical house of its era with no
distinguishing features. The
owners would like to renovate it in
the future.

Significance of house
The timber house at 28 Haig Street was built in the early 1920s. As viewed
from the street it appears to be highly intact. I agree that it is a modest and
typical house of its era, and in this it demonstrates the early interwar
development of Ringwood. There is no requirement for a Contributory
building to be unusual or outstanding.
Recommendation: No changes

Sub. 52
19 Haig St

Architectural character of 19 Haig
St
Notes that the property is not fully
Art Deco and there are other
examples in the municipality.
The house does not share any
character, style or form to any
other house in Haig street.
Cohesiveness of precinct
There is no visual cohesiveness on
the street as a whole, with 1A Haig
Street providing the first
impression, whereas Wantirna
Road and Ellison Street do conform
to a body of precinct.
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Architectural character of 19 Haig St
The house at 19 Haig Street was built in 1940, at the end of the architectural
period considered the interwar era. The end is usually set at c.1942, as this is
the year that all non-essential (i.e. not war-effort related) was banned, and
house construction did not begin again until late 1945. The architectural styles
and forms in the late 1930s and early 1940s are the same, so this house is
treated as ‘late interwar’. (Note that this has nothing to do with significance
for a tenuous connection with the war itself.)
I agree that there are other Art Deco/Moderne style houses in Maroondah,
but their number is limited. While the Haig Street Precinct comparative
analysis did not address 19 Haig Street separately, I have viewed other
Moderne houses that are in the Maroondah Heritage Overlay and agree that
19 Haig Street is of a similar quality and it meets the threshold of local
significance. (The comparative examples are HO106 153 Mt Dandenong Rd,
Croydon; HO129 76-76A Warrandyte Road, Ringwood; and HO99 6 Hill Street,
Ringwood East.)
I agree that there are no other fully fledged Moderne houses on Haig Street,
which is another indication of its relative rarity in the area. It does, however,
contribute to the precinct by demonstrating one of the principal architectural
styles of the interwar period. Interwar houses are noted for their eclecticism,
so interwar precincts most often contain a range of styles.
Cohesiveness of precinct
I agree that 1A Wantirna Road is not in keeping with the interwar character of
the precinct, and has been left outside the formal boundaries of the precinct
though it is still visually part of the streetscape. There is always a start and end
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of a precinct, so inevitably there are different conditions at the boundary. The
examples provided by the submitter – particularly HO67 4-8 Wantirna Road –
ably demonstrate this. They are small rows of houses surrounded by unrelated
development, but the Heritage Overlay protects those parts of the streetscape
that are of heritage value. This is a standard approach (though HO precincts
are usually larger than these two examples).
Recommendation: No changes

Sub. 61
32 Haig St

Inconsistency in the application of
the Heritage Overlay in the Study
Area.
Objects to the contributory grading
of the property. Study lacking in
substance and evidence in relation
to 32 Haig Street.
The property is not in good repair
and it will be expensive to bring it
‘in line with the new Heritage
Overlay laws’.

I agree that the Heritage Overlay has only been proposed for select parts of
the Jubilee Park area. These are the parts of streets that retain the most
interwar-era houses, as well as individual properties that are significant on
their own.
The Contributory quality of 32 Haig Street has been documented to a high
degree in the Haig Street Precinct citation. It includes an image (Final Report,
p.50) demonstrating that it is a highly intact example of a State Savings Bank
Type 13 house. The State Savings Bank designs were very important in the
interwar residential development in metropolitan Melbourne, including in
Ringwood.
As addressed at the start of Chapter 4 of my expert evidence, condition is
generally not a consideration at the planning amendment stage, and there is
no indication from the public domain that this house is severely dilapidated. It
is worth noting that the owner will not be required to upgrade the house ‘in
line with the Heritage Overlay’. It is only future external alterations to the
house that will be considered in regard to house they may impact its heritage
value.
Recommendation: No changes

Sub. 62
2/23 Haig St

The property does not have any
historical, architectural and
heritage significance. It was built
30 years ago.
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I agree that the rear unit at 2/23 Haig Street has not heritage value, hence its
Non-contributory grade.
I do support its inclusion in the HO precinct, however, as future development
could be more intrusive in the streetscape, whereas the current dwelling is
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Sub. 63
15 Haig St

The property is located at the back
of the block, is hardly visible from
the street, and does not contribute
to the Haig Street heritage or
neighbourhood character
Difficult to understand the
instances where a planning permit
will be required. Suggested the
provision of some guidelines to
indicate what could be done
particularly in cases of noncontributory buildings. Also,
queries as to the definition of terms
like ‘outbuildings normal to a
dwelling’, external alterations.

well concealed. The application of the Heritage Overlay will mean that these
impacts can be considered in the future.
Recommendation: No changes

I agree that planning scheme clauses can be unclear and confusing to nonplanners. Many municipal councils publish plain-English heritage design
guidelines, and Maroondah City Council may consider this.
The main difference between the controls of the HO and the NCO is that the
HO seeks to preserve the buildings with heritage value (i.e., those graded
Contributory or Significant), while the NCO allows full demolition of houses so
long as they are replaced with something in character.
No planning permit is required in the Heritage Overlay to make internal
changes (such as reconfiguring rooms, new bathroom, kitchen, redecoration).
Changes to the rear of Contributory houses (e.g., rear extension) are
frequently approved for houses in the Heritage Overlay, but require a planning
permit.
Recommendation: No changes
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