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Environment and Planning Committee Inquiry- Victoria. 

Review of the adequacy of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 and the Victorian 
planning framework in relation to planning and heritage protection. 

In carrying out this review we would like this Committee to review and examine the following: 

In our opinion, and that of many in our community, the current system for considering the 
treatment of historic heritage places is ‘broken’. It is completely inappropriate. This was recognised 
by the Productivity Commission (PC) Inquiry Report dated 6 April 2006 titled ‘Conservation of 
Australia’s Historic Heritage Places’.  In considering the process as it applied to privately owned 
places the PC stated: 

 “… the existing arrangements are often ineffective, inefficient & unfair. The system is not 
well structured to ensure that interventions only occur where there is likely to be a net 
community benefit”. 

Private property owners (like us) need to have a proper voice in matters that so vitally impact on us. 
Private property owners need to have the right to have all financial cost consequences considered in 
the process. At the moment, pressure groups (like Beaumaris Modern (BM)) are all too often 
controlled by people with a vested interest in the outcomes of any decisions to impose restrictions 
on other people’s properties.  They have far more influence in the process than the private property 
owners. This is not right and certainly not fair. We the property owners have a significant financial 
investment in our homes, in many cases it is our biggest financial asset and consequently they are 
vital in securing our long-term financial security. These vested interest/pressure groups have no 
financial responsibilities in relation to these properties. We need to realise that we live in a ‘market 
economy’ Country not a Socialist State. We are more than ‘custodians’ of our properties, as some 
members of these pressure groups ‘sprout’ and we are not property owners who are ‘just passing 
through’. We have owned and cared for our homes for decades. 

One of the most ardent advocates for heritage protection  has recognised the 
financial burden of maintaining heritage homes.  In an article in Domain dated September 22 2017 
(www.domain.com.au) she is quoted as saying: 

“They [Mid Century Homes] need everything. They are worn out. They need rewiring, 
replumbing and, to do them properly, they become a money pit.”  

It is interesting that despite  stated strong advocacy for governments and councils  to 
limit what owners of Mid Century Modern (MCM) Homes can do to their own homes, she has now 
apparently decided to acquire a newer property for her own use. 

By inference,  recognises that the majority of MCM homes in Beaumaris are not 
sustainable or environmentally friendly.  As she said in the Domain – “… they become a money pit.”  
Yet, she advocates for heritage listing of other people’s homes!! 

Pressure Groups in Beaumaris, led by BM, are ‘spruking the line’ that ‘there is a pent up demand for 
preserved MCM homes in the area’. This is an anecdotal statement, in our opinion not supported by 
objective data. There may well be a ‘pent up’ demand from people with aspirations of living in 
Beaumaris, but these potential buyers who potentially wish to acquire a MCM home do not appear 
to have the financial ability to purchase properties at market prices.  They want talk the market 
down. 
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It is amazing how truth and fact gets lost in the emotional arguments that are put forward on the 
subject of heritage. 

We would like to ‘correct the record’ re 27 Mariemont Ave, Beaumaris. This property was referred to 
in the ‘Hansard Proof’ of proceedings in the Legislative Council on 28 October 2020 in a paragraph 
which begins with these words. 

“Here is a list of heritage homes demolished in my electorate alone all due to a lack of 
heritage protection.” 

In 2007 Heritage Alliance did a heritage study on behalf of Bayside City Council (BCC) entitled ‘City of 
Bayside Inter-War & Post War Heritage Study’.  On page 59 of that report they state: 

“The Mariemont Avenue houses are of more interest as a cohesive group, rather than 
individual specimens. Taken individually, they can mostly be considered as representative 
examples of the work of their respective architects or styles, rather than particularly 
outstanding ones”.  

It needs to be noted that the study did not identify 27 Mariemont Avenue Beaumaris as having 
sufficient heritage value that warranted any specific action.  So, to represent that this property was a 
“heritage home” is misleading. 

Page 59 of the above report also mentions 50 Wells Road, Beaumaris. To the best of our 
understanding this house has a National Trust ‘citation’. With all due respect the house is an 
‘eyesore’, it is in such a dilapidated state, and it has been for years.  We ask – Where is the 
community benefit from imposing all the costs and aggravation from a process where it cannot 
deliver a satisfactory outcome.  In its current condition it in no way enhances the neighbourhood.   

Whilst on the subject of community benefit, Hartley Street, Brighton is a BCC Heritage Precinct.  We 
are not sure when it was declared, certainly prior to 2007. Some of the cottages are in an awful state 
of disrepair, an eyesore, in our opinion; where is the community benefit? One really does need to 
question the community benefit in the current approach to heritage. Of course most people are 
apathetic in our opinion, due to a large extent by the fact that private property owners have the 
entire financial burden, the Community none. 

We leave you with this in conclusion: It is almost as if we are endeavouring to ‘save the past from 
the future’! There was a very good editorial in The Age in September 2019. We paraphrase ‘ We 
need to improve the ‘spirit of partnership’ we need to consider indispensable character v reimaging, 
and we need to accept that sometimes structures of the past whether beautiful or not, must be set 
aside’. In conclusion, the article stated “building our future is as important as preserving our past & 
growth & change are part of the balance” 

Regards  

Peter Corfield ;  

Peter Calder; . 

Michael & Linda Vergura: . 
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