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I am the founding president of Beaumaris Modern, a not-for-profit organisation that celebrates, educates and 
promotes the importance of preserving the mid-century architecture of Beaumaris. For the past 21 years I 
have lived in Beaumaris. My partner and I both have a design background and we moved to Beaumaris 
largely for the treed environment and the remaining mid-century modern architecture. Beaumaris was once 
cited in the Royal Victorian Institute of Architects Guide to Victorian Architecture written in 1956 for the 
occasion of the Olympic games, as having ‘the greatest concentration of interesting houses in the 
metropolitan area’. Sadly, over the past 21 years I have witnessed a dramatic change to our suburb. 
Hundreds of these houses have been demolished along with their gardens and replaced with apartments, dual 
occupancy developments and new homes, without architectural value, mostly built by ‘volume builders’.

History 

Some of Australia’s best known mid-century modern architects designed their earliest homes in Beaumaris: 
these included Grounds, Romberg and Boyd; Peter McIntyre; Neil Clerehan; Chancellor and Patrick; 
Yuncken Freeman; John Baird; Mockridge Stahle & Mitchell; McGlashan Everist; Anatol Kagan; Peter 
Burns; Doug Alexandra and David Godsell. In the fifties, there were more than 50 architects living in 
Beaumaris.
Heritage 

Thirty years ago, while councils throughout Melbourne were busy writing heritage reports and heritage 
listing houses and streetscapes in suburbs such as South Melbourne, Middle Park, Albert Park, the 
Gascoigne Estate Precinct (in Malvern), North Carlton and Fitzroy, Bayside Council was commissioning its 
own local heritage studies but for some inexplicable reason decided not to implement the recommendations. 
Unfortunately for Beaumaris, 25 years ago heritage studies were generally focused on Victorian and 
Federation style architecture––mid-century modern architecture was not really considered at that time. As a 
consequence, without any protection, the mid-century houses in Beaumaris were ripe for redevelopment 
during the 1980s. Many houses were lost, and unlike Victorian and Federation style houses, there were no 
other examples elsewhere. The Beaumaris mid-century houses were often one-offs, experimental, and in 
many cases, quite small and fragile. 
Heritage – a solution

Bayside Councilors have found the heritage issue divisive and difficult. The Victorian Planning and 
Environment Act 1987 states it is local council’s role to ‘Conserve and enhance those buildings, areas or 
other places which are of scientific, aesthetic, architectural or of historical interest or otherwise of special 
cultural value’. This act requiring councils to review their local heritage palces and protect them has been an 
issue for over 25 years. It’s unpopular with some residents and many Bayside Councilors have voted not to 
implement the recommendations of the heritage studies. This means a vote by a handful of councilors 
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against heritage recommendations can mean no heritage protection for Bayside. This has then required local 
groups to lobby to save a significant house and the developer lobbies to demolish the house. This process 
costs thousands of dollars and many hours of time spent in VCAT and in council meetings. There is no 
certainty for the developer or the home owner or the residents wanting to save the character if their suburb. 
The only way groups like Beaumaris Modern can currently protect buildings in Bayside is to apply to 
Heritage Victoria for a ‘state’ heritage listing, state listed building have to be of state significance so this 
leaves out the majority of buildings in Bayside which are mostly of ‘local’ significance.
A far better process would be to remove the whole heritage responsibility from local councils and Heritage 
Victoria becomes the one stop shop for heritage. It takes an emotional and divisive issue away from local 
councilors and local council planners. Heritage Victoria would undertake all heritage studies and implement 
all heritage overlays and listings. Heritage Victoria would be responsible for updating the heritage overlays 
and listings on a regular basis. This way home owners, home purchasers and developers would have 
certainty and a clear understanding of what they can and can’t do.
Heritage Victoria could also undertake a major educational program in order for people to understand the 
value and importance of our built environment for future generations.
The Victorian Government could also consider reducing stamp duty on a heritage listed house as well as 
providing no interest loans to home owners for restoration. Heritage Victoria could also provide several 
hours of free advice from a heritage architect to a heritage building owner.
Planning laws

I am not opposed to change and I appreciate and encourage quality contemporary architecture and design. 
However, to witness a cleverly designed mid-century modern home, with a ‘window wall’ facing north with 
wide eaves, and a mature indigenous garden, be demolished for a faux French Provincial home, without 
eaves (and a massive air conditioner on the roof) is very concerning on a number of levels. Concerns include 
the loss of urban character, the outdated planning laws that allow a house to be constructed without eaves 
and not cited correctly on the block, the waste that goes to land fill when a house is demolished (why are 
developers and builders not recycling these building materials?) And the loss of a mature indigenous garden 
which is replaced with mostly hard paved areas and a couple of small shrubs.

Planning laws – a solution

‘As of right’ is a terrible planning rule. Any new house should fit within a neighbourhood character context. 
In Beaumaris only developments and dual occupancies are supposedly meant to fit within the neighbourhood 
character context. As a consequence, in a street with mid-century houses and gardens that have sat 
comfortably side by side for over 50 years can suddenly be interrupted by a very large faux French 
Provincial or Faux ‘Hamptons Style’ house. In a streetscape, this makes for a very messy, confusing and 
unattractive street. Neighbourhood character and a desired neighbourhood character should be implemented 
across Melbourne.

Development

The other threat to our suburb is the ongoing development of dual occupancies. Mostly these are built for 
financial gain with little care for the streetscape, amenity of the surrounding neighbours and gardens with 
mature trees and valuable habitat.

In Beaumaris, we have had so many buyers miss out on purchasing a mid-century modern home to 
developers. This is just so senseless––not only are we losing significant houses but we are also changing the 
neighbourhood character. One example is 17 Nautilus Street, Beaumaris. We had a couple of Beaumaris 
Modern members very keen to purchase and restore this very significant house designed by local architect, 
Charles Bricknell. However, they were outbid by only $10,000 by developers. Now a very large dual 
occupancy is being constructed on the site, but perhaps the worst outcome is the enormous basement 
garaging– take a look at the image in our picture file of the basement construction. How will any mature 

LC EPC 
INQUIRY INTO THE PROTECTIONS WITHIN THE VICTORIAN PLANNING FRAMEWORK 

SUBMISSION 74 
RECEIVED 28 JANUARY 2022

Page 2 of 5



trees be able to grow here now?

Development – a solution

Heritage listing of significant mid-century modern homes to ensure that enthusiastic purchasers are not 
competing with developers. Also if home buyers are not competing with developers then houses could be 
less expensive.
Make retaining good examples of architecture from any era a priority and incentivise people to keep existing 
houses with cheaper rates and less stamp duty. Retaining our existing architecture makes Victoria a much 
more attractive and desirable state. Why is it that humans love visiting old European cities, or the mid-
century modern city of Palm Springs in America or places like Battery Point in Tasmania? 
Or, country towns like Maldon, Bendigo and Ballarat here in Victoria? Because they have interesting 
architecture with the patina of history, a record of how we have changed as developed as humans, because 
these buildings have heart and soul…something elusive and challenging to achieve in a shiny new tower 
built for maximum profit. 

Demolition without a planning permit

Another blight on our suburb is the ability of purchasers to buy a house and then demolish the house before 
obtaining a planning permit. Often council is unaware a significant house has been demolished. Part of the 
problem is a rule that some new Australians have to construct a new house and can’t restore or renovate an 
existing house to comply with their visa requirements. This rule is senseless, potentially increasing our loss 
of good quality houses and adding to landfill due to a questionable law. An example of this is 27 Marimont 
Avenue in Beaumaris, a house designed by respected architects Chancellor and Patrick and a house that was 
recommended for a heritage listing. Again, an enthusiastic couple with a love of mid-century design were 
beaten at auction by overseas purchasers who demolished this significant house––council was unable to 
assist in any way as the house which should have been protected was not protected and the demolition 
permit granted. Three years later the streetscape is blighted by a vacant and weed-filled block of land (all 
trees were also removed). A clear council and planning failure.
Demolition without a planning permit – a solution

Any building should not be demolished without the relevant council having knowledge of the demolition 
and without an approved planning permit

Developers profits versus neighbourhood character

As I have mentioned, I am not opposed to development, appropriate development. However, in a number of 
instances developers are having a free for all. They go to VCAT if they can’t get what they want through 
Bayside Planning have set back rules altered, trees removed in a Vegetation Protection Overlay and they are 
able to ignore neighbourhood character guidelines by ticking a few boxes on a form or by changing the 
design on site without a permit. In Beaumaris 80% of new landscaping for a development site is supposed to 
be indigenous plants, this rarely occurs and is not checked by council.

Developers profits versus neighbourhood character – a solution

The bar should be lifted higher for the design of developments. The building and development lobby have 
way too much power, it is profit driven at the expense of our neighbourhood character. Rather than mindless 
box ticking on a development application, we should be aiming for design excellence. For example, 
developments should have a very high energy efficiency rating, houses should be architect designed with an 
aim for architectural excellence, particularly if an architect designed mid-century modern house is being 
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demolished, houses without eaves or shade protection should not be allowed, a minimal garden space with 
room for a mature tree should be mandatory and houses with black tiled pitched roofs should not be allowed. 
The certificate of occupancy should not be granted until the landscaping is complete and the 80% indigenous 
landscaping has been complied with.

Sustainability and climate change 

Our current planning and building regulations are at odds with our climate change objectives. Developers 
should be paying the actual cost of demolishing an existing house––timber, bricks, windows should be 
recycled and mature trees retained at all cost––design around the trees! Existing houses that are in good 
condition should be retained and renovated not demolished. An architect designed house in Elwood that was 
only two years old was recently demolished for a large development. Thrown into the skip were new hand 
basins, toilets, taps, cabinets, detailed joinery, windows and doors––all off to landfill––an example of 
senseless waste for greed and profit.

Sustainability and climate change – a solution 

Demolishing existing buildings should be expensive–– the actual cost to the environment should be paid by 
the developers. This would encourage a lot more ‘adaptive re-use’ of buildings, renovation, restoration, or re-
purposing what is already there. Developers should be encouraged to salvage building materials and recycle 
them, it should be illegal to send perfectly good hand basins, toilets and taps to landfill, along with bricks, 
steel and timber.

Perhaps local councils should be incentivised by the State government to purchase modest well-built and 
well-designed homes as social housing. This would ensure families can stay in their suburbs for schools and 
social contact. If houses around the state were assessed by an architectural panel for suitability for social 
housing then a number of issues are solved. Houses that contribute to neighbourhood character are retained. 
People are able to stay in their neighbourhood if their circumstances change and they require supported 
housing. And councils throughout Victoria have a way of saving significant architecture from demolition.

We should also re assess ‘high rise’ as a housing model. In European cities like London, Paris, Barcelona, 
Madrid, and Milan, thousands more people live in cities but in a low-rise model of housing in buildings only 
a maximum of 6 stories high and where cars are not ruling the design. Where courtyards and access to 
outdoor space is more accessible.

Mature trees and gardens should have a ‘value’ and if removed that value paid out. New buildings need to 
adopt ‘worlds best practice’ in energy efficiency and need to be designed around trees and existing gardens 
where possible.

Adopting more ‘adaptive re-use and retaining mature trees and established landscapes will enhance our 
suburbs and cities, reduce the ‘heat bank’, create shade, enable people to live in houses and apartments that 
are more attractive and suited to human habitation.

Finally, putting power lines underground would enable a much higher density of tree planting in our suburbs 
on nature strips. Although an initial expense, ultimately the cost of tree trimming would be reduced and the 
value of cooler shaded streets and the numerous benefits of mass planted mature trees would make it a 
fundamental and worthwhile venture. 
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