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07/4/2022

Maribyrnong City Council

Re: Amendment C172 – HO217 Tottenham

Submission.

We would like to acknowledge the intent of Amendment 172 for Heritage Overlay (HO) in preventing

the destruction of the local history by modern units and volume-build homes devoid of respect for

the street, community and environment.  We recognise that there is merit to this intent but would

propose that  42 Gwelo St, should be excluded from the Overlay Conditions due to the

lack of sufficient existing features that relate to the details of the HO.

The Heritage Overlay documentation is very specific about the features that are protected, expected

to be maintained, or restored.

We would submit the following factors in support of the exclusion of 42 GWelo St:

● The existing front fence is not compliant with the HO guidelines.

● The front yard planting strategy is not typical of the time and significantly obscures the house

from the street.

● The porch is not compliant with the feature set to be saved.

● The street facing windows are not compliant with the features set to be saved.

● Our roof material is not compliant with the feature set to be saved.

All of the above elements have been in place for in excess of 10 years.

We believe that the inclusion of  in the HO places an unfair burden  either return

it to a state inauthentic for the property and our environmental and ecological attitudes, or prevents

appropriate and timely maintenance/improvements consistent with environmentally conscious

aspirations i.e. double glazing the existing windows.

We would support the implementation of a wider Neighbourhood Residential Zone but if the HO was

implemented we would ask that  be excluded as it does not substantially contribute to

the heritage controls as per the guidelines.

Regards

42 Gwelo Street

West Footscray Vic
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To Maribyrnong Council and Richard Wynne MP,

Heritage Amendment 172 for Heritage Overlay
Specific to the Tottenham Post-war Industrial Area Housing Precinct

We are requesting that the heritage overlay for the Tottenham precinct be rescinded in its
current form.

From our perspective there are a range of amendments that would serve the intention better.

We are in support of the Neighbourhood Residential Zone, and recognise that on its own it is not
sufficient to maintain the character of the area, which we also value and want to see protected.
We are concerned that the heritage instrument will result in a hit and miss approach, with many
dwellings being found to have had changes to certain features and so be made completely
exempt, while others (who pass the ‘threshold’) be made to comply with significant changes to
reinstate previously removed heritage attributes.

We value the current homogeneity of the built form and the consistent contribution this makes to
the streetscape. We also however appreciate the diversity of fenestrations that represent the
evolution of the area over time. We worry an all or nothing approach will result in some houses
being completely excluded, resulting in significant changes in their facade and form over time,
thus compromising the whole streetscape, while others are made to return to ‘heritage’ look,
rather than all properties being protected for whatever level of contribution they currently
make.This seems important as it is both the “contributory properties and intact streetscapes”1

that have been identified as significant in the council's supporting document. Obviously this
would therefore include all existing genuine heritage attributes, from general form to window
fenestrations, being protected as they currently stand in contribution to the area.

 the general shape of the building is reflective of the heritage attributes
and is weatherboard clad. The roof has been re-tiled and is no longer the colour palette
reflective of the heritage era. The original windows have been removed and were replaced with
larger aluminium framed windows. There is a new higher front fence. The roof line of the
balcony has been changed as have the porch materials and the garden in the front yard is not
reflective of the time.

A smattering of this sort of half and half renovation and renewal has changed the coherence of
the street from its original visual language. We recognise that the general house forms have
been maintained and this is worth protecting. The heritage process suggests however that
future renovations would require balconies and windows and other elements to be returned to
their heritage state. This approach feels disingenuous to the history of the area over time. The
supporting document states “contributory building or significant elements of a building should be

1 City Development Delegated Committee - 21 September 2021 - Agenda Item 6.2
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conserved and enhanced, where evidence exists to support its accuracy”2. We do not feel
retrofitted heritage is a contribution to the precinct but protection moving forward has merit.

We feel that where windows have previously been replaced, they should be able to be similarly
(size and shape) replaced with double glazed units or more environmental solutions
(materials/functionality) without being forced to reduce in size and shape to the original form.
Windows should be maintained with the same opening sizes they have now or could be
returned to the heritage style if the owner so chooses. This would protect all currently existing
heritage windows and be reflective of the gradual evolution that has occurred over the years but
limit further erosion of the heritage streetscape. This is an important consideration as many
modified houses have had heritage windows replaced with single glazed aluminium windows
with no thermal break. We feel this approach balances heritage and Environmentally
Sustainable Design (ESD) considerations by facilitating improvements to ESD performance and
preventing any further changes to the fenestrations.

Roof form is an important attribute and similar any existing heritage roofs should be maintained
or replaced like for like. Those that have already been replaced, should still maintain the original
form, but at the end of their current life could be replaced with light colours or more
durable/sustainable materials. Some houses for example have had old terracotta tiles replaced
with black roof tiles. These are not reflective of the original materiality and adversity contribute
to urban heat island effect. We feel the precariousness of our safe climate systems should be
prioritised over heritage and so we support the addition of solar panels on whichever facade is
deemed most conducive to energy production including street facing facades where
appropriate.

Existing heritage fences should be maintained. In locations where there is already a
non-heritage fence it should be replaced like for like (in height and permeability) or returned to
one of the approved options.

The protection of the heritage attributes is admirable, however should not be used as a tool to
unduly disadvantage those living in the area. Accepting minor changes that have occurred since
the heritage period in question serves to protect the heritage core properties while also
respecting the time that has passed and the environmental and economic conditions in the
future. Allowing windows with better thermal performance to be installed in current dimensions
or heritage dimensions and solar panels to exist on street facing rooflines maintains the feel of
the area while recognising that people have been living in the area since that time and have
reacted to trends and materials and abilities since then and will continue to do so. This
approach preserves not only the historical nature of the area’s building but also acknowledges
the people in the areas as well.

We would also like to briefly acknowledge the unique challenges of the Tottenham Precinct.
Houses, and therefore households, in this area are impacted by several hyper-localised
environmental factors. There is the trainline to the immediate north, this brings significant noise

2 Tottenham Post-war Industrial Area Housing Precinct, Heritage Design Guidelines (February 2022)



pollution, dust, and diesel emissions which are carcinogenic.  located directly under the
flightpath to tullamarine airport, the flightpath has been lowered in recent years, the impact of
which is yet to be fully felt, but will be as air travel returns to pre-covid / new normal levels. In
addition to this the third runway is proposed to run north-south and so this will significantly
increase the volume of planes using this airspace. The planes cause noise pollution and often
cause the windows to shake despite  from the airport. To the immediate south of the
precinct is a large industrial zone, and just several hundred meters from the site of the large
toxic factory fire that polluted the air, land, and Stony Creek water catchment in 2018.

Even significant events aside, there is a large amount of dust, emissions, and noise pollution
that impact the residential area. Large shipping containers are stored and moved, industrial
transporters emit safety warning tones, trucks move through the area between the industrial
zone and arterial roads. There are also the broader air quality considerations of the west and
the mental and physical impact of these on local residents should be taken into account. We
recognise that there are less heritage areas in the west in comparison to the north, east and
south, but we must also consider that we have different external impacts and financial
capacities.

We feel it is important  the flexibility to be adapted for airtightness,
soundproofing / noise reduction, and cleaning. The heritage controls might inadvertently force
people to keep existing low quality fenestration (to maintain their current outlook) rather than
upgrading them or other building envelope solutions in order to avoid retrofitting heritage
features that have long been removed. We feel the mental and physical health of 
should be a factor in the heritage deliberations.

Thank you for your consideration of our submission

Kind regards

42 Gwelo St
West Footscray 3012



From:
To: AmendmentC172
Date: Thursday, 7 April 2022 10:03:16 PM

Hi Maribyrnong Council

 18 Summerhill Road. Maidstone 3012.
I m writing to express my disagreement on the proposed  permanent  heritage protection. Personally I
like the idea of preserving those old architectures and characteristics around West Footscray
precincts. However introducing a permanent heritage protection can cause many undesired and
troublesome effects to the local residents. 

house has been around for almost more than 80 years (it was built in the 40s). Eventhough the
interior has been renovated at the time of purchase, the structure of the house has been showing
many problems i.e, big cracks on the walls, sloping floor which signify that there is significant
structural damage to the foundation. The cost involved to get these fixed can be overwhelming. There
is a big question mark as to how many more years the house can last. It would bring a huge financial
pressure  to maintain the house in a presentable state on an ongoing basis.

  

In addition, 

e would need more space and my current house might not provide enough space. 
 depending on our financial ability

at the time.

there was no such conditions in terms of  building a new dwelling. 

  I honestly believe that Council needs to consider this matter and ensures a quality living
for its local resident. 

I strongly believe introducing heritage protection on a permanent basis is bad for some local
residents. I would suggest the Council to assess the remaining life span of the current houses in the
areas as part of the heritage study so that the final decision would take into consideration the current
state of the houses in the area.
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ATT: Maribyrnong City Council 
 

Opposition to Amendment C172 
 

 
 

1. Inaccuracies leading to inclusion of Creswick Street in the West Footscray Heritage 
Precinct Study 

Page 7. “…is further investigating 34 streets that were identified as having 80% of properties 
in each street with potential heritage significance.” 
Page 10. “…meant addressing streets that had a high proportion (over 80%) of intact Inter-
war and Post-war period housing for new residential heritage precincts” 
 
Is it the first of the second? 80% of properties with heritage significance or 80% of intact 
inter war and post- war period housing. Creswick Street has neither. The methodology 
behind the inclusion of Creswick Street is ill informed. West Footscray Heritage Feasibility 
study September 2019 (Appendix C) shows 103 properties with 86 having potential 
contributory value. This represents 17 (83.5%) properties not having contributory value in 
Creswick st. Investigation by  shows that there is 40 houses without 
contributory value, well under the 80% necessary as outlined by the West Footscray 
Heritage Precinct study.  
The 40 addresses as listed: 
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2. Changing attitudes 

Page7. “Projects 1 and 2 are a result of this changing attitude toward the listing of Inter-war 
and Post-war places…”. I would elicit, there isn’t a changing attitude towards this. When I 
talk to family, friends, neighbours about the Laughton precinct (inclusive of my own home) 
it is met with a chuckle at the absurdity. This is further evidence by  signed 
petition upon meeting with neighbours about the proposed heritage overlay of Laughton 
precinct residences. This despite council approving demolition of many Victorian and 
Edwardian houses in the area for higher density housing. My opposition to this heritage 
overlay would not be so solid, if Maribyrnong city council had sound and considered 
strategic planning in place. I also contend that the West Footscray Heritage study born out 
of the West Footscray neighbourhood plan (2018) is not in line with current expectations of 
West Footscray residents. While council claims that proper consultation occurred, I dispute 
this claim, especially given that Laughton precinct is not located in West Footscray and its 
relationship with the Barkly st (West Footscray neighbourhood plan, 2019) precinct 
assumed. 
 

3. Post war time frame 
Page 7. “…to include those significant areas which were developed in the Inter-war (c.1915- 
c.1940) and Post-war (c. 1940- c.1960) periods.” 
Page 10. “..(the inclusion of 1960-1970 reflects the continuation of similar Post-war housing 
design into this decade).” 
The heritage overlay on the Laughton Precinct is surprising given the first house at 19 
Creswick Street was built in 1968 with subsequent houses built into the early 1970’s. The 
inclusion of Laughton precinct in the West Footscray Heritage study are not consistent with 
the original goals and methodology of this study, nor are they typical post war houses, 
despite minimal post war decorative features. They are in fact imitating minor elements of 
post war style.  
 

4. Limitations of West Footscray Heritage Study 
Page 8.“…closure of libraries, archives and historical societies, restricting the ability of 
consultants to undertake fieldwork and consultation..” 
Page 9.“…some assessments were necessary using desktop means rather than ground-
truthing and some historical resources became unavailable.” 
While the study has been transparent with limitations given the impact of Covid-19, these 
are not in line with the expectations of impacted homeowners given the financial and social 
implications. Surely, recognition of the limitations of this study requires further review of 
the findings and consultation with the community. 
 
 

5. Significant financial implication for homeowners of Laughton Precinct 
Page 10. “The value of these streetscapes is clear (referring to Victorian, federation and 
Interwar housing in Melbourne) and these suburban areas are sought after residential areas 
fetching high prices.” 



The council has said that economic impact has been taken into account. When I spoke to 
Maribyrnong City Council planning in mid-February, my concerns about the economic 
impact of the heritage overly on the home were dismissed, with a member of staff telling 
me that many home with heritage overlays are in demand and this should not be of 
concern. This may be the case for Victorian, Edwardian, Federation or Interwar houses as 
stated above, this is certainly not the case for a brick veneer homes built in the late 1960’s, 
early 70’s. These homes are not in demand due to the architectural, historic or aesthetic 
significance, these homes are in demand because of the land on which they are built. 
Maribyrnong City Council has failed to fully consider the implications for the owners of 
these homes. These homes are also in need of renovation, as they fail to meet the growing 
needs of modern families with renovations of these home significantly more expensive, than 
building a new home.  
I would also like to add, many of the homes in Laughton Street precinct home elderly 
people, some of whom English is not their first language. Maribyrnong City Council has 
made no efforts to understand and communicate the financial impacts to people with 
limited means and who do not fully understand the implications of this heritage overlay.  
 

6. Failure to provide critical information to impacted homeowners  
My first knowledge of the interim heritage overlay was from . I 
made a phone to Maribyrnong City Council in mid-February and was told that letters were 
sent late December. On further investigation,  impacted had also not 
received this letter. Given the impact of the heritage overlay, you would think letters would 
be sent certified mail.  
 

7.  Creswick street has inconsistent character 
If Maribyrnong city council wanted to preserve the character of Creswick Street, they should 
have taken a more conservative approach to planning, with many houses being demolished 
for new developments. The street includes homes from many different periods, ranging 
from Victorian to newly built duplexes. Maribyrnong city council’s lack of strategic planning 
in the last 20 years defined what Creswick Street looks like today and instead of making 
sound policy around new developments, the answer has been an ill-considered, quick fix 
overlay to prevent change, rather than lengthy process of community consultation.  
 





which was granted on 7/4/2020. Through our earlier enquiries we discovered that given our 

functional requirements together with retrofitting aspects such as interior wall insulation 

and double glazed windows, it is impractical & unaffordable to renovate. Leaving us with the 

decision to rebuild in order to have a home that fits  

provide enclosed on-site parking and leave sufficient backyard to suit our lifestyle. 

We discussed this with the MCC when seeking the vehicle crossing permit, which we sought 

to provide a garage & on-site charging of an electric vehicle, as it can not be charged with 

on-street parking. We had planned to organise demolition of the house in 2020, and have 

only delayed due to the uncertainty & risk associated with the coronavirus pandemic. 

b. Incorporate exclusions that enhance environmental and noise abating efficiencies that 

balance present and future interests of residents 

Council should consider ways to future proof these properties for environmental efficiency 

and attract growing families. 

Noise abatement in our homes is also important as our neighbourhood is directly under the 

Melbourne Airport flight path & increased flight movement is projected into the future 

(additionally with the proposed 3rd runway). 

This area also suffers from high levels of dust during drier months from the nearby shipping 

container storage yards. Creating a modern thermally efficient home with also greatly 

reduce the ingress of dust into the home. 

2) We oppose the proposed heritage overlay on the basis that retaining the heritage significance/ 

development importance of post-war austere housing does not support orderly, economic and 

sustainable use of land, or balance present and future interests of all Victorians (objectives of 

planning in Victoria) 

A heritage overlay is designed to protect places of aesthetic, social or historical importance. 

According to the information provided, our property, and those identified as contributory, are 

representative of the modest housing of the time and therefore represent the neighbourhood 

character.  

This reflection, in our opinion, does not protect other important character aspects of our 

neighbourhood, like the “Aussie backyard” nor provide the opportunity to create comfortable 

homes that are economical to run, healthier to live in and adaptable to changing needs (like the 

future requirement to charge electric cars on site). 

Well considered redevelopment affords an opportunity for significant Environmental Sustainable 

Design (ESD) and development outcomes, which will help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 

potable water use, the Urban Heat Island (UHI) effect and energy and water costs. 

As an area close to public transport, council could consider other ways to enable neighbourhood 

growth and attract families to the area that provide for future growth. Implementing green 

space requirements, building height restrictions and reduction of industrial/ large scale builds 

would better preserve the neighbourhood character. These factors, bolstered by improving 

Tottenham Station access, the growth of local cafes and retailers, and continuing to grow 

community facilities (eg parks, schools, child care) that attract greater economic growth, will 

make this city a great place to live.  



Contributory properties have also been identified as characteristic of the time - unpretentious, 

well proportioned buildings within restrictions imposed by post-war shortages and size limits. 

Whilst they may have been well proportioned 70 years ago, they are no longer well 

proportioned, and the materials used contribute to poorly constructed, and expensive to 

maintain, buildings. The heritage requirements set home buyers up for expensive repairs and 

renovations and reduce environmental sustainability options (which Maribyrnong City Council 

regards as a high priority for its built environment).  

We note previous studies did not consider inter-war and post-war housing, given the changing 

Australian family and the focus on protecting our environment, we wonder why now is the time 

that council have decided this is an important era to protect? 

TO EDIT This particular area is also a historically disadvantaged part of West Footscray, 

surrounded on all 4 sides by industry, limited local service providers (supermarkets, cafes etc) & 

with subjectively unattractive & unimportant houses. This heritage overlay will further 

exaggerate this disadvantage.  

Recent gentrification has started home improvements, where the majority have been high 

quality façade renovation & restoration. We don’t believe there is a risk of heritage of the area 

being lost. 

3) We support rezoning from General residential zone (GRZ) to Neighbourhood residential zone 

(NRZ) (new schedule 2) because rezoning reflects need to manage and ensure new 

development respects some neighbourhood characteristics, while also respecting 

environmental sustainability and future community growth. 

 Provides greater ease to allow for educational, recreational, religious, community and 

other uses 

 Ensures new developments respect low scale residential character and applies the 

importance of green space and existing streetscape 

 Supports positive environmentally efficient practices, for example the replacement of 

crumbling, inefficient roof tiles with Colorbond roofing or maximising the use of solar 

panels on all available roof space 

 Reduces the financial burden on residents to find and use ‘like materials’ which 

contributes to the attraction of new families and supports neighbourhood growth 

We look forward to your response. 

 

Yours sincerely, 
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