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26 April 2020 

Manager City Design 
Strategy and Environment 
Melton City Council 
PO Box 21 
Melton Vic 3337 
 

Dear Manager City Design/Planning Authority, 

 

RE: Amendment C198 Melton Planning Scheme 

 

My name is and I am the owner of 1267-1289 Beattys Road, Grangefields Vic 3335. 
I am writing to you with my submission regarding Amendment C198, and in particular HO135. 

Grounds the amendment is supported: 

 I believe in preserving history for future generations. The bluestone cottage (HO135) and its 
links to the past are valuable to local and Victorian history. The cottage has architectural, 
historical and cultural significance and there is a need to ensure and provide for its 
conservation and enhancement for many generations to come. 

 

Ground the amendment is opposed: 

 I strongly object to the proposal that the overlay would include the cottage and an 
additional land area of 10 metres all the way around the asset. This is excessive. This is my 
land – I paid for it. I feel that the proposal is not taking this into account and I am being 
expected to relinquish my rights to this land without due compensation. 

 Following on from the above, HO135 also notes a second area on the property for heritage 
overlay status. No detailed information (other than a note made about riveted vessels and a 
circle on two documents) has been provided for in any of the information provided by 
council. Due to this omission, I am requesting that the second HO135 area be removed from 
the Proposed Amendment C198. 

 Council have not inspected the cottage (or riveted vessels). They have only viewed from the 
road (date inspected February 2018). The cottage is in a dilapidated state and may be 
deemed unsuitable and/or unsafe for future enhancement or conservation purposes. (Note: 
I had spoken with council around the time I first acquired the property, to enquire about the 
cottage. I was told it had historical significance but it was not considered for heritage listing 
due to its poor state and given its condition, was unlikely to ever become heritage listed). 
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 According to a local Real Estate Agent, a heritage overlay will have a negative impact on the 
value of my property and its future saleability. The area has been marked for future 
development

 

Changes/Further information required: 

 The cottage needs to be assessed for structural integrity. It is not properly secured – 
windows and doorways are exposed and it requires windows and doorways to be properly 
boarded up to reduce further damage/deterioration. 

 I invite council to inspect the cottage and take detailed photographs and measurements to 
give an objective view as to the structural integrity and future viability of the cottage. 

 Following on from the above, if council believes the cottage has merit to be heritage listed, 
in order to conserve and enhance the asset, I request that council budget funding (either 
now or at a point in the future) to restore the cottage to secure it for the future prosperity 
of the community.  

 Regarding the riveted vessels, I request that if council deems them to be included in a 
heritage overlay (now or in the future), that council considers relocating them at their cost 
(they have been described then as ‘moveable objects’) to the vicinity of the cottage so that 
only one area on the property is impacted by a heritage overlay. 

 I would like to understand how the cottage (and any other proposed heritage assets on my 
property) would be incorporated into a future Precinct Structure Plan so I (and future 
buyers/developers) can understand the impact the proposed overlay would have on the 
development potential of the site. The outcome of this could also impact the development 
potential of surrounding sites and I believe that the owners of those properties should also 
be consulted. Council may consider including a listing of possible future uses for the asset 
(for example: café, shop, art gallery) to enhance the development potential. If there are no 
future uses proposed, then the cottage in its current state is an eyesore and will have a 
negative impact on any future developments. 

 Given the cottage was built in the late 1860’s (most likely by the owner R. Muir), I believe 
the naming convention applied should be reconsidered. The proposal refers to it as ‘Fulham 
Park (Poultry Farm)’ whereby the Statement of Significance makes no mention of this 
connection. The only historical connection noted is to ‘Cockbill Family/Brothers (Pig and 
Poultry Stud)’. I feel the property needs to be correctly identified (including a timeline of 
ownership and activity) in the Statement of Significance to acknowledge and increase the 
social and historical impact on the municipality. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 




