
 
 

 

Luke Guirguis 

Development Manager 

Satterley Property Group 

PO Box 33244 Domain LPO  

Melbourne VIC 3004 

 

2 October 2017 

Our reference: 9729 

Dear Luke, 

Re: Dry Stone Wall Assessment at 1960 Mickleham Road, Mickleham, Victoria 

Ecology and Heritage Partners was commissioned by Echelon Planning, on behalf of Satterley Property 

Group, to undertake a Dry Stone Wall Assessment at Lot 2/PS726049, 1960 Mickleham Road, Mickleham, 

Victoria (hereafter referred to as the study area). Satterley is proposing to develop the study area as a 

residential estate. There are dry stone walls (DSWs) located along the northern and western boundaries of 

the study area; these walls are listed as ‘to be repaired and retained’ in the Lindum Vale Precinct Structure 

Plan (PSP).  

The purpose of the investigation was to make a preliminary inspection of the wall, assess its significance, and 

to advise heritage management obligations in relation to the statutory provisions under the Hume Planning 

Scheme and Lindum Vale PSP, and make recommendations consistent with Hume planning policy. 

1 Study Area 

The study area comprises Lot 1/TP947278 (Figure 1), a parcel of approximately 63 ha, bounded to the west 

by Mickleham Road, to the south by Mt Ridley Road, and to the north and east by private rural land. 

2 Proposed Development 

Satterley is proposing to subdivide the study area for a residential subdivision. The development plan for the 

subdivision was not available at the time of writing. 

3 Limitations 

This assessment is limited to an assessment of the walls identified in the Lindum Vale PSP as walls ‘to be 

retained and repaired rating 2-3’. Other walls in the study area were not included in his assessment. 
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Figure 1: Study Area - Lot 1/TP947278, including two DSWs subject to this assessment marked in yellow (Source: 
Planning Maps Online) 

4 Brief History 

The property boundary for the study area is roughly the same as it was when it was originally subdivided in 

the mid-19th century. The study area was originally comprised of Allotment A, Section VI, in the Parish of 

Mickleham, County of Bourke. The 1856 Mickleham Parish map shows the subdivision at that time but 

unfortunately, unlike other parish maps from that period, does not show the original purchaser (Figure 2). A 

geological map from 1864 shows the same cadastre (Figure 3), but the map’s title notation at the State 

Library of Victoria states that the survey (for subdivision) was completed in 1846. 

A Parish of Mickleham plan of original Crown land purchasers tells that E. Wright was the original land 

owner, acquiring it in 1852 (CHIG 2017). However, Wright sold the land later that year to George Parnell who 

is listed in the 1856 the Electoral Roll as a blacksmith and an owner of a house and 200 acres of land at 

Mickleham. Parnell also established a hotel on the land which became known as Parnell’s Inn. In 1861 a 

tender was put out for the erection of a shop and dwelling at Mickleham for G. Parnell which suggests this 

may have been the later construction of the inn. 

Rates and hotel licencing records indicate that the hotel ran between 1863 and 1869 at a time when the 

Victorian Gazetteer of 1865 describes Mickleham as a hamlet of 50 dwellings, including two hotels: the 

Parnell's and the Mickleham. There was a coach to Melbourne twice daily and the Parnell's Inn was used a 

staging post. No further licenses were issued to George Parnell, or anyone else, at the inn after 1869. The 

property seems to have reverted to farm use being described as 'a house with 154 acres of land attached' 

(CHIG 2017).  
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After Parnell’s death in 1876 the property was left to his wife Thirza and she continued to occupy the house 

with her two sons Arthur Samuel Harman and Robert Harman. Arthur ran the property after his mother's 

death in 1878 and the Broadmeadows Rate Books again show this with him being noted as 'farmer' at the 

property at Mickleham from then on. 

In 1902 the old Parnell Inn was established as the Mickleham Post Office, when Arthur successfully tendered 

for the position as postmaster. A postmaster’s income was then derived from the percentage of business 

through the post office at the time. Arthur Samuel Harman ran the post office until his death in 1932 when 

his wife Sarah Jane Harman (nee Pither) took over the position at the Post Office and ran it till 1934.  

The post office was closed in 1967 and for a number of years after this the building lay unoccupied and open 

to vandals who smashed windows and caused much interior damage to the walls and ceilings. The weather 

had not helped the situation and rain had flooded the cellar and leaked through the damaged ceilings into 

the building. In 1972 the building was purchased by T. and W. Capper and restored.  From this time on the 

building has passed through a number of owners but is now a private residence. 

An ordnance map from 1938 shows the dry stone walls that were mapped at that time (Figure 4). The map 

shows that the stone walls were present in 1938. 

 

Figure 2: 1856 Mickleham Parish Map showing the original 1840s subdivisions and the study area (SLV vc000463-
001) 

 



 
 

 

4 

Figure 3: 1864 geological map showing the original 1840s subdivisions and the study area (SLV vc300015) 

 

 

Figure 4: 1938 Ordnance Map (Sunbury) depicting dry stone walls marked as black lines, with the study area 
outlined in red and DSW #1 shown by arrow (SLV ey000237) 
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5 Heritage Studies 

Council Heritage Studies 

Hume City Council has prepared a shire-wide heritage study, which includes an overview of dry stone walling 

across the LGA (Moloney and Johnson 1998), which recommended a number of places for statutory 

protection, but did not include any dry stone walls. Moloney and Storey (2003) prepared the Hume City 

Heritage Review, which aimed to review the 210 local interest sites identified in the 1998 study, but did not 

assess any dry stone walls.  

Lindum Vale PSP Dry Stone Wall Assessment 

More recently an assessment of all dry stone walls in the Lindum Vale PSP was prepared (Stevens 2016), 

which identified a total of 12 historical DSWs in the study area (Figure 5). Across the entire PSP, the 

assessment identified numerous dry stone walls and applied a rating scale to each wall. The rating scale 

applied is summarised in Table 1 below) 

Table 1: DSW Condition rating (Stevens 2016: 9) 

Condition 
Rating 

Condition Description Length (m)in PSP 

Rating 1 

Wall remnants and single course walls. These were either never intended as dry stone 
walls in the first place, but were merely where farmers had piled gleaned stone from the 
paddocks, or where a wall once existed but had been removed apart from foundation 
stones. 

3,804 

Rating 2 

Half-height composite e walls, less than 40%, but more the 20% intact. These walls still 
have some small sections which demonstrate their original form, but more than half their 
structure is either fallen or inexpertly replaced, and in many cases substantial amounts of 
stone have been removed, for example walls along well used local roads have had much 
of the coping stone stolen. 

281 

Rating 3 

Full height walls or less than 80% but more than 60% intact. These are the more intact 
'typical' walls of the area. Some full-height walls, less than 40% intact, have been altered 
with the introduction of post and wire, possibly because the skill to rebuild them to full 
height was no longer available. Half-height walls, more than 40% intact, still have some 
small sections that are intact to their original height and construction, but in most cases 
have up to half their structure either fallen or inexpertly replaced. 

215 

The rating 2 and 3 walls are the walls that are subject to this assessment. All other walls in the Lindum Vale 

PSP were categorised as rating 1, i.e. of lower condition. 

The assessment provided the following generic Statement of Significance for walls in the PSP area: 

DSW were all made for a particular function. Usually they were an aid to farming by forming a 

longstanding field barrier, using readily available material. They keep livestock and wild animals from 

crops, define the property boundary and also provide a use for the stone removed from the field so that 

grass and crops can grow better. Dry stone walls occur widely where there is plenty of stone, either 

loose or easily quarried within a short distance. Dry stone walls are also valued by people as part of 

their heritage and vernacular tradition. Not only were many built and repaired, with great effort, by the 

ancestors of local families but they are also of interest because of the variations in the local styles of 

construction and the features found. 
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Dry stone walls are a direct link to the local history. They are of early technological significance at a 

local level as an example of early land use practices associated with agricultural and livestock activities.  

DSW have landmark qualities and often have social significance for local residents. Construction of 

DSW marked a significant stage in the development of the agricultural / livestock industries in Victoria 

in the middle part of the 19th Century (Stevens 2016: 12-13). 

The assessment made the following Recommendations: 

Recommendation 1: All Rating 1 stone occurrences can be removed from the PSP area. They are a 

product of land clearance practices and are not associated DSW development. 

Recommendation 2: Rating 2 and Rating 3 DSWs are intact but in a degraded state of preservation. It is 

critical that DSWs are managed effectively in the future so they do not compromise public safety. 

It is recommended that options for removal and reconstruction of DSWs be considered by MAB in areas 

of open space. 

More specialised repairs which involve removal and reconstructing a wall or section of wall, should only 

be undertaken where appropriate resources and skills are available. It is therefore recommended that 

wherever possible, walls that cannot be retained in situ are dismantled by a suitable qualified dry stone 

waller. 

If walls cannot be preserved or reconstructed in open space a robust historical impact assessment (HIA) 

must be completed including a broad thematic environmental history of the DSW and associated land 

use patterns (Stevens 2016: 15). 

Figure 5: Study area in relation to dry stone walls identified and assessed to inform the Lindum Vale PSP (Stevens 
2016) 
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6 Planning Controls 

6.1 Heritage Registers 

A search of the VHR, VHI, HO, NHL and CHL was conducted on 14 September 2017 for Historical Heritage 

Places directly associated with the study area (dry stone walls). The walls are not listed on the VHR, VHI, NHL 

or CHL. There are five registered Heritage Places within close proximity to the study area (Figure 6): 

 HO35 (State School #1051), 1880 Mickleham Road, Mickleham, located 180 m south of the study 

area; 

 HO36 (Former Post Office), 1921 Mickleham Road, Mickleham, located directly adjacent to the study 

area; 

 HO37 (War Memorial), adjacent to 1880 Mickleham Road, Mickleham, located 160 m south west of 

the study area; 

 HO226 (Cloverlea Cottage), 505 Mt Ridley Road, Craigieburn, located 840 m south east of the study 

area; 

 HO261 (Tulloch Outbuilding ]former Cheese Factory, Ruin], 30 Farleigh Court, Mickleham, located 1 

km west of the study area; and 

 VHI H7822-0834 (Sidebottom Homestead Complex), located 420 m south east of the study area. 

The closest heritage place is HO36 (Former Post Office), listed on both the Hume Heritage Overlay and 

National Trust Register. It is described as “a bluestone building circa 1854, one-time Inn, later post office, 

now residence; restored but structurally unaltered. An important relic of trade on the Old Sydney Road” 

(Victorian Heritage Database). The building is marked as a post office on both the 1938 ordnance map 

(Figure 4), and the corresponding earlier ordnance map from 1917. These places are not in the study area.  

Figure 6: Study area in relation to heritage places listed on the Hume Heritage Overlay and Victorian Heritage 
Inventory (HV 2017) 
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6.2 Hume Planning Scheme 

The study area is located in the City of Hume and is governed by the Hume Planning Scheme. Planning 

schemes set out policies and provisions for the use, development and protection of land. The Heritage 

Overlay (HO) of a planning scheme lists items of local heritage significance. Items listed on the VHR or VHI 

are automatically listed on the HO, but not necessarily vice versa. Items listed on the HO generally require a 

Permit from the local council to disturb the site.  

Planning schemes also lists a range of particular provisions that may place restrictions on certain activities. 

Requirements for DSW management under the Hume Planning Scheme are set out under cl.52.37: 

A permit is required to demolish, remove or alter a dry stone wall constructed before 1940 on land 

specified in the schedule to this provision. This does not apply to: 

 Dry stone structures other than walls and fences. 

 The demolition or removal of a section of a dry stone wall to install a gate. 

 The reconstruction of damaged or collapsing walls which are undertaken to the same 

specifications and using the same materials as the existing walls. 

At the time of writing (14 September 2017), the Schedule to cl.52.37 did not specify any land. Therefore 

under current statutory provisions a permit is not currently required under cl. 52.37 to demolish, remove or 

alter a dry stone wall constructed before 1940 (i.e. any walls in the study area). 

However, it should be noted that a Planning Scheme Amendment is currently on exhibition, which will alter 

these provisions (see below). 

6.3 Amendment C205 

Amendment C205 proposes to implement the Lindum Vale PSP by introducing a new Schedule 9 to the 

Urban Growth Zone to the Hume Planning Scheme (the Scheme) and applying it to the precinct. The 

Explanatory Report for the amendment also states that it will ‘amend the Schedule to Clause 52.37 to 

identify dry stone walls exempt from requiring a planning permit.’ Since, under the current Schedule to 

cl.52.37, all dry stone walls are currently exempt from the requirement for a permit, this actually means that 

it will identify those walls that will require a permit. 

The proposed change the Schedule to cl. 52.37 on exhibition under the Amendment C205 states: 

All except land shown as dry stone wall with a ‘low’ retention value in the incorporated Lindum Vale 

Precinct Structure Plan, June 2017. 

This will mean that cl.52.37 will require a permit to impact all walls in the LGA, except those deemed to be of 

low value in the PSP (see below). Walls in the PSP deemed to be of higher value (rating 2-3) in the PSP will 

require a permit. This means the two subject walls of this assessment. 

However, at the time of writing this has not been adopted.  

6.4 Lindum Vale Precinct Structure Plan 

The study area is located in the Lindum Vale Precinct Structure Plan (VPA 2017) area. The PSP has largely 

drawn on the Lindum Vale PSP DSW HHA report (Steven 2016) in relation to management DSWs. Both 
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subject walls are listed as a ‘dry stone wall to be retained and repaired, rating 2-3 (moderate-high value)’ 

(Figure 7). Therefore once Amendment C205 is adopted a permit from Council will be required to damage or 

demolish these two walls under the provisions of cl.52.37 of the Hume Planning Scheme.  

Lindum Vale PSP lists as one of its key objectives: 

Create a strong ‘sense of place’ through the design of subdivision, development, streets and open 

spaces that celebrates, conserves and integrates key natural and cultural heritage elements. These 

elements include: … dry stone walls… (O2, VPA 2017: 11). 

Section 3.1.3 of the PSP relates to requirements regarding heritage. Of the four requirements listed (R11-

R14), three relate specifically to dry stone walls. Under other PSPs, there is usually a requirement that states: 

“Dry stone walls shown on Plan [X] must be retained as part of any future development unless otherwise 

agreed by the responsible authority” (our emphasis). However, this requirement appears to have been 

omitted from the Lindum Vale PSP: there is no specific allowance stating that walls that must be repaired and 

retained on Plan 5 may be removed with agreement from the responsible authority. 

A number of requirements relating to the dry stone walls are outlined in Section 3.1.3 of the PSP (VPA 2017: 

18) and are used as a basis for formulating this assessment. Of the six requirements listed (R10-R15), five 

relate specifically to dry stone walls. These are: 

R12 Any reinstatement or repair of dry stone walls identified on Plan 5 Image, Character and 

Housing as ‘Dry stone walls to be retained and repaired – rating 2-3 (moderate-high value)’ must be 

undertaken by a suitably qualified dry stone waller and is to be consistent with the construction style of 

the original wall. 

R13 Reinstatement or repair of dry stone walls identified on  Plan 5 Image, Character and 

Housing as ‘Dry stone walls to be retained and repaired – rating 2-3 (moderate-high value)’ must use 

stone from (in order of priority): 

 The original wall in that location (including fallen stone adjacent to the wall).  

 A nearby section of the wall approved to  be removed and identified as ‘Dry stone  wall 

remnants and single course walls able to be removed – rating 1 (low value)’ on Plan 5 Image, 

Character and Housing. 

 Any adjacent paddock containing wall parts which can be recovered. 

Walls approved to be removed in the nearby area (including any stone which has been stockpiled by 

Council). 

R14 Installation of services across the alignment of retained dry stone walls must be undertaken 

by boring rather than open trenching. If open trenching or disturbance to the wall is unavoidable, a 

minimum section of wall may be temporarily removed and then reinstated to original condition under 

the supervision of a suitably qualified dry stone waller to the satisfaction of the responsible authority. 

In addition a further three guidelines are included, that relate specifically to dry stone walls (VPA 2017: 19): 

G11 Dry stone walls identified on Plan 5 Image, Character and Housing as ‘Dry stone walls to be 

retained and repaired – rating 2-3 (moderate to high value)’ should be retained in open space and road 

reserves where possible and should: 
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 Have a suitable landscape interface; 

 Be checked by a suitably qualified dry stone waller for any loose stones. Any loose stones are to 

be reinstated in the wall in secure positions; 

 Retain post and wire or post and rail fences situated within the walls, with any wire protruding 

beyond the vertical face of the wall reinstated to its original position or removed; and 

 Be incorporated into subdivision design to minimise disturbance to the walls (e.g. utilisation of 

existing openings for vehicle and pedestrian access. 

All to the satisfaction of the responsible authority. 

G12  Land uses abutting retained dry stone walls should enhance public visibility of the walls. 

Relevant uses include open space, conservation reserve and road verge. 

G13 Where it has been agreed with the responsible authority that an existing dry stone wall is to 

be removed, land owners should consult with Council to determine whether the material can be 

retained for use elsewhere. 

 

Figure 7: Excerpt from the Lindum Vale PSP (Plan 5) showing dry stone walls the study area (brown lines), including 
two walls marked as ‘Dry Stone Wall to be Repaired and Retained’ (circled) (VPA 2017) 

7 Wall Assessment 

For the purposes of this assessment a total of three separate walls were identified (Map 3). DSW1 and DSW2 

may, in fact, be the same wall (running east-west) but are discussed separately due to the highly different 

levels of intactness. The three walls are: 

 DSW1, an east-west wall, near the Old Parnell’s Inn; 
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 DSW2, an east-west wall, continuing east from DSW1; and 

 DSW3, a north-south wall along the Mickleham Road boundary. 

7.1 DSW1 East-West Wall, near Old Parnell’s Inn 

Wall DSW1 extends from the southeast corner of the adjacent Parnells Inn property of the property, 

eastwards to central north-south fenceline through the study area (Map 3).  

7.1.1 Description 

DSW1 consists of two segments, separated by the modern construction of a 4 m diameter, concrete-lined 

water tank, which is itself enclosed in a small fenced enclosure (Plate 1). The wall segments, designated 

DSW1-1 and DSW1-2 (Map 3) are comprised of the remnants of what was originally a double-skinned stone 

wall. However, for the majority of its length, only the base course survives intact. There are no remnant 

fence posts so it is unknown whether the wall was once an all-stone construction or whether it was a 

composite style wall (comprising a half-height wall of stone topped with a post and wire or post and rail 

fence).  

The total length of the western end of DSW1-1 to the eastern end of DSW1-2 is approximately 56 m. 

However, the combined individual segments are shorter due to the water tank enclosure: DSW1-1 is 29.7 m 

long and DSW1-2 is 22.8 m long, giving a total combined (actual) wall length of 52.5 m. 

The wall is a remnant wall only, and has either mostly collapsed and the stones taken away for other uses, or 

the stones have been robbed directly from the wall. In most areas only the base course is extant although, 

occasionally, two courses are present (these are generally where another row of stones has been randomly 

stacked and may not be part of an original coursing structure). The wall is likely to have been constructed 

with a double-skin (i.e. two walls built adjacent and filled with ‘hearting’), but that structure is not often 

apparent. In some areas only a single large stone is present, with either side of the stone forming the two 

faces of the wall (this acts as a kind of ‘throughstone’ although normally throughstones are placed higher in 

the wall to help bind the structure together). 

The wall appears to have collapsed some time ago, as there is a healthy colony of lichen growing across the 

top of the base course stones, as well as on the sides. 

The current wall structure may be a result of poor historical maintenance and/or reconstruction by unskilled 

wallers (probably the farmers), and possibly cattle damage. 

Table 2: Construction Details – (DSW1) 

Segment DSW1 (Segments 1 and 2) 

Wall Type Unknown; possibly originally all-stone 

Construction Technique Unrefined 

Condition Poor 

Intactness Mostly Collapsed – Highly Impacted 

Wall Dimensions: Length: 52.5 m Base: 600 mm Cope (Top): N/A Height: 200-400 mm 

Courses 1-2 
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Stone Grading Fair where two courses evident 

Plugging Absent; poor structure, mostly collapsed 

Hearting None evident 

Cope Stones Absent; poor structure, mostly collapsed 

Through Stones Present; however, these only consist of large single stones in the base course 

Foundations Present, however, these are rarely large stones; mostly a double-skin of smaller stones 

Posts Nil 

Wires Nil 

 

 

Plate 1: Fenced water tank enclosure separating DSW1-
1 and DSW1-2, looking south east 

 

Plate 2: DSW1-1, looking eastwards 

 

Plate 3: Section of wall near the western end, looking 
north 

 

Plate 4: Poorly constructed section near the centre, 
showing collapse, random stone placement and large 
upper stones 
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7.2 DSW2, East-West wall, East of DSW1 

Wall DSW2 continues eastwards from DSW1, but separated by a 5 m wide gap where a gate is located in the 

main fenceline to the south (Map 3).  

7.2.1 Description 

DSW2 consists of a single all-stone wall with a total length of 238.8 m. However, for the purposes of this 

assessment it has been divided into two segments, DSW2-1 and DSW2-2 based on its current condition and 

integrity (Map 3; Tables 3 and 4).  

DSW2-1 is the western half of the wall and is 120.2 m long, with a base width of 1,000 m. It comprises an all 

stone wall that is partially intact with up to four stone courses (Plate 5), but with large areas of collapse 

where the wall is down to only one course in places (Plate 6). Very few areas have any remnant cope stones 

in place. The stone coursing is relatively rudimentary in places (Plate 5), but other hints of technical 

competence in construction includes the presence of hearting (Plate 7) and throughstones (Plate 8), 

although the latter appears only to be in the sometimes very large base course stones rather than in the 

mid-wall section. 

Table 3: Construction Details – DSW2-1 

Segment DSW2 (Segment 1) 

Wall Type All Stone 

Construction Technique Technically competent 

Condition Poor to good 

Intactness Partially intact 

Wall Dimensions: Length: 120 m Base: 1,000 mm Cope (Top): 400 mm Height: 200-950 mm 

Courses 3-4, but down to one in places 

Stone Grading Good; some very large stones in the base course 

Plugging Present; present in more intact sections 

Hearting Present; visible in collapsed sections 

Cope Stones Present; however very few remnant sections where coping is intact 

Through Stones Present, none in mid-wall sections evident, but large base course throughstones present 

Foundations Present; visible in collapsed sections 

Posts One large hardwood timber round log at western end (probably gate post) 

Wires N/A 
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Plate 5: An intact section of DSW2-1, showing the 
typical 4-course construction, looking south 

 

Plate 6: DSW2-1, looking south west across the 
collapsed section at the far eastern end 

 

Plate 7: DSW2-1, showing hearting visible where the 
wall has collapsed 

 

Plate 8: DSW2-1, looking westwards, showing large 
‘throughstone’ in the base course 

 

DSW2-2, by contrast, is almost entirely intact, with only a few dislodged stones here and there; the main 

area of collapse is along the cope – there are only three intact sections of copings stones extant, but these 

serve to show the original full construction style. The wall comprises at least four courses topped by the 

coping stones (Plate 9). In some areas some extremely large stones have been used in the base course (Plate 

10) and these generally straddle the entire wall width (acting as a kind of ‘throughstone’). Other construction 

elements include foundation stones, although these are often only small stones (Plate 11) and a well-defined 

batter (Plate 12). Due to the use of some very large stones low in the structure, the ‘coursing’ is sometimes a 

little haphazard rather than in straight rows (Plate 13). As with DSW2-1, there is a timber post at the far 

eastern end of DSW2-2, which is probably a former gate post; the outer face of the post has been chamfered 

flat (Plate 13). 
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Table 4: Construction Details – DSW2-2 

Segment DSW2 (Segment 2) 

Wall Type All Stone 

Construction Technique Technically competent 

Condition Good to excellent 

Intactness Largely intact 

Wall Dimensions: Length: 118 m Base: 1,200 mm Cope (Top): 450 mm Height: 1,150 mm 

Courses 4, plus coping stones 

Stone Grading Good; some very large stones in the base course 

Plugging Present; high degree of plugging present throughout 

Hearting Present; visible between building stone gaps, but hollows also present 

Cope Stones Present; three sections of 3-10 m length 

Through Stones Absent, none noted 

Foundations Present; overgrown but occasionally visible 

Posts 
One 150 mm diameter hardwood timber round log at eastern end (probably gate post); 
chamfered flat on outer face 

Wires N/A 

 

 

 

Plate 9: Intact section of DSW2-2 near eastern end, 
looking south west 

 

Plate 10: DSW2-2, looking south showing some very 
large stones in the base course 
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Plate 11: Small foundation stones visible beneath base 
course 

 

Plate 12: View west from eastern end of DSW2-2, 
showing timber post and well-battered wall faces 

 

Plate 13: Section of DSW2-2 showing sometimes 
‘irregular’ coursing 

 

A very short (~10 m) section of wall continues eastward on the eastern side of the central fence. 

Figure 8: Oblique aerial photo of DSW1 and DSW2,facing north showing the two segments for each wall (Source: 
Google Earth)  

 

Wall DSW2-1 

Wall DSW2-2 

Wall DSW1-2 

Wall DSW1-1 
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7.3 DSW3, North-South Wall along the Mickleham Road Boundary 

Wall DSW3 is located along the western boundary, along the Mickleham Road frontage (Map 3).  

7.3.1 Description 

DSW3 consists of a single all-stone wall with a total length of 190.4 m (Map 3; Table 5), with a base width of 

1,000 m and a wall height of 950 mm, although this increases to 1,100 mm when the coping stones are 

added. The wall is partially intact with up to four stone courses (Plate 14), but with relatively small areas of 

collapse where the wall is down to 2-3 courses in places (Plate 15). The stone coursing is relatively 

rudimentary in places and very few areas have any remnant cope stones in place but there is generous 

plugging and hearting. There is a fair degree of old growth lichen over the wall (Plate 16). The wall is in fairly 

poor condition at its far southern end, where there is a hardwood timber post at the corner (Plate 17). A 

modern wire and star picket fence has been added in more recent times, to aid stock control on the road 

boundary. 

The wall is becoming overgrown with unslashed grass, as well as blackberry cover at the southern end. 

 

Plate 14: An intact section of DSW3, showing the typical 
4-course construction, looking west 

 

Plate 15: DSW3, showing intact (with cope stones and 
plugging) and partially collapsing sections  

 

Plate 16: DSW3, showing lichen cover 

 

Plate 17: Timber post and blackberry cover 
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Table 5: Construction Details – DSW3 

Wall Type All Stone 

Construction Technique Technically competent 

Condition Fair to good 

Intactness Largely intact 

Wall Dimensions: Length: 190 m Base: 800 mm Cope (Top): 400 mm Height: 950 mm 

Courses 3-4, plus coping stones (Height to top of cope is 1,100 mm 

Stone Grading Fair 

Plugging Present; present in more intact sections 

Hearting Present; visible in collapsed sections or where cope stones are missing 

Cope Stones Present; however very few remnant sections where coping is intact 

Through Stones Absent, none evident 

Foundations Present; but obscured by long grass 

Posts One large hardwood timber post at southern end; a number of star picket posts added later 

Wires 2 x B/W strands; these are a later addition with the star pickets 

 

7.4 Discussion 

In general, the walls are relatively intact and are good examples of their type. A summary of the walls’ 

intactness and conditions is provided below. The original historical heritage assessment for the Lindum Vale 

PSP (Stevens 2016) considered DSW1 to be a rating 2 wall. The description given for rating 2 walls is “half-

height composite walls, less than 40%, but more the 20% intact” (Stevens 2016: 9); however, there is no 

evidence that DSW1 was a composite wall, except that the base of the wall appears to be much narrower 

than DSWs 2 and 3, which may be due to the wall only being half height. There were no extant posts or 

evidence of posts. The other reason it may have been assessed as a rating 2 wall is that the description for a 

rating 1 wall is “Wall remnants and single course walls. These were either never intended as dry stone walls 

in the first place…” (Stevens 2016: 9). This wall was clearly a continuation of DSW2 as part of a paddock 

boundary. In reality, the wall remnants fall somewhere between the descriptions for rating 1 and 2. Given 

the extremely poor condition of this section of wall, we consider that it more closely resembles a rating 1 

wall and, therefore, is of much lower significance. 

We found DSW2-2 to be almost completely intact with only sections of cope stones missing. DSW2-2 is, in its 

entirety, a rating 3 wall according to Stevens’ criteria. However, the HHA considered DSW2-1 as partially a 

rating 2 and partially a rating 3 wall. This is because the boundary between the two ratings was considered 

to be further west than we consider the boundary between DSW2-1 and DSW2-2 to be.  It also appears that 

Stevens’ criteria (rating 2) were incorrectly applied to DSW2-1; rating 2 walls are described as half height 

composite walls: DSW2-1 is an all-stone wall, not composite. We consider that, although DSW2-1 is much 

less intact than DSW2-2, it still falls within Stevens’ criteria of a full height wall of 60-80% intactness (i.e. 

rating 3). 
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To summarise, using Stevens’ criteria, DSWs 2 and 3 are entirely rating 3, whilst DSW1 is, we consider, a 

rating 1 wall. A description of how the intactness rating was applied is provided in Appendix A. 

Table 6: Summary of Intactness and Condition Assessment 

Wall/Segment Intactness Condition 
Condition Rating 

(Stevens 2016) 

Revised Condition 
Rating (using Stevens’ 

-2015] criteria) 

DSW1 Poor 
Mostly Collapsed – 

Highly Impacted 
Rating 2 Rating 1 

DSW2-1 Partially intact Poor to good 
Part rating 2 

Part rating 3 
Rating 3 

DSW2-2 Largely intact Good to excellent Rating 3 Rating 3 

DSW3 Largely intact Fair to good Rating 2 Rating 3 

 

On this basis, we consider that retention of DSW1 (1-1 and 1-2) is unwarranted. Of the three walls, DSW3 is 

probably the most significant as it occurs along the Mickleham Road frontage and formed a property 

boundary that is (and was) highly visible and is therefore a more locally iconic landscape feature. Its location 

along the edge of a road reserve lends itself more readily to retention. However, it should be acknowledged 

that there may be difficulties in retention of DSW2-1 and DSW2-2 in their entirety. As a very long wall (with a 

combined length of nearly 240 m), together with its east-west orientation which effectively bisects the study 

area (and PSP), providing continuity in estate development from south to north may be problematic. 

7.5 Assessment of Significance 

7.5.1 Previous Assessment of Significance 

A generic Statement of Significance was previously prepared for all walls in the Lindum Vale PSP area. That 

Statement is reproduced in full in the discussion on the Lindum Vale PSP in Section 5 of this report. 

7.5.2 Significance Criteria 

A Statement of Significance describes what is important about a site and is an evaluation of its cultural 

heritage significance. Statements of Significance are assessed in accordance with the ICOMOS Burra Charter 

(Australia ICOMOS 1999) against the following six categories: 

 Aesthetic significance. Dry stone walls are often iconic features of the landscape and, for many 

people, are aesthetically pleasing, particularly walls that have high levels of structural integrity 

and/or technical competence or refinement. They often accentuate changes in local elevation and 

provide a point of focus in a broader rural landscape. The ongoing aging and patination of the walls, 

together with lichen growth and the provision of wildlife habitat also adds aesthetic appeal; 

 Archaeological significance. Although the walls are an expression of ‘material culture’ using the 

broader definition of archaeology, Heritage Victoria no longer considers dry stone walls to be 

archaeological features as they rarely contain subsurface archaeological deposits. Walls that were 
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previously listed on the Victorian Heritage Inventory (a register of archaeological places under the 

Heritage Act 1995) have, almost without exception, been delisted. 

 Architectural significance. The walls in the study area are not considered to have any architectural 

significance. 

 Historical significance. Dry stone walls are often associated with historical persons or properties. 

With construction of walls primarily occurring in the 1850s and 1860s, they were often constructed 

by squatters during the early pastoral era, or are representative of Closer Settlement land patterning 

following introduction of the various Lands Acts during the mid-19th century. They are representative 

of both continuity and change in farming practices over a period of more than 160 years. The walls 

are usually built in areas of basaltic flow where stone is located close to the surface. These areas are 

finite around Melbourne and the extent of remaining walls is continuing to decrease as demand for 

development on the Melbourne urban-rural fringe increases. The walls are not considered to be 

representative of any particular historical person, but is associated with the historical changing use 

of the former Parnell’s Inn, which is partially protected under the Planning Scheme as HO36 (Former 

Post Office). 

 Scientific significance. The scientific or research potential of the walls will depend on its level of 

rarity, quality or representativeness, and the degree to which they may contribute further 

substantial information (Australia ICOMOS 1999). The walls in the study area appear to be typical of 

the kinds of walls found throughout the basaltic areas north of Melbourne; however, there appear 

to be relatively few walls in the Mickleham area which may increase the rarity values of walls in the 

study area. Although a large portion of the walls or segments of walls are in good condition or 

demonstrate technical competence in wall construction, an equal portion of the walls are in poor to 

fair condition and will require substantial expenditure to reconstruct. Beyond the information 

presented in this report, the walls are unlikely to provide further substantial scientific information of 

cultural value; however, there is high potential for DSWs 2 and 3 to provide additional scientific 

information on the habitat values of such walls. 

 Social or spiritual significance. The walls may have a high degree of social significance to the people 

of the Hume Council area as a tangible link with the area’s rural past. However, the extent of social 

significance cannot be determined at this stage and is beyond the scope of this report. The walls are 

unlikely to hold any spiritual significance at local of State level. 

7.5.3 Summary of Significance 

The walls in the study area have only limited historical significance at the local level, but mainly as a 

contributor to the history of pastoralism and farming across the broader landscape, rather than for their 

individual characteristics. Likewise, although the walls have aesthetic qualities, this is contributory to the 

broader rural landscape, which is currently undergoing massive change from urban development. The walls 

themselves are not considered to have archaeological value. The construction style is typical of walls in the 

basaltic areas of northern Melbourne area and their broader scientific value is also limited and offers no 

substantial opportunities for further scientific research except for their potential for wildlife habitat values.   
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8 Conclusion 

The following conclusions are made based on the desktop review and site inspection: 

 From a statutory perspective, at the present time cl.52.37 of the Planning Scheme does not require a 

permit to demolish, remove or alter a dry stone wall. However, a Planning Scheme Amendment 

(C205) is currently on exhibition, which will alter the Schedule to state: 

All except land shown as dry stone wall with a ‘low’ retention value in the incorporated Lindum Vale 

Precinct Structure Plan, June 2017. 

This will mean that cl.52.37 will require a permit to impact all walls in the LGA, except those deemed 

to be of low value in the PSP (rating 1 walls). Walls in the PSP deemed to be of higher value (rating 2-

3) in the PSP will require a permit. This means that DSW2 and DSW3 will require a permit. However, 

at the time of writing this has not been adopted.  

 From a practical perspective, we consider the following: 

o DSW2-2 and DSW3 are relatively intact and are in fair to excellent condition. Retention of 

these walls within the development plan is desirable if holistic flow of estate planning from 

north to south is achievable. 

o DSW2-1 is less intact. It is desirable that this wall is retained and repaired if possible. 

However, if only part of the overall wall (both segments) can be retained within the 

development plan, the retention of DSW2-2 is preferable. 

o DSW1 (both segments) are in extremely poor condition and intactness. While retention 

would be desirable, the original construction details (height, style, etc.) are unknown and 

any retention and attempt to ‘make good’ would only be an approximation of its original 

configuration. Retention of this wall is not recommended. 

It is our opinion that whilst retention of all walls as per the PSP is desirable, the lower condition rating of 

DSW1, together with the awkward orientation of DSW2-1, makes these walls undesirable for cohesive 

development of residential estates from south to north. Retention of DSW2-2 and DSW3 is recommended. 

I hope this information meets your requirements. Please do not hesitate to call either myself on 0400 990 

887 or Oona Nicolson, Director/Principal Heritage Advisor on (03) 9377 0100 if you have any questions or 

require further information. 

Yours Sincerely, 

 
Rick Bullers 
Senior Heritage Advisor 
Ecology and Heritage Partners Pty Ltd  

 
  

http://commons.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Homer_Simpson_signature.svg


 
 

 

22 

9 References 

Craigieburn Historical Interest group Inc (CHIG), 2017. The Old Parnell’s Inn. http://www.chig.asn.au/old_ 

parnells_inn.htm, accessed 14 September 2017. 

Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP), 2017a. Planning Maps Online. 

http://services.land.vic.gov.au/maps/pmo.jsp, accessed 13 September 2017. 

DELWP, 2017b. Planning Scheme: Heritage Overlay. http://planningschemes.dtpli.vic.gov.au/schemes, 

accessed 14 September 2017.  

DoEE, 2017. Protected Matters Search Tool: Interactive Map. http://www.environment.gov.au/webgis-

framework/ apps/pmst/pmst.jsf, accessed 14 September 2017. 

Heritage Victoria (HV), 2008. Guidelines for Conducting Historical Archaeological Surveys. Technical Guide. 

Department of Planning and Community Development, Melbourne. 

HV, 2017. HERMES Interactive Map. http://services.land.vic.gov.au/maps/hermes.jsp, accessed 14 

September 2017. 

Moloney, D. and Johnson, V., 1998. City of Hume Heritage Study: Former Shire of Bulla District, 1998. 

Unpublished report to the former Shire of Bulla (subsequently the City of Hume). 

Moloney, D. and Storey, R., 2003. Hume City Heritage Review. Unpublished report to the City of Hume. 

Stevens, J., 2016. Lindum Vale Dry Stone Wall Historic Heritage Assessment. Unpublished report to MAB 

Corporation. 

Victorian Planning Authority (VPA), 2017. Lindum Vale Precinct Structure Plan August 2017. Unpublished 

report by the Victorian Planning Authority, Melbourne. 

 

Maps and Images 

State Library of Victoria (SLV), Parish of Mickleham in the county of Bourke [cartographic material], 1856, 

image no vc000463-001. 

SLV, [Parts of parishes of Bolinda, Mickleham, Kalkallo, Wollert, Yuroke, Bulla Bulla] [cartographic material] / 

surveyed in 1846 by C.D.H Aplin ; engraved by J.L. Ross under the direction by Alfred R.C. Selwyn, 

Govt. Geologist, 1864, image no vc300015. 
  



 
 

 

23 

Map 1: Location of the Study Area  
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Map 2: Extent of the Study Area 
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Map 3: Dry Stone Walls in the Study Area 

 
  



 
 

 

26 

Map 4 : Condition Ratings: 
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Start and end points for the DSWs, and their segments, were recorded using differential global positioning 

system (dGPS) to record the entire extent of the walls. Assessment of other dry stone walls on the property 

did not form part of the scope of works for this assessment. 

Details were taken of the fence type, dimensions and construction. The wall construction type for each 

portion was recorded using the nomenclature adapted from terminology used in Vines (1990) and Pickard 

(2009). The dimensions of the wall (width at base and cope, and the wall height) were recorded.  

Photographs were taken for each section (on one side of the wall and along the top of the wall). In addition 

notes were made on existing impacts to the wall. 

Construction Technique 

Notes were taken regarding the general appearance and the techniques used to construct the wall 

(‘refinedness’). The criteria used by Vines (1990) were used to assess this aspect (Table A7). As part of that 

assessment, notes were taken to determine the degree to which each section demonstrates the different 

attributes of dry stone wall construction.  

Table A7: Criteria Used for Assessing Construction Technique (from Vines 1990) 

Technique Description 

Unrefined 

The wall is simply a piling of stones intended to act as a supplement to other fencing material but 
which does not show evidence of skilful construction. Throughstones are absent, coping is irregular or 
non-existent, there is no plugging and often no evidence of double walling, hearting, courses of sorted 
stone. These walls have probably been built by farmers untrained in wall building techniques. 

Technically 
Competent 

The walls demonstrate basic aspects of dry stone wall construction but do not have the refinements of 
the better walls. Double walling with hearting and coping with throughs in the taller walls are always 
evident, but appearance was a secondary consideration. Therefore an uneven batter prevails and 
plugging is restricted to eliminating larger gaps and securing stones which may not be seated evenly. 
Professional wallers were almost certainly employed and, as they would have been required to work 
speedily, the lack of refinement could be explained in terms of economic construction. 

Refined Technique 

The basic construction techniques are combined with refinements to produce a wall that is decorative 
as well as functional. Coping stones are more carefully selected to create an even and more balanced 
effect. Plugging may be extensive depending on the available material but, where small stone is 
lacking, refinement is evident in more careful placement of stone to minimize gaps in the wall. These 
walls tend to be higher and associated with homesteads or other dwellings. They must have been built 
by skilled professional wallers and it is possible that stone masons versed in house construction were 
responsible for some walls. 

Specialist 
Technique 

Demonstrates specialist or unusual construction techniques designed for a particular function or 
aesthetic effect. For example, the split paling cope of the Western District walls or the sloping courses 
of “Greystones”. 

 

Within each wall, notes were taken on the degree of preservation (condition) using criteria that was adapted 

from Vines (1990). Those criteria are shown in Table 4. As part of that assessment, the number of extant 

stone courses in the dry stone wall was recorded and it was noted whether the wall appears to be original or 

rebuilt. Original walls usually have consistent colouring created by weathering and a layer of moss or lichen 

growth; rebuilt walls usually lack a moss or lichen coating (Vines 1990: 32). 
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Table A8: Criteria Used for Preservation Assessment 

Intactness Meaning 

Intact 

The wall appears to be intact with little sign of stone loss/collapse. For a double wall, the wall is 
structurally sound with ample evidence of hearting, plugging and coping stones.  Its associated 
fence (if relevant) is intact with the posts and wires in good condition; whilst some decay may be 
evident, the fence is still strong, upright and not broken. 

Largely Intact 

The majority of the wall (>75%) appears to be intact (as above) with little sign of stone 
loss/collapse and/or damage/decay to the fence to the fence. Small sections (<25%) may have 
suffered some damage, collapse or theft of stone. The associated fence is generally still 
functional. 

Partially Intact 

Approximately 25-75% of the wall appears to be intact (as above), but large sections have 
suffered damage, collapse or theft. There may only be 1-2 courses of stone remaining.  The 
associated fence may still be upright but is showing marked decay and wires are generally highly 
rusted or broken. 

Mostly Collapsed / 
Highly Impacted 

There is very little (<25%) of the wall left intact; there may be only a single course of stone 
remaining or stone may be scattered nearby. The associated fence (if applicable) is highly 
decayed and/or broken. 

Not Extant / Destroyed There is no longer any evidence of the dry stone wall in place. 

 

 


