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1 NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE EXPERT 

1.1 John William Patrick  
324 Victoria Street 
Richmond  Victoria 3121 

2 REASONS FOR ADDENDUM 

2.1 In light of new historical information introduced in the statement of evidence prepared by Dr. Christina Dyson on 
behalf of the City of Casey, and the revisions presented to the proposed heritage overlay, it is necessary to augment 
the report submitted to the Panel in January 2018. 

2.2 This Addendum addresses factual information introduced in Dr. Dyson’s statement (namely historical aerial 
photographs) which shed new light on elements of the site addressed in my previous assessment.  

2.3 This Addendum also addresses material cited in Dr. Dyson’s statement (namely the newsletters of the Victorian 
Chapter of the Australian Camellia Research Society, but also newspaper clippings included in a file held by the 
National Trust and a report of a 2018 visit to the site by Ms Jenny Happell) of which I was not previously aware but 
which I view as being of material importance to an understanding of Frederick Tuckfield’s Camellia-growing activities 
and garden. 

2.4 The statements that follow should be read in conjunction with my original evidence report, and supercede that report 
to the limited extent that those reports are inconsistent. 

3 IDENTITY OF THE PERSON WHO PREPARED THIS ADDENDUM 

3.1 John Patrick is the author of this Addendum. 

3.2 I have been assisted by Mr. Michael Cook, a landscape architect and heritage consultant in my office. 
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4 A SUMMARY OF THE OPINIONS OF THE EXPERT 

Stages of Garden Development 

4.1 Aerial photographs introduced in Dr. Dyson’s evidence assist in clarifying the sequential development of the gardens 
at 54-60 Manuka Road and the extent of a design that was likely provided by John Stevens in the late 1950s.  

4.2 The 1960 Aerial Photograph 

4.3 The 1960 aerial photograph shows very clearly the arrangement and the locations of new planting beds which are of 
a style consistent with the known John Stevens works. The bed layout seen in this photograph does present an 
organic, biomorphic design, albeit a softer one than the more famous works he completed around this time for 
commercial sites. It may be noted that the beds seen in the 1960 aerial photograph and which have been attributed 
to John Stevens occupy a comparatively limited footprint on the property. 

4.4 My office has prepared an indicative plan of comparison showing the location of these beds on contemporary satellite 
imagery of the property. This is attached to this Addendum as Appendix 1. 

4.5 It is notable that an entire section of this pre-1960 planting is no longer evident on the site, having been removed or 
altered substantially in the construction of the restaurant and front terrace.  

4.6 One of these beds, on the outside edge of the northern drive, is consistent in form to the bed shown on 1960 aerial 
photograph, but it has since been edged in stone and is comprised primarily of an Agapanthus planted border which 
appears recent in origin and would not be consistent with a planting style and selection that could accurately be 
attributed to John Stevens’ works on the site. The beds in the front terrace to the restaurant have been reworked by 
Mr. Chipperfield while retaining existing trees. As I have stated in my original report, this area has been effectively 
severed from the core area of gardens through the construction of the restaurant and the stone terracing and paths 
introduced by Mr. Chipperfield. I remain of the view that this area is not of heritage significance and would be correctly 
excluded from the overlay. 

4.7 The remaining area of garden beds which do appear to be consistent with the bedding shown in 1960 is that area 
which is generally south and southwest of the cottage, and which is largely equivalent with the area I identified in my 
report as being suggestive of a design by John Stevens. My evaluation of this area remains that it may be of some 
interest and significance, but that its integrity has been considerably reduced by the modifications undertaken by Mr. 
John Chipperfield, including the introduction of modern stone fabric and new plantings.  

4.8 I note also that the southern area of peripheral beds that is visible on the 1960 aerial and which we might cautiously 
refer to as ‘the John Stevens garden’ has possibly been extended somewhat further to the west along the southern 
boundary, in the stone-edged style favoured by Mr. Chipperfield. I would not consider these extensions to be of 
heritage significance, just as I would not ascribe significance to Mr. Chipperfield’s stone-walled pond adjacent to those 
extensions. 

4.9 The 1960 photograph shows that the trees in the western part of the front garden, west of the largest ‘Bur Oak’, do 
not date to any time older than these late 1950s works.  

4.10 I had previously assessed, in consultation with my colleague Mr. Michael Rogers, that the two other large oaks in the 
front garden were somewhat older than the late 1950s landscape works attributed to John Stevens, and had attributed 
these two trees to the older residential garden. The 1960 aerial photograph makes clear that these trees were not 
present on the site before Frederick Tuckfield took occupancy of it.  

4.11 It does not appear possible to ascertain whether the specific young trees visible in the 1960 photograph correspond 
to the Oak trees present on the site today, although given their present size it appears conceivable. These Oak trees, 
while of some interest for their size and character, have no direct relationship to the remaining John Stevens display 
beds and as we have now seen do not relate to older residential gardens on the property. I remain of the view that the 



54-60 Manuka Road, Berwick        
Evidence to Panel Hearing for Casey Planning Scheme Amendment C231 - Addendum 

 

JOHN PATRICK LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS PTY LTD | OFFICE REF: 17-0751  PAGE 3 

majority of the large trees on the property would be effectively managed through the existing Significant Landscape 
Overlay. 

4.12 The 1960 aerial photograph confirms my view, which concurs with the opinions expressed by Dr Dyson, that certain 
trees in the display beds south of the house predate the Stevens design and were incorporated into new display beds. 
I note that a number of the earlier mature trees visible in that aerial photograph in the area directly south of the house 
appear to no longer be present on the site today. 

The 1970 Aerial Photograph 

4.13 The 1970 photograph contains the first appearance of the Camellia ‘shelter’ or shadehouse in a known aerial 
photograph. The shadehouse is as we would expect it to appear from other accounts: a covered shelter which appears 
in the low resolution image to be solidly roofed but which I take to be timber lathe and/or shadecloth. Although no 
determination can be made using this photograph of the interior layout of the shadehouse in 1970, at that time it is 
understood to have been actively used by Frederick Tuckfield in camellia production and in the experimental 
development of new varieties, much of which is understood to have taken place with container-grown plants and 
seedlings, rather than planted out. I will return to this subject below. 

4.14 The 1970 aerial photograph also shows the addition of a rectilinear formal garden with circular central bed east of the 
shadehouse. Dr. Dyson’s evidence introduces (as fig 5.7, on pg 36) a newspaper photograph (attributed as Gazette, 

19 January 1968) of this formal garden, which appears to show simply edged beds containing a variety of shrubs and 
groundcovers. This garden appears on the evidence to be a subsequent introduction of the Tuckfields, rather than a 
part of the John Stevens works on the property.  

4.15 As referred to in my original report to the Panel, Mr. Chipperfield has said that he replaced this formal garden with the 
contemporary stonework beds and imported fountain found in this position today. Although the aerial photograph and 
the 1968 newspaper photograph imply that Mr. Chipperfield retained much of the overall layout of these formal beds, 
the material fabric of the beds and the plants they contain have been replaced and do not appear to reflect the original 
character of this area that is shown in the Gazette photograph.  

4.16 I am not aware of any specific argument in Dr. Dyson’s evidence for the heritage significance of this formal garden 
beyond the fact that the original version was installed during Tuckfield’s occupancy of the property and is adjacent to 
the ruins of the shadehouse. This formal garden has not been associated with the work of John Stevens on the 
property, and I am not aware of any Camellias or other plants in the current formal beds for which significance has 
been claimed. It also does not appear from the 1968 newspaper photograph that these sun-exposed beds were used 
as a display for Tuckfield’s Camellias. 

4.17 My view is that the formal garden that is present on the site today east of the shadehouse ruins is not of any heritage 
significance and would not be appropriately included in the heritage overlay. 

4.18 I would also note that within a report prepared by Ms Jenny Happell in regard to Camellias on the site, and which is 
included in materials on which Dr. Dyson has relied in her statement of evidence, Ms. Happell assesses the 1970 
aerial photograph as showing three rows of Camellias (Happell pg. 3).  

4.19 In my view, Ms. Happell is mistaken in her review of the aerial photograph, as the then-covered shadehouse is located 
to the north of the three rows of plants she identifies, which correspond to the location of the citrus plantation on the 
site today. Ms. Happell makes further reference to three rows in assessing a 2014 aerial photograph, which I have not 
seen but which I would expect continues to mistakenly reference the citrus plantation rather than any layout of Camellia 
plants. I understand there is agreement that the citrus plantation is not of heritage significance. 

Frederick Tuckfield’s Camellia Activities 

4.20 In the report from Ms. Happell which has been relied upon by Dr. Dyson, Ms. Happell makes observations about the 
“Camellia ground.” While unfortunately to my knowledge no photograph has been produced showing the interior of 
the shadehouse prior to its present ruinous condition, I note that Mr. Chipperfield has indicated that he introduced the 
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interior stonework and that he planted out Camellias that had previously been grown in small containers and biscuit 
tins. This is consistent with what has been documented of Frederick Tuckfield’s Camellia growing activities.  

4.21 I have reviewed excerpts from two period sources of information which Dr. Dyson has reported upon—the newsletters 
of the Victorian Branch of the Australian Camellia Research Society, which are held in the collection of the State 
Library of Victoria, and a small number of newspaper clippings collected in the National Trust’s 1970s-era file about 
the property.  

4.22 Consistent in these sources are references to Mr. Tuckfield’s considerable skill in growing Camellias in containers, a 
subject on which he lectured repeatedly to the ACRS’ Victorian Branch during the 1960s and early 1970s (September 
1962, June 1965, May 1970). Another lecture was titled ‘Breeding a New Cultivar,’ (September 1969) and the 
newsletter’s summary is indicative of the ambitions and extent of his breeding program, which it would seem would 
have involved substantial numbers of containerised stock plants and seedlings.    

4.23 Insight into Mr. Tuckfield’s preference for container-grown Camellias is found in the report of his June 1965 
presentation to the Society’s meeting, which summarises that “he considered a 3 ft. plant with 5 blooms was a most 
desirable specimen showing all the character of the variety."  

4.24 A talk from Mr. Tuckfield at the September 1968 meeting also emphasised the priority he placed on pruning to keep 
bushes ‘a reasonable size’ and prevent overcrowding, which made them more insect prone. As we learn in the 
newsletters’ summaries of earlier talks, this was a particular concern for him as his skill with containers allowed large 
numbers of plants to be grown tightly together, and his encouragement of pollinator bees and native birds on his 
property made him treat the use of chemical pesticides with great care and restraint. 

4.25 In addition to reports of his presentations, 1960s editions of the ACRS newsletter, which at that time consisted mostly 
of reports of the society’s monthly meetings, contain repeated reports of the unusual plants which Mr. Tuckfield brought 
in container to the meetings. This is apparent in Dr. Dyson’s summary of plants frequently exhibited by Tuckfield at 

these meetings (which he did alongside the plants and blooms brought in by other members)—her summary list of 
these reports (Dyson Section 5.2.1, pg. 27) is largely comprised of seedlings, bonsai specimens, and other plants 
grown in container.  

4.26 Reports in the Society newsletters of organised visits to the Tuckfield property usually lacked detail on the plants 
viewed. However, the most effusive of these reports, a September 1966 report on a September 12th Open Day at the 
property notes “The Shadehouse was as usual a centre of attraction and though only a shadow of itself under the 
unfavourable [weather] conditions was still a great joy. Quite outstanding were four lovely blooms of his deep pink 
Reticulata seedling – and then 3 seedling Japonicas – one a flamingo pink of lovely hose in hose form which promises 
to be a real winner.”  

4.27 I would note here that in review of these newsletters, it is evident that Muriel Tuckfield, Mr. Tuckfield’s wife and widow, 
was also quite active in the Victorian Branch of the Camellia Society. Mrs. Tuckfield was not elected to the Society’s 
executive and did not lecture to its meetings as Mr. Tuckfield did repeatedly (in the 1960s newsletters, with the 
exception of winners of the judged bloom competitions, named contributors to the Society’s meetings are almost 
exclusively male). However, it is apparent in the newsletters that not only did Mrs. Tuckfield make a considerable 
contribution to the social functions of the Society, but that she was noted as a recurring winner in seasonal Blooms 
competitions. It is likely that her role in her husband’s Camellia growing and experimentation activities was greater 
than has generally been presented in the current and preceding heritage studies, and that this may be seen to shed 
new light on her removal of a portion of the Camellia collection from the property during the sale. 

4.28 Returning to the content and presentation of the collection, Dr. Dyson refers to a 1968 Gazette article containing the 
declaration that “in the shade-house are to be found the real gems fo the Tuckfield camellia collection. For some of 
the plants, camellia fanciers all over the world would be prepared to pay fabulous prices” (Dyson pg. 37—despite the 
citation referring to the National Trust file, this clipping is not present in a digital scan of the file which was produced 
by the Trust and so I am reliant on Dr. Dyson’s quotation and contextualisation).  

4.29 Given the content of the Camellia Society newsletters and from other newspaper sources, it appears highly plausible 
that many of the described ‘gems’ of the collection were grown by the Tuckfields in container. This is because they 
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were intentionally maintained as bonsai specimens, in general to maintain them at functional sizes, because 
containers allowed plants to be easily rearranged in favour of novelty, because they were seedlings produced in 
experimenting with new and unusual traits and destined for further genetic crosses, and for ease of transport to society 
meetings and public floral competitions. The 1968 newspaper writer’s appraisal of the plants’ saleability to collectors 
would also seem to be predicated on transportable plants that were not encumbered by extensive in-ground root 
systems.  

4.30 A 1975 Herald article included in the National Trust file discusses the property’s then-impending auction and reports 

that “Hundreds of potted shrubs – including camellias, for which Mr Tuckfield was perhaps best known – are part of 
the property.” (NT file B3805) 

4.31 I note the consistent reporting—from Mr. Chipperfield, from Dr. Dyson’s evidence and the statement of significance 
she has prepared, and from preceding studies—that Muriel Tuckfield removed a number of conceivably quite notable 
Camellia plants prior to the completion of the sale to Mr. Chipperfield. Although this reporting does not eliminate the 
possibility that unusual individual plants and rare cultivars may be present on the property today, it certainly calls into 
some doubt the rarity and diversity that has been attributed to the remaining collection of Camellia plants—now 
exclusively planted in ground—which can be found on the property today.  

4.32 Based on the superlative descriptions which Dr. Dyson collected of Mr. Tuckfield’s collection during his lifetime, it is 
understandable that his widow and active partner in growing and selecting the plants and flowers for competition would 
have wished to retain as many of the gems of this collection, a desire which their extensive use of containers made 
much easier to accomplish. 

4.33 The reports of Mr. Tuckfield’s lectures (and views on the subject sometimes expressed by other members of the 
Camellia society in their newsletter) make clear that growing Camellias in container was not an easy or straightforward 
process. It is understandable, in the absence of the same practice and objectives in gardening, that this would not 
have been a format or collection that Mr. Chipperfield could easily maintain following his purchase of this property and 
the remainder of the Camellias. 

4.34 Given Mr. Chipperfield’s subsequent interventions, I do not think that useful conclusions can be drawn about the 
original scope and layout of plantings inside the shadehouse based on its current condition. The material fabric present 
in the shadehouse, having been substantially altered during Mr. Chipperfield’s ownership, does not illustrate the tools 
and methodologies of the Tuckfields’ reported growing activities and is, in my view, in its altered form and ruinous 
condition of only very minor historical interest. 

4.35 I have been consistent in my view and advice to the present owner that the plants within the Shadehouse should be 
audited and accurately identified by an expert during flowering. Any finding of scientific significance of the remaining 
Camellia plants would appear to me to need first to be predicated on an accurate identification of the plants and upon 
their availability to future breeders. 

The Garden’s Aesthetic Significance 

4.36 I remain of the view that the aesthetic integrity of the Stevens garden design has been substantially diminished by 
time and by alterations subsequently undertaken. Through formalisation, overgrowth, in-fill plantings, crowding and 
the later introduction of ill-considered plant selections and built elements, the aesthetic impact we might assume for 
John Stevens’ original design is no longer the defining contemporary experience of the garden. 

4.37 While it is true, as Dr. Dyson notes, that growth and evolution is a characteristic of all living landscapes, the disparate 
tastes and priorities of subsequent owners and managers can substantially transform the material qualities and 
experience of an existing garden, even where some evidence of the original layout is retained. 

4.38 This is what has happened at 54-60 Manuka Road in Berwick. While I accept that the remaining layout of display beds 
introduced by John Stevens may have some historical significance, I disagree with Dr. Dyson’s conclusion that the 
contemporary garden is of aesthetic significance and that it can contribute substantially to the understanding or 
appreciation of John Stevens work.  
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4.39 In my view, the heritage overlay in the front (western) portion of the property would appropriately be drawn 
conservatively, taking in only those elements which are associated with the historical values of the site (the John 
Stevens garden beds and elements of the older residential garden in the vicinity of the house). In this approach, the 
northern boundary planting of Cypress would be correctly included within the overlay, but the western boundary 
planting along Manuka Road would be appropriately excluded and managed through the existing Significant 
Landscape Overlay. 

4.40 My office has prepared a “track changes” revision of the proposed Statement of Significance which was included in 
Appendix 2 to Dr. Dyson’s evidence, reflecting my assessment of the significant landscape elements as presented 
here and in my original submission. I have attached this suggested revision as Appendix 2 to this Addendum.  

5 PROVISIONAL OPINIONS. 

5.1 None. 

6 INACCURACIES AND ADDITIONAL MATTERS. 

6.1 To my knowledge, there are no inaccuracies in this report or matters related to landscape assessment and design 
which fall outside my expertise. 

6.2 I have made all the enquiries that I believe are desirable and appropriate and no matters of significance, which I regard 
as relevant, have to my knowledge been withheld from the Panel. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
John Patrick 
John Patrick Landscape Architects Pty Ltd  



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 1: 

Comparative Plan of 1960 Garden Beds 



2018 NearMap satellite image, with 1960 overlay

1960 aerial photograph, with overlay of apparent John Stevens planting beds 

1960 aerial photograph of 54-60 Manuka Road, Berwick, georeferenced to road network



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 2: 

Suggested Revision to the  

Proposed Statement of Significance
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What is Significant?  
Clover Cottage and gardens, at 54-60 Manuka Road, Berwick. The significant elements of the place 
are:  

 The collection of Camellia species and varieties, many of which were bred, grown and 
planted by Frederick Tuckfield c.1955-1973.  

 Remaining elements of a The front (or western) display garden, its design and, planting, 
layout and materials, designed by landscape consultant John Stevens c.1955, incorporating 
earlier plantings and the pre-existing residential garden immediate to associated with the 
dwellingcottage.  

 The specimen tree of Quercus macrocarpa Bur Oak Red Oak (Quercus rubra) in the front 
garden of the cottage (at the rearsoutheast corner of the modern restaurant building)  

 The red-brick based glasshouse, remnant paving, timber shadehouse remains, and adjoining 
display garden, c.1960-65  

 The timber residence c.1900 with later additions, to the extent of its location on the lot, the 
form of the building and roof.  

 The northern boundary plantings of Cypress and Pine  
 
The following structures and elements are not significant: all modern shelters, pergolas, carports, 
garages, rotundas, and the 1980s restaurant,; all modern paving, garden beds, trees and plantings; 
andall modern stone walls; at the front of the modern restaurant, the front entrance gates, and 
carparking areas, the fountains imported from France and England c. 1980s (with the exception of 
the c.1802 hand-carved convict sandstone fountain imported from Tasmania),; and the imported 
fountains and imported c.1850 gates and front fence at the front of the restaurant.  
 
How is it significant?  
Clover Cottage and gardens are of local historical, and aesthetic, technical and scientific significance 
to the City of Casey.  
 
Why is it significant?  
Historically, the timber residence c.1900 and the early mature specimens of exotic trees associated 
with the cottage (now part of the c.1955 front ‘display’ garden), are significant as fabric which 
represents the late nineteenth century development of small self-sufficient farms the early 
twentieth century residential development and investment in small farm lots in the suburban areas 
immediate to township settlements such as Berwick. Although the timber cottage itself is altered, 
and the trees from this period have been incorporated into a later design, the cottage's form and 
materials, and its location and setting clearly denote it as a Victorian farmhouse. Its location on a 
large (if reduced from the original 21 acres) lot, and placement, set well back from Manuka Road, on 
a rise above Cardinia Creek clearly distinguish it from other similar building types from the same 
period in the township of Berwick. (Criterion A)  

Of further historical significance is are the remaining remains of a front ‘display’ garden designed by 
John Stevens, as a rare surviving (albeit substantially altered) example of this prominent landscape 
consultant’s early residential work, which survives with a high degree of integrity. There are no other 
known examples of a designed residential landscape from the mid twentieth century within the 
municipality. Other examples of designed landscapes are generally public, or much earlier Victorian 
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designs (although few are associated with a proven designer), or have been substantially altered 
through subdivision or simplification, such as 'Edrington', 'Hillsley', 'Eyre Court' and 'Tulliallan'. The 
only other comparable example from this mid-twentieth century period is the home gardener 
designed cactus collection and exotic garden at 4 Central Road, Hampton Park (HO124), which is a 
modest residential garden. (Criterion A, and B and G)  
 
The front ‘display’ garden is of aesthetic significance as a design which creates a sense of overall 
enclosure, with a series of enclosed spaces within, represented by intimate walks and spaces, garden 
rooms and large shrubberies which separate broad swathes of open lawn. The design, which 
incorporated existing mature trees, creates a sense of anticipation through its use of the shrubberies 
and serpentine lines to create contrasts between light and dark spaces, provide contrasts in texture 
and create filtered landscape views. (Criterion E)  
 
The mature exotic garden commissioned by Frederick Tuckfield and designed by John Stevens is of 
historical (associative) significance for its direct and strong association with Stevens and Tuckfield, as 
evidenced through: the integrity of surviving elements of Stevens' surviving garden design (including 
a portion of the layout and some, materials, plantings) specifically designed as a display garden for 
Tuckfields's substantial Camellia collection;  

 the large number of Camellia species, varieties and forms which survive throughout the 
garden, which were collected, bred, grown or developed by Frederick Tuckfield.  

 
The direct association with both Stevens and Tuckfield is evident both in the physical fabric set out 
above, as well as through from documentary and oral sources, including verbal recordings of John 
Stevens, local and State newspaper articles relating to the community and scientific use of the place 
and the Camellia collection, records of the Australian Camellia Research Society, and records of the 
plants developed by Tuckfield held by the Camellia Society of Victoria. The now mature layer of mid-
twentieth century planting, in particular the Camellia collection, along with the remnant shadehouse 
and adjacent display garden, the brick-based glasshouse and paving enriches the historical and 
associative significance of the place to Frederick Tuckfield. as it clearly demonstrates the passion and 
interest of Tuckfield in collecting, breeding and creating new Camellia varieties, and furthering the 
genus. (Criterion A and H)  
 
The camellia collection itself, in its setting, is of scientific significance as a rare and unusually large 
and diverse private collection of the genus in a residential setting. (Criterion F) 

The garden, the camellias, the shadehouse and glasshouse, are historically significant as the 
material, tools and setting for Tuckfield’s nationally recognised efforts in camellia research, 
especially with regard to C. reticulata seedlings, and as rare surviving evidence of Tuckfield’s 
contributions to an important era in Victorian horticulture with respect to camellias. The camellia 
collection is a potential resource for the ongoing study and conservation of rare and historic 
camellias. The mature Bur Oak Quercus macrocarpa is of botanical significance as a particularly 
outstanding example of its species. (Criteria A, C and F) 


