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Executive Summary
Overview
This report presents the findings of a review of five heritage conservation areas (hereafter referred to
as HCAs) across the Newcastle Local Government Area. The purpose of the review was to define the
current heritage significance of each area, produce desired future character statements, assess the
appropriateness of boundaries, examine the development control framework and the relevant
planning context, identify what items contribute to or detract from each area, and understand what the
community values about these areas. The review also investigated a number of potential new HCAs.

Chapter one contains an overview of the project, report purpose, Newcastle 2030 Community
Strategic Plan objectives, alignment with the Heritage Strategy, provides a definition of a conservation
area, clarifies the conservation principles, defines how they are determined, provides an explanation
of the concept of contributory buildings, and provides an explanation of the report methodology.
Chapter two summarises the history of the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area, discusses it's
gazettal, provides a physical description of Cooks Hill, identifies previous heritage studies, assesses
the heritage significance using the NSW Heritage Act criteria, provides a comparative assessment,
identifies the threatening processes that could undermine the character of Cooks Hill, presents a
statement of desired future character, identifies and maps the contributory buildings of the area,
presents a summary of the Newcastle Voice community surveys results, and discusses the
boundaries of the area. Key findings are provided in a summary table at the end of the chapter.
Chapter three summarises the history of the Hamilton South Garden Suburb Heritage Conservation
Area, discusses it's gazettal, provides a physical description of the Garden Suburb, identifies previous
heritage studies, assesses the heritage significance using the NSW Heritage Act criteria, provides a
comparative assessment, identifies the threatening processes that could undermine the character of
the Garden Suburb, presents a statement of desired future character, identifies and maps the
contributory buildings of the area, presents a summary of the Newcastle Voice community surveys
results, and discusses the boundaries of the area. Key findings are provided in a summary table at
the end of the chapter.
Chapter four briefly summarises the history of the Hamilton Business Centre Heritage Conservation
Area, discusses it's gazettal, provides a physical description of Hamilton Business area HCA,
assesses the heritage significance using the NSW Heritage Act criteria, identifies and maps the
contributory buildings of the area, and discusses the boundaries of the area. Key findings are
provided in a summary table at the end of the chapter.

Page | 1

Chapter five summarises the history of The Hill Heritage Conservation Area, discusses its history and
gazettal, provides a physical description of The Hill, identifies previous heritage studies, assesses the
heritage significance using the NSW Heritage Act criteria, provides a comparative assessment,
identifies the threatening processes that could undermine the character of The Hill, presents a
statement of desired future character, identifies and maps the contributory buildings of the area,
presents a summary of the Newcastle Voice community surveys results, and discusses the
boundaries of the area. Key findings are provided in a summary table at the end of the chapter.
Chapter six summarises the history of the Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Area, discusses it's
gazettal, provides a physical description of the area, identifies previous heritage studies, assesses the
heritage significance using the NSW Heritage Act criteria, provides a comparative assessment,
identifies the threatening processes that could undermine the character of Newcastle East, presents a
statement of desired future character, identifies and maps the contributory buildings of the area,
presents a summary of the Newcastle Voice community surveys results, and discusses the
boundaries of the area. Key findings are provided in a summary table at the end of the chapter.
Chapter seven introduces the rationale for assessing two potential heritage conservation areas at
Hamilton and The Junction. The proposed Hamilton Residential HCA is described in terms of its
history, physical description, previous heritage studies are discussed, and its cultural significance is
assessed using the NSW Heritage Act criteria. A comparative assessment is provided along with a
future character statement presented. The proposed Junction federation cottages HCA is introduced
along with a discussion of its history including the findings of the Land and Environment Court appeal
of 2005. The heritage significance is assessed along with a comparative assessment and contributory
buildings. The findings are summarised in a table at the end of the chapter.
Chapter eight provides an overview of the planning and regulatory framework, discusses the
applicable planning instruments including the Local Environmental Plan and Development Control
Plan, and discusses the Heritage Technical Manual and its application to the management of the
areas. A brief introduction to the land use zones is provided and findings for future work are contained
in a table at the end of the chapter.
Chapter nine is a list of the reference documents used to compile the review.
Appendix A provides the key results of the Newcastle Voice Community Surveys on a single page,
followed by the full report.
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Where are we up to in the review process?
Heritage Strategy identifies need for review

Project Plan prepared

Cooks Hill HCA reviewed - fieldwork and community surveys undertaken
Cooks Hill fieldwork, industry workshops, community surveys

Cooks Hill Design Guidelines and updates to Heritage Technical Manual

Hamilton South fieldwork and community surveys. Hamilton Business Area fieldwork

The Hill and Newcastle East fieldwork and community surveys

Preparation of draft report

Report to Council for endorsement for public exhibition

We are here

Public Exhibition

Final report to Council for adoption

Implement actions including any LEP or DCP amendment processes
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

This report presents the findings of a review of five heritage conservation areas (hereafter referred to
as HCAs) across the Newcastle Local Government Area. The current HCAs are included in Part 2,
Schedule 5 of the Newcastle Local Environmental Plan 2012 (LEP). Each of these areas is identified
in accompanying heritage maps to the LEP. They comprise 1:
•

Cooks Hill

•

Hamilton South 'Garden Suburb'

•

Hamilton Business Centre

•

The Hill

•

Newcastle East

The review also investigated a number of potential new HCAs. Each of these is discussed in Chapter
7 of this report.

The review commenced in February 2014 and concluded in October 2015. It was prepared by staff of
the Strategic Planning Unit, Newcastle City Council under the direction of Council's Heritage
Strategist. The community surveys undertaken as part of this review were conducted on behalf of
Strategic Planning by Newcastle City Council Communications Unit (Newcastle Voice).

The project plan comprised the following tasks:
•

Review the heritage significance of all five heritage conservation areas in accordance with
NSW Office of Environment and Heritage guidelines.

•

Identify and define building styles and key elements of heritage value within each heritage
conservation area.

•

Undertake fieldwork to identify the contributory buildings and identify these using mapping
software for publication in the Heritage Technical Manual. Give each building a contributory,
neutral or non-contributory rating and define a policy for managing contributory buildings.

•

Review the boundaries of the heritage conservation areas to ensure they continue to reflect
the heritage significance of each and analyse the planning framework including development
controls. Examine whether the areas should be managed as individual areas for development
assessment purposes.

•

Commission an external heritage architect to develop a series of design options for the
various building styles. These are to be included in the Heritage Technical Manual.

1

The City Centre HCA was recently subject to LEP and DCP amendments by the NSW Department of Planning. It was
therefore determined to be outside the scope of this review.
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•

Conduct a community survey in each HCA to determine what residents value about their
particular HCA and what role Council should have in controlling development.

•

Consult with the architectural and building design industry on acceptable design options for
the Newcastle DCP and Technical Manual.

1.1

Purpose of this report

This report brings together the findings of the conservation area review project and presents the
information as a consolidated heritage review report for the purposes of public exhibition and
consultation. Feedback on this document will be sought from Council, the heritage conservation
sector, the housing design and construction industry, agencies and stakeholder groups, residents of
the HCAs, and the broader Newcastle community.

The draft document is to be reported to Council at its meeting of 24 November 2015. A resolution of
Council will be sought to place the document on public exhibition for a minimum period of six weeks.
Submissions received will be used to refine and improve the document. Where appropriate, the
content and/or recommendations contained in this report may be amended.

1.2

Newcastle 2030 Community Strategic Plan

Newcastle 2030 is a shared community vision developed as a guide to inform policies and actions
throughout the city for the next twenty years. To guide the City forward, seven strategic directions
have been set to guide the implementation of this vision. This project aligns with the Newcastle 2030
Community Strategic Plan principles, and will contribute to a liveable and distinctive built environment,
vibrant and activated public places and open and collaborative leadership.
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Through the CSP, the Newcastle community has strongly expressed its aspiration that moving
towards 2030, local heritage will be valued, enhanced and celebrated. Overall, Council aims to ensure
that the significant aspects of the City's heritage are identified, cared for, celebrated and appropriately
managed on behalf of residents and visitors of Newcastle. The intention is to ensure that decisions
about heritage places are made with due regard to heritage significance, and that opportunities to
strengthen or better appreciate heritage significance are undertaken.

1.3

Alignment with Newcastle Heritage Strategy 2013-2017

The Newcastle Heritage Strategy 2013-2017 provides a framework for Council to work towards
achieving the aspirations of the community articulated in the 2030 Community Strategic Pan. The
Heritage Strategy is a strategic framework to guide Council’s approach to the management of
heritage in the Newcastle local government area. It is drawn from the principles of the Newcastle
2030 Community Strategic Plan (CSP) (City of Newcastle, 2013) and the Newcastle Heritage Policy
2013. The Heritage Strategy 2013-2017 provides detailed actions and an implementation framework
based on the key strategic directions of the CSP and Newcastle Heritage Policy 2013.

This review delivers on several strategies as follows:

Strategy 1 - Knowing our heritage - enhancing our community's knowledge of and regard for local
heritage items and places
Strategy 2 -Protecting our heritage - Council will protect and conserve the City’s heritage places for
the benefit of everyone
Strategy 3 -Supporting our heritage - Council will protect the integrity of heritage places by ensuring
consistent and sympathetic uses, physical and aesthetic treatments and outstanding interpretations
Strategy 4 - Promoting our heritage – Newcastle’s significant heritage places are a unique historical
resource and represent an asset for the continuing educational, cultural and economic enrichment of
the region.

1.4

What is a heritage conservation area?

A heritage conservation area is a geographic area recognised for a range of physical characteristics
that collectively have been found to have heritage significance. HCAs are usually identified through a
heritage study process or comprehensive heritage assessment and will exhibit a range of heritage
values that the community deems is worthy of preservation. Heritage conservation areas are typically
distinguished from other places and surroundings by their history, streetscapes, landscape or other
physical attributes that are deemed to have heritage value.
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Heritage conservation areas are more than a collection of individual heritage items. According to the
NSW Heritage Council, they are places in which the historical origins and relationships between
various elements creates a sense of place that is worth keeping. 2

Depending on the degree of heritage significance, heritage conservation areas may be statutorily
recognised in national, state and local heritage registers. In New South Wales, there are heritage
conservation areas listed on the NSW State Heritage Register subject to the provisions of the NSW
Heritage Act 1977, including Braidwood and the Rocks precinct. At the local government level, HCAs
may be included in the heritage schedules of LEPs. In such cases, the standard instrument heritage
provisions of the NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 apply and will govern the
circumstances in which development is permitted.

A heritage conservation area is determined by examining its heritage significance and by identifying
the special characteristics that make up that significance. These characteristics can include the
subdivision pattern, the consistency of the building stock, or common building and construction
materials. Heritage conservation areas will usually demonstrate aspects of our cultural, economic and
social history, and patterns of change and development over time. These elements will provide
evidence of how Australians have responded physically, emotionally, socially and architecturally to
their environment; and how places have been occupied, used, ignored, refined, degraded or
associated with Australian history over time.

1.5

Conservation principles

As the second oldest city in the State, Newcastle's heritage is embodied in its history of work and
industry, its historic buildings, its rich cultural landscape and working harbour. This heritage
contributes to Newcastle's identity as an important place of maritime and economic activity, and to its
identity as a place which has a rich social fabric, and an interesting environment.

The approach to managing change to a HCA is derived from the Australia International Council on
Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) Charter for Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance (The
Burra Charter). The Burra Charter is the foundation of the heritage conservation sector in Australia
and is the industry standard for managing change to heritage places. This review of heritage
conservation areas is based on the following Burra Charter approaches•

Change should be based on an understanding of heritage significance

•

Change should respect the heritage significance of the item, site, streetscape and/or area.

•

Change should be managed in accordance with an appropriate conservation policy.

A key principle is that the sum of the parts is equally important as the individual features themselves
and explains why the cumulative impact of change is an important consideration. This is often not well

2

Heritage Conservation Areas: Guidelines for Managing Change. Heritage Office and Department of Urban
Affairs and Planning, 1996. ISBN 0 7310 6224 8
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understood. Where buildings positively reinforce the character of a HCA, they will need to be retained
to conserve the significance of the HCA.

1.6

How are heritage conservation areas determined?

Heritage conservation areas are determined using an objective, evidence based process established
by the Burra Charter of Australia ICOMOS 3. Under the methodologies contained in the Burra Charter,
the significance of an area is defined and assessed, typically through a heritage study or community
based heritage study, and its comparative values are established. This is achieved by applying the
NSW Heritage criteria, which is defined under the NSW Heritage Act 1977.

1.7

Contributory buildings

There are three levels of contribution that buildings can make in a HCA. The contribution of any
particular building to streetscape, character or heritage significance will guide the approach to
development and assist in determining the degree of change that will be permitted. Each level of
contribution is explained in the table below.

This review has undertaken field surveys to identify the contribution of every building in each HCA
and Contributory building maps have been prepared. These maps are to be inserted into the Heritage
Technical Manual, and published on Council's website. It is intended that these maps will be updated
annually.

Contributory buildings
Contributory buildings make a significant contribution to the character of heritage conservation area
and streetscapes. Typically they will retain a high proportion of original features and alterations are
generally reversible.

Contributory buildings are an important resource for the interpretation and

understanding of the history and development pattern of the area. Such buildings will contribute to the
overall heritage value of the area. The appearance of a principal or significant frontage should be
retained, with alterations and additions located at the rear of contributory buildings.
Neutral buildings
Neutral buildings do not contribute or detract from the significant character of the heritage
conservation area or streetscape. They include buildings that are associated with an area’s historic
development but may have been altered, or their intactness reduced over time. Neutral buildings may
also be new sympathetic development or infill that sits well within a streetscape. It is preferable to
keep such buildings and restore elements to increase the contribution of the buildings to the
streetscape.

3

The Burra Charter: The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance, Australia ICOMOS,
2013. ISBN 0 9578528 4 3
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Non Contributory buildings
Non-contributory buildings are intrusive to the streetscape owing to their inappropriate scale, bulk,
setback, roof treatment, atypical garage arrangements or materials. Non-contributory buildings will
often detract from the streetscape and are suited to redevelopment. The redevelopment of noncontributory buildings provides an opportunity for new development to reinforce the character of the
area. Non-contributory buildings provide locations for appropriate infill development.

1.8

Methodology

The NSW Heritage criteria, defined in the NSW Heritage Act 1977, are the foundation of the NSW
heritage assessment system and are enshrined in the heritage assessment guidelines of the NSW
Heritage Council. This review is based on these guidelines, 4 as the standard methodology for
assessing heritage significance. The document "Heritage Conservation Areas", best practice
guidelines of the NSW Heritage Council was also used.

This review has conducted a literature review of previous heritage studies relating to the heritage
conservation areas, and an analysis of new information, including the results of the fieldwork,
historical updates, and the community surveys.

An important element of heritage significance is social value - that is, the esteem people place on an
item or HCA. In order to seek the views of each community residing in the HCAs in a robust and
objective manner, the review has included a series of community surveys. These surveys were
conducted on behalf of the project team by Newcastle Voice, and the results are included within each
HCA chapter. The results have been treated as the baseline data to explore the social significance of
each heritage conservation area.

4

NSW Heritage Office 2001, Heritage Assessment Guidelines, ISBN 1 876415 53 3
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Chapter Two - Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area

CHAPTER TWO
COOKS HILL HERITAGE CONSERVATION
AREA
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Chapter Two - Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area

2.1

Introduction

This report presents the findings of the review of the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area. The current
boundaries and location of the Cooks Hill HCA are as reproduced in Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1 - Cooks Hill HCA - current boundary
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2.2

Heritage Status - Cooks Hill

Cooks Hill was first listed as an Urban Conservation Area by the National Trust of Australia (NSW) on 27 April
1981. The area extended in a southerly direction from Laman Street to Bull Street, and was bounded to the east
by Railway Street and to the west by Union Street.

The area was included in the heritage schedule of Newcastle Local Environmental Plan 1987 as Amendment
No. 52, Government Gazette 3 July 1992 as “HCA”. The Hill and Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Areas
were gazetted at the same time. Following a resolution of Council in 1996, the boundaries of the Cooks Hill
Heritage Conservation Area were extended, with changes gazetted on 21 June 1996 and 19 September 1997 to
include the area south of Bull Street through to Young Street, including Centennial Park.

At the time of its gazettal, Council adopted Development Control provisions for The Hill, Cooks Hill, and
Newcastle East within DCP 44. Council adopted guidelines developed in 1996 by Godden Mackay in a study of
the heritage areas.

2.2

History

This history is drawn from a number of secondary sources including histories compiled within heritage impact
assessments, heritage studies and previous Council documents. The reports are available in the Local Studies
Collection of Newcastle Region Library.

Settlement in Cooks Hill was initiated in response to demand for housing for the coal miners who worked the
Australian Agricultural Company’s pits east of Darby Street. The AA Company’s first mine, the A Pit, was
established in 1831 near the corner of Church and Brown Streets, followed shortly after by the opening of the B
Pit in 1835 at the eastern end of Pitt Street (now Queen Street). It was the B Pit, together with the C, F and Sea
pits that led to the urban development of Cooks Hill. The most prolific of these pits, the Sea pit, opened in 1888
to the east of Darby Street (near Nesca Park) and it operated until 1916. At its peak, the Sea pit employed 790
men under ground and 160 above. Railway lines in Brooks Street transported the coal from these pits to the
harbour.

The demand for housing and the increase in population in Cooks Hill led the AA Company to start to divide up
their land holdings to sell to their workers. The chief surveyor of the AA Company, George Elder Darby, was
handed the task of laying out town allotments of the company’s estate. The first auction was held in April 1853
and comprised thirty-two quarter acre lots in Darby Street which sold for £30 each. Many of the purchasers were
miners employed in the nearby mines.

Early residential development in Cooks Hill tended to be located east of Bruce Street and north of Bull Street.
West of Bruce Street development was prevented by swampy land and the presence of the Newcastle Coal and
Copper Company’s railway, which brought coal from mines in the Burwood estate (Merewether). Built in 1851

Page | 13

Chapter Two - Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area

the railway cut a swathe through the AA Company’s lands, and was a significant catalyst in the breaking of the
AA Company’s monopoly on the mining and sale of coal. Coal continued to be hauled to the port along this
railway until the mid-twentieth century.

The AA Company provided land and money for the building of St John’s Anglican Church in 1857, together with
a rectory and a school. With the employment provided by the mines by 1861, there were 22 houses in the area,
which were a mix of brick and timber miners’ cottages. Many of the streets started to be formally named after
men connected to the AA Company including Darby, Dawson, Bruce, Corlette, Parry and Bull Streets. As the
population continued to grow it came to be dominated by small cottages and closely built terrace houses that
were said to resemble the workers’ housing of English industrial cities.

Sales brochures of the 1860s reveal insights into the cost and nature of housing in Cooks Hill. In the early
1860s, a two storey wooden cottage on Bruce Street could be bought for £250, and were marketed to the
workers of the area.

Development accelerated in the 1870s when investors began to build rental accommodation, shops, hotels and
factories. By 1870, Darby Street had five hotels, a foundry, nineteen shops with adjoining residences, two
surgeries with residences and numerous houses. Referred to as the “drinking man’s paradise”, at one time there
were ten hotels in Cooks Hill. By the 1880s, Cooks Hill was firmly established as a thriving village and was
officially named Cooks Hill in 1885 following the opening of the Cooks Hill Public School in Laman Street. The
name Cooks Hill is reputed to be derived from Thomas Cook, a wealthy owner of an impressive residence that
stood at the rise of land at the intersection of Auckland and Laman Streets.

In 1864, five acres of AA Company land between Melville (Union) and Bruce Streets was leased to the
Newcastle Cricket Club for the establishment of a cricket ground. The first match was played in 1867. Catering
to the demand for after-match drinks between opposing teams, the Cricketer’s Arms hotel was constructed in
1869 was constructed on the west side of Bruce Street just south of Bull Street (opposite the current day
Cricketer’s Arms). The Oriental Hotel was also erected at this time on the corner of Bull and Bruce Streets. In
1889, the Newcastle Cricket Club voted to provide members a lawn bowling facility, with the City Bowling Club
established on the southern end of the cricket ground. In 1888 the AA Company set aside 5.5 acres of land for a
park as a centennial gift and aptly named Centennial Park. Terrace houses, a benevolent asylum and a lying-in
hospital were built on the north edge of the park along Parry Street.

The presence of Centennial Park brought increased property values in its vicinity. Although Cooks Hill had
evolved as an essentially working class suburb, there were many middle class residents such as William Arnott
the biscuit maker, whose own family home was built on Union Street and who lived in Cooks Hill. Many fine
houses were also built throughout the Cooks Hill in the 1880s and beyond.
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In 1880, St Andrews Presbyterian church was built at the corner of Laman and Auckland Streets to a design by
the prominent architect Frederick Menkens followed by another of Menken’s commissions in 1889 with the
building of the Baptist Tabernacle.

The last of the AA Company’s mines in the area closed in 1916 and this saw many of the miners move to other
coal fields in the Hunter Valley. However, the proximity of Cooks Hill to the city and services meant that it
remained popular with workers. The AA Company sold the last remaining parcels of land in the early decades of
th
the 20 century, including the cricket ground with the exception of the cricket pitch which remains to this day as

a pocket park on Corlette Street.

By the end of the 1920s, Cooks Hill was a suburb of mixed fortunes. Dilapidated old houses and ‘tenements’
were often adjoined by new and more modern buildings. Many tenements were demolished after the war and
many lots were re-subdivided and redeveloped.

By the 1960s, Cooks Hill was becoming a desirable place for people wanting to live close to the city centre.
Demographic change led to a property boom in the 1970s, and the battle to conserve the suburb began, led by
Anne von Bertouch who restored her home and art gallery on Laman Street. The earthquake of 1989 destroyed
many buildings and many more were damaged. In 1992, the suburb was heritage listed by its inclusion in the
Newcastle Local Environmental Plan.
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Figure 2.2 - Subdivision history of Cooks Hill

2.3

Physical Description

There are a number of physical elements in Cooks Hill that date from the 19th and early 20th centuries and
provide it with a distinctive historic character. These elements represent more than 160 years of residential
development:
•

The variety of building styles throughout Cooks Hill that date from the nineteenth and early twentieth
century including attached terrace houses and semi detached cottages, Victorian period villas and early
twentieth century detached bungalows in various styles

•

Minimal street frontage setbacks that give the impression of a densely clustered neighbourhood

•

Mature trees in gardens and streets including Council, Parry, Swan and Dawson Streets

•

The former Burwood Coal and Copper Company rail line and bridge abutments under Laman Street

•

Fences from the Inter-war and Federation periods and earlier
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•

Sandstone kerbs and gutters

•

Victorian era post box on Corlette Street

•

Pubs and shops on Darby and Bull Streets

•

Parks, including Centennial Park, Corlette Street reserve (formerly the Newcastle Cricket Club pitch),
National Park

Cooks Hill contains comparatively dense residential development at the northern edge between Laman and Bull
Streets and houses are generally aligned with the street boundary or have only a small setback from the front
boundary. Smaller lots of land dominate the northern precinct whereas the southern section contains larger
blocks of land where there are a higher number of free standing houses around Centennial Park and towards
Young Street.

Figure 2.3 - Georgian style attached terraces on Queen Street

One of the most significant features of Cooks Hill is the evidence of the route of the Burwood Coal and Copper
Company railway, which is evident in the layout of houses and the shape of streets and lanes. The route of the
railway line has left an indelible impression on the suburb to the present day. Laman Street could not be
constructed until after the Company built a bridge to support the extension of the road, allowing coal trains to
pass underneath.
Precincts in Cooks Hill
In 1996, Council commissioned Godden Mackay Pty Ltd to assess the character and heritage significance of the
area. The report found that there are five areas within Cooks Hill that have a distinctive character. The report
describes these areas as precincts to the extent to which they define the character of each. However, for the
purposes of development assessment, the report did not assign individual controls or design guidelines to the
individual precincts the report identified. Instead, generic guidelines were developed for the whole of the
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conservation area which were adopted as "DCP 44 Conservation Area Guidelines" in 1996. This review finds
that the controls should continue this approach because it is simple to apply and takes into account the
generally eclectic nature of Cooks Hill.
The question of what controls should apply and whether these can be customised to individual streets or
precincts was canvassed with the Building Design Industry Reference Group in May 2014. The consensus of
the Group was that the DCP acknowledges these variations in house type and streetscape character and is an
appropriate means of managing character, supporting and encouraging design innovation and creativity. The
Group provided feedback that precinct based controls were unnecessary, preferring instead a series of design
guidelines that could be applied depending on the situation. Consequently, it is not recommended that the
controls be broken down into precinct based controls. The review finds that such an approach would burden the
development assessment process with additional, unnecessary complexity.

The Residential Precinct
Cooks Hill as a whole is essentially residential in character, typified by a mixture of single storey and two storey
buildings providing residential, commercial and public uses. It has a dense quality bestowed by the fact the
houses are generally not set back from the street or have small front gardens. Especially distinctive are the
cantilevered balconies of Victorian Regency houses and the prevalence of timber weatherboard dwellings
including free standing cottages and terrace houses. Also notable are the variety of architectural treatments
th
th
that survive from the late 19 and early 20 centuries in the form of parapets, pediments, classical detailing and

cast iron filigree decoration. The avenues of street trees within Cooks Hill are also significant and are valued by
residents and visitors to the area.
Darby Street Commercial Precinct
Buildings in the commercial strip of Darby Street tend to be modestly scaled, almost entirely one or two storeys
high with some multi level buildings of more recent construction. For detailed guidelines in relation to this
precinct refer to Section 6.09 of the DCP 2012.
Railway Street Residential Precinct
Railway Street has a distinctive character of two storey houses, some single storey detached houses, which
address each other across a narrow north-south street. The narrowness of the thoroughfare gives it a pleasant
linear quality. There are few front gardens with most houses being built to the street line. Unity is bestowed by
a general harmony of scale and by the use of traditional materials, corrugated iron roofs, terrace houses and
some fine examples of buildings from the 1860s are particularly notable.
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Figure 2.4 - Houses on Railway Street Cooks Hill

Public Buildings Precinct
This is dominated by the St. Andrew’s Presbyterian Church, the splendid gothic landmark, and the Baptist
Tabernacle. The Laman Street underpass visible with large brick buttressed retaining walls at the end of
Glovers Lane and at the rear of the Signalman’s cottage, is an important physical remnant of the former coal
railway.
School Precinct
The Federation period buildings of the former Cooks Hill primary school group are a strong presence in the
precinct and also have landmark qualities at the slight elevation of Laman Street.

2.4

Previous Heritage Studies

The heritage value of the inner suburbs of Newcastle has been recognised since the 1960s. On 30 October
1978, the National Trust of Australia (New South Wales) resolved to classify both The Hill and Newcastle East
as an "Urban Conservation Area" (see Figure 1). The 1978 listing boundary determined by the National Trust
became the same boundary that was later gazetted into the Newcastle LEP as the statutory boundary of the Hill
and Newcastle east Heritage Conservation Areas.
Soon after the National Trust listing, the area was also included on the Register of the National Estate by the
Australian Heritage Commission as the "Newcastle Conservation Area", in 1979.
In 1982, Council commissioned the firm Suters Busteed + Lester Firth to assess the character and heritage
significance of Cooks Hill, The HIll and Newcastle East areas. The purpose of the study was to:
•

Identify and conserve the environmental heritage of the Inner City of Newcastle;

•

To provide rehabilitation and infill guidelines for this area; and
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•

To provide a draft development control plan for urban conservation, including the identification of
public works.

The major emphasis of the study was to enable policies and objectives for conservation management to be
incorporated in detailed development controls for the area. The area was regarded by Council as a key aspect
of the city's physical identity and heritage.
The draft study was called the Newcastle Inner Areas Conservation Planning Study and was placed on public
exhibition in September 1985. The study contains invaluable urban planning and heritage documentation and is
available for viewing in Newcastle Region Library. The Newcastle Inner Areas Conservation Planning Study
remains an invaluable baseline document for managing the heritage values of the areas.
The areas identified were eventually listed as heritage conservation areas in the Newcastle Local Environmental
Plan, Amendment No 52 in 1992. In 1997, Council adopted development control guidelines in the form of DCP
44 - covering Newcastle East, The Hill and Cooks Hill. The DCP introduced principles and objectives to facilitate
the protection and management of the built environment within each precinct.
5
In 2005, a study of proposed heritage conservation areas was commissioned by Council . An area just outside

of the east boundary of Cooks Hill was assessed as part of this study. This area was around Anzac Parade,
Kitchener Parade and extended up to Bingle and High Streets in The Hill. It was a recommendation of the study
that the area be formed as a heritage conservation area with the name Shepherds Hill, however the study was
not reported to Council and no further work was progressed.

2.5

Assessment of Cultural Significance

Applying the NSW Heritage Criteria
In revising the heritage significance of the area, the NSW Heritage criteria have been applied as expressed
below:
•

Criterion a - An item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW’s cultural or natural history;

Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area represents a pattern of urban settlement that typifies the history of
Newcastle’s development. Starting as a cluster of coal mines owned by the Australian Agricultural Company,
the area gradually transitioned into a residential suburb from the mid-19th century onward, closely influenced by
the decisions and activities of the Australian Agricultural Company. The AA Company began disposing their
land holdings in the early 1850s, releasing parcels along Darby Street, Council Street and Railway Street.
Examples of early residential and commercial buildings in these streets survive to the present day, representing
the oldest development in the suburb of Cooks Hill. Other parts of the suburb were released later in the 19th
century and into the 20th century. By the 1890s Cooks Hill was densely settled and had acquired the character
of a worker’s village with services and public buildings along Darby and Bull Streets and the suburb is
demonstrative of this criterion at the local level.

5

Ecotectue (2005), Review of Potential Heritage Items - Group 1 Final Report, prepared on behalf of Newcastle City Council

Page | 20

Chapter Two - Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area

The internal street network in Cooks Hill was progressively dedicated to public use by the AA Company from the
1860s to the 1880s. Private housing would usually follow this dedication and as many of the buildings in Cooks
Hill are the original buildings on the land the heritage conservation area is demonstrative of these times of
dedication.

•

Criterion b - An item has strong or special association with the life or works of a person, or group of
persons, of importance in NSW’s cultural or natural history;

Cooks Hill has been the birthplace and home of significant individuals who have contributed to the political
and cultural life of Australia including the nation’s first female Lord Mayor Joy Cummings, gallery owner Ann
Von Bertouch, and celebrated artists John Olsen and William Dobell. Historically Cooks Hill is strongly
associated with the Australian Agricultural Company.
•

Criterion c - An item is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics and/or a high degree of
creative or technical achievement in NSW;

Cooks Hill is a defining visual marker of the urban geography of Newcastle, containing a collection of
buildings, trees, historical features and parks that visually establish a sense of place that is aesthetically
linked to its history. The avenues of street trees provide an attractive green canopy that is a unifying visual
element. Starting as a cluster of coal mines from the 1830s, the area gradually transitioned into a residential
th
suburb from the mid 19 century onward, closely influenced by the decisions and activities of the Australian

Agricultural Company. Aesthetically, Cooks Hill heritage conservation area contains an important collection
of elements that share aesthetic characteristics that establish a strong historical character and sense of
place. These elements are:
•

Buildings that represent architectural styles and construction technologies predominantly from the
mid19th century, as well as Victorian, Federation, and Inter War periods of urban development.

•

Streetscapes in which there is a strong character of densely clustered buildings, with minimal
setbacks and generally on small lots.

•

Mature fig trees which deepen the sense of place and the historical character of Cooks Hill.

•

The variety of building styles throughout Cooks Hill that date from the nineteenth and early twentieth
century including attached terrace houses and semi detached cottages, Victorian period villas and
early twentieth century detached bungalows in various styles

•

Minimal street frontage setbacks that give the impression of a densely clustered neighbourhood

•

Mature trees in gardens and streets including Council, Parry, Swan and Dawson Streets

•

The former Burwood Coal and Copper Company rail line and bridge abutments under Laman Street

•

Fences from the Inter-war and Federation periods and earlier

•

Sandstone kerbs and gutters

•

Victorian era post box on Corlette Street

•

Pubs and shops on Darby and Bull Streets

•

Parks, including Centennial Park, Corlette Street, National Park
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•

Criterion d - An item has strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group in
NSW for social, cultural or spiritual reasons;

Cooks Hill is highly regarded by the community for its interesting urban character, liveable streetscapes, and
the diverse range of historic buildings that unify and provide the suburb with a special character. A 2014
community survey confirms that there is an established and distinctive ‘Cooks Hill’ character which is valued
by residents and visitors to Cooks Hill. Cooks Hill meets this criterion as there is a high degree of esteem
held by the resident community and strong attachment to the character of the area, the streetscape,
buildings and public open space. The area meets this criterion on cultural grounds at the local level. See
Part 11.0 for further information on the results of the community survey.

•

Criterion e - An item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of NSW’s
cultural or natural history;
Given the rate of survival of key elements of the early urban settlement of Newcastle, including its ability
to demonstrate elements of the early development of Newcastle as well as the system of land
subdivision by the Australian Agricultural Company from the 1860s onwards, the area has the potential
to yield information that will contribute to understanding aspects of Newcastle’s cultural history. There
are numerous building styles ranging from early Victorian terraces through to post war residential flat
buildings. A high number of contributory buildings help to establish the streetscapes of Cooks Hill,
along with the hotels, shops, churches, schools and parks.

•

Criterion f - An item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of NSW’s cultural or natural
history;
The area has the capacity to demonstrate rare and uncommon aspects of local heritage as the first of
the Australian Agricultural Company's land holdings to be released for urban development. Some of
these aspects are quite unusual including the evidence of the route of the Burwood Coal and Copper
Company railway, the Signalman's cottage at Civic park, and many surviving small miners' cottages.

•

Criterion g - An item is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of NSW’s
cultural or natural places or cultural or natural environments;
Cooks Hill contains many surviving elements of the mid-late 19

th

and early 20th centuries and the

processes of urbanisation including land subdivision, street layout and varying building types that reflect
a long period of urbanisation. It demonstrates these characteristics in its elements including building
stock setting, scale and form of buildings, street layout including laneways, and heritage items and
parklands.
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2.6

Comparative Assessment

Cooks Hill is demonstrative of the ad-hoc land release prerogatives of the Australian Agricultural Company and
demonstrates through its irregular subdivision pattern this aspect of its history. As such, it is a unique example
of a place reserved for coal mining that would become one of the earliest suburbs of Newcastle.

2.7

Threatening Processes

In terms of the processes that undermine the character of Cooks Hill, the principle threat is arising from the
demolition of contributory building stock. The character and heritage significance of Cooks Hill would be lost if
large numbers of contributory buildings were removed. It stands to reason that maintaining a control on
demolition and building alterations is an essential tool for managing the character of the Heritage Conservation
Area into the future.

2.8

Desired Future Character Statement

This review has gathered data on the elements of heritage value in Cooks Hill, the features that establish
character and provide a sense of place, and the views of the building design industry and residents. As a result
of this work, a statement of desired future character has been prepared. It is proposed to include the
statement in the DCP as a clear guide for development assessment and design planning.
The character of the Cooks Hill Heritage conservation area is made up of a variety of building styles that
date from the late 19th and early decades of the 20th century. The special character of Cooks Hill will be
preserved, celebrated and maintained through the retention of contributory buildings, the existing
subdivision pattern, and elements of visual interest. Elements that are to be preserved include
•

Contributory buildings constructed prior to the second world war

•

Mature trees in gardens and the public domain

•

The former Burwood Coal and Copper Company rail line and bridge abutments at Laman Street

•

Heritage Fences

•

Sandstone kerbing and guttering

•

Victorian era post box on Corlette Street

•

Pubs and shops on Darby, Union and Bull Streets

•

Parks, including Centennial Park, Corlette Street, National Park

The eclectic character of Cooks Hill will continue to provide residents with a unique and valued sense of
place into the future.
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Figure 2.5 – A group of workers’ cottages on Young Street

Figure 2.6 – A bungalow on Corlette Street. The dwelling contributes in a positive manner to the streetscape

2.9

Contributory Buildings

Fieldwork was undertaken during March and April 2014 in order to establish the overall level of intactness of the
HCA and to map the location of contributory buildings. For definitions of contributory buildings, refer to section
1.4.
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The following images are intended to provide guidance on the three categories of building contribution in Cooks
Hill HCA, starting with contributory buildings, neutral and ending with the category of non-contributory building.
Finally a map of the area is provided which identifies, by colour, the category of each building within the heritage
conservation area.
Contributory

Contributory

Neutral

Neutral
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Non Contributory 6

Figure 2.7 - Contributory Buildings Cooks Hill (Source: NCC GIS, 18 August 2015)

2.10 Newcastle Voice Community Survey Results
As part of the Cooks Hill HCA review, a survey of local community members was conducted to gain an
understanding of what residents and property owners value about the HCA. Please refer to the attached

6

Non-contributory buildings are only deemed non-contributory in the context of the character of a HCA. The
authors are not seeking to disparage such buildings and no offence should be taken.
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Newcastle Voice report for the complete results (Appendix A). The survey was conducted in March and April
2014. A total of 197 survey responses were completed. The key findings are as follows:
•

96% were aware that Cooks Hill is a Heritage Conservation Area;

•

93% agree that Cooks Hill should be a Heritage Conservation Area;

•

29% had lodged a development application (DA) for a property in the CHHCA in the past 10 years; and

•

the elements residents valued most about Cooks Hill were the streetscape and character (86%), the
proximity to facilities and services (84%), and the heritage houses and building (82%.

The majority of respondents agreed that there are buildings in the area that both contribute to, and detract from,
the character of the area. Over half the respondents agreed that buildings in the HCA should be allowed to be
demolished where they are in poor structural condition (58%) or where the building has been altered or does not
fit with the character of the area (50%). The majority of Cooks Hill residents (86%) agreed that new
development, including alterations and additions, should be designed to fit the existing character of the area.

Opinion on whether HCA development guidelines should be merit based or prescriptive was divided, with 55%
of respondents indicating a preference for the merit based approach and 45% preferring prescriptive standards.
Cooks Hill residents were supportive of the idea of including sketches, models and concept plans for new
building and alterations and additions in the development control plan (DCP) guidelines.

2.11 Boundaries
A review of the boundaries of HCA was undertaken. Overall the boundaries are in appropriate positions to
ensure that the heritage significance of the area is retained and conserved, with two exceptions.

The Darby Street block between Tooke and Parry Streets, has been fragmented by recent development
including three storey residential flat buildings and atypical development. Fieldwork also identified a large aged
care complex, and large townhouse developments that are at odds with the valued character of Cooks Hill. As a
recommendation of this review it is advised that the boundary of the Conservation Area at this section is
adjusted to exclude these parcels from the Conservation Area. These parcels are 252, 256, 260, 266-268, 272,
274, 278, 282, and 286 Darby Street. See Figure 2.8 below.

A small section of Anzac and Kitchener Parade was assessed as part of this review. As noted, Council
commissioned a heritage assessment of this area in 2005. The finding recommended that a heritage
conservation area was warranted to preserve heritage significance. This review has revisited this
recommendation and found that the lower part of Anzac and Kitchener Parades retains several Inter-war period
bungalows that are intact and produce a streetscape that is uniform and reflects its history of construction
typologies following the first world war and should be preserved, by extending the eastern boundary of Cooks
Hill HCA to include it. See Figure 2.8 below.
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Figure 2.8 - Proposed Boundary Changes to Cooks Hill HCA (Source: NCC GIS, 18 August 2015)
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2.12 Findings - Cooks Hill
Observation

Planning Response

Recommendation

Contributory items in the HCA have been identified and

Include the map of contributory buildings in

Contributory buildings map is published in the Heritage

mapped.

the Heritage Technical Manual.

Technical Manual, and Council's website.

The statement of desired future character defined in this

The Development Control Plan should

Consider amending the DCP which includes the Statement of

review should be included in the Newcastle DCP.

include the Statement of Desired Future

Desired Future character to guide development processes.

Character in this report.
This review has assessed an area to the east of the current

Council will need to consider changes to the

Place this background report on public exhibition and seek

Cooks Hill boundaries (around Anzac, Bingle and High

boundary of the HCA to reflect that identified

feedback on the possible extension of the Cooks Hill HCA (as

Streets) and found this area to have heritage significance

in this report (refer to Figure 2.8)

shown in Figure 2.8) from the community. Pending the

(see Figure 2.8).

outcome of the exhibition, a future planning proposal should be
prepared with the intention of amending the HCA boundary to
that identified in this report, subject to feedback received from
the consultation process.

This review identified a compromised section of the HCA as

Council will need to consider changes to the

Place this background report on public exhibition and seek

shown in Figure 2.8, at Darby Street between Parry and

boundary of the HCA to reflect that identified

feedback on the possible extension of the Cooks Hill HCA (as

Tooke Streets. The review found this area to be so

in this report (refer to Figure 2.8)

shown in Figure 2.8) from the community. Pending the

compromised it should be excluded from the HCA.

outcome of the exhibition, a future planning proposal should be
prepared with the intention of amending the HCA boundary to
that identified in this report, subject to feedback received from
the consultation process.
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CHAPTER THREE
HAMILTON SOUTH GARDEN SUBURB
HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREA
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3.1

Introduction

This chapter examines the Hamilton South 'Garden Suburb' Heritage Conservation Area. Its' cultural
significance, as its name suggests, is embodied in the surviving physical elements of the 'garden suburb'
movement of the early 20th century. The layout of roads such as Parkway, Gordon and Stewart Avenues, and
public open space including Learmonth and National Parks, creates a distinctive character planned around large
residential allotments containing single dwellings on allotments of between 520 m² and 820 m².

The suburb today is defined by elements that reflect the ideas of the garden suburb movement. Key visual
elements include:
•

California and Inter-War bungalows built as single storey detached dwellings on large lots;

•

Consistent front and side setbacks;

•

a soft ‘edge’ between the public domain and gardens in the private domain;

•

a strongly symmetrical pattern of streets supporting a grid layout;

•

Parkway, Gordon and Stewart Avenues as the obvious dominant feature streets, parts of which contain
the street trees planted by the AA Company;

•

Newcastle High School; and

•

Learmonth Park. The park contains a pair of masonry monuments that originally formed the southern
gateway at the intersection of Gordon Ave and Glebe Road.

•

Parkway Avenue is important in demonstrating the “garden suburb” design principles

Stewart Avenue (later to become the Pacific Highway), Gordon Avenue, and Parkway Avenue, provide the
central axis to the plan. Parkway Avenue remains highly important in demonstrating the application of the
Garden Suburb principles with its wide central median. It was designed as an important access corridor from
Hamilton to the beach. The street plan remains relatively true to the original design, apart from road closures
and the introduction of round-a-bouts on Parkway Ave, the signalisation of Gordon Avenue / Glebe Road in the
1960s and Stewart / Parkway Avenues in 2003.

Parkway Avenue is the most enduring aspect of Sulman’s plan for the area, with its wide central median that
extends beyond the boundaries of the conservation area, from Denison Street at its western end, to Memorial
Drive in the east. It is reflective of Sulman’s skill as a surveyor and planner that he provided a logical road
connection from Hamilton to the beach and treated it as a wide grand avenue. It is strongly suggested that this
avenue with its central median, is protected by its listing as a heritage item, to minimise any loss of intactness,
or under regulated changes to street design, layout or form.
The street pattern gives a strong identity to the area, while houses, fences, building and street trees provide the
fabric of the area that sets the character of the place.
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3.2

Heritage Status - Hamilton South Garden Suburb

The current boundaries of the HCA were made as Amendment No. 110 to the Newcastle LEP 1987, dated 18
September 1998, Government Gazette No 145, page 8163. A locality specific Development Control Plan was
adopted as the Hamilton South DCP No. 58 on 8 July 2003 following exhibition and workshops in 2001 and
2002. The current boundaries of the area remain as gazetted in 1998. See Figure 3.1

Figure 3.1 - Hamilton South Garden Suburb HCA - current boundary
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3.3

History

The Garden Suburb Hamilton was developed by the Australian Agricultural Company (AA Company), between
1913 and 1935, at the behest of the chief surveyor Worters Pulver. 7 The land was part of the AA Company’s
2000 acre coal bearing land acquired from the colonial government in 1829. As the mines wound down and the
pits were closed at the turn of the 20th century, the AA Company found itself with a large area of redundant land,
situated between the AA Company’s townships of Hamilton and Cooks Hill.
The land was mostly flat and swampy and occupied by sand dunes. Two creek lines converged to form Cottage
Creek in what was boggy ground and the drainage sink for a broader flood plain.
The challenge was to transform this land into a respectable suburb that would appeal to the growing
professional and managerial classes, and move them away from the dense and industrial portside districts. 8
The Sydney firm Sulman & Hennessey, who had been involved in the design of the Daceyville estate, were
engaged to lay the suburb out in a way that would appeal to the middle class. Modelled on the Garden Suburb
ideals, the plan by Sulman and Hennessey made provision for an urban green space on Stewart Avenue, and
extensive parklands throughout. National Park, Learmonth Park, Wilson Place and small pocket parks were set
aside in the original design. Newcastle Council was responsible for the development of these parks.

Sulman and Hennessey’s scheme was to fill in the swamps inland of Bar Beach taking the sand from the dunes
that swept across what is now Empire Park, and to relocate the Chinese market gardens in the swamp land
(which is now National Park) to Hexham. Emeritus Professor of History University of Newcastle, John
Ramsland, notes “Under Sulman’s plan, work began to transform Hamilton South into a garden suburb that
would be totally unlike Newcastle’s modest mining towns with their small timber gun-barrel shaped miners’
cottages almost opening onto the street. A middle-class suburb was thus created by filling and draining the
many swamps between the Cook’s Hill precinct of Newcastle and Hamilton and leveling the main sand dunes to
9
create a large subdivision of AA land to be sold to the highest bidder.” To provide the required fill, around

1800mm of earth was taken from the coastal hillside above Bar Beach (now Bar Beach carpark) and
transported to the Garden Suburb by a temporary small-gauge railway to fill in the hollows and swamps. A
massive concrete storm-water channel was also built by the Hunter Water Board, straightening natural creeks
and gullies to drain the area for development.
The AA Company first advertised the Sulman and Hennessey plan in the window of Palings Music Warehouse,
Hunter Street, in mid-1913 and the plan was submitted to Hamilton Council. Inspired by the Griffin’s plan for the
Civic area in Canberra, the final design featured three wide avenues, each envisaged as main roads with
avenue trees planted on what would become the road reserves of Gordon, Stewart and Parkway Avenues.
Parkway Avenue, the widest, was intended to provide direct vehicular access to Bar Beach from Hamilton and it
bisected the suburb.

7

Meredith Walker & Associates, 1986, p. 10.
John Ramsland. 2014. p. 25.
9
Ibid. p. 24.
8
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The area was well positioned being in close proximity to the beach and the Newcastle central business district.
The first subdivision occurred on the ground at 2:30pm on 30 May 1914. Gas, electricity and sewerage were to
be available. In the Creer and Berkeley auction poster, the garden suburb Hamilton was promoted as “A triumph
of town planning…ample public recreation grounds. Gardens…Bathing beaches….imposing tree planted
avenues.” Eighty-five lots were offered in the first auction, the boundaries of which were the Newcastle
(Broadmeadow) racecourse to the west and the coastline in the east. Some of the posters carried a sketch of a
picturesque California bungalow nestled between trees and shrubs, all intended for middle class families. 10
Notwithstanding the promotional material, the subdivision of the streets occurred at a slow pace, because of
external forces including the onset of war in 1914, and later the Great Depression of 1929. Sales halted
completely in 1918.
It is notable that the AA Company commissioned the local architect Frank G Castelden to design a comfortable
four-bedroom dwelling as a model home for the estate so that “intending home-makers would have a concrete
example of how and what cost to build.” 11 The intention of the AA Company was that the estate would be a
model suburb with tree-lined streetscapes and attractive California bungalows with gardens front and back on
spacious blocks along the parkway (later Parkway Avenue) and Gordon Avenue.
In the original plan of the estate dated 1912, a focal point was designed around a central village green and
provided for a business hub on Stewart Avenue. A rotunda for brass bands was intended to be a centre piece,
but it was never built. Today, a few shops have been built and a petrol station, but the village green idea was
never realised. Land for parkland was also set aside, although it was left to Newcastle Council to fill National
Park and develop it as a sporting ground.
John Sulman, sought to devise the road network with Parkway Avenue as the centerpiece and certainly,
Parkway Avenue endures as a dominant attribute of the Garden Suburb. Norfolk pines were planted along its
length and on either side houses of a superior class of kiln-fired bricks (many of which remain today), together
with neat and well tended lawns and gardens. Most homes were well set back on Parkway Avenue to
emphasise and display the large front gardens.
Ramsland has analysed the legacy and enduring aspects of the Hamilton Garden Suburb estate. Ramsland has
identified many surviving elements of the original concept – for example the majority of the dwellings - which are
examples of the styles that were to define the Garden Suburb - California bungalows, Art Deco, and Spanish
Mission houses of the 1920s-1930s. Ramsland says that the dwelling stock has “maintained the elaborate
12
traditional and exotic front gardens of hedges, flowering bushes, small trees and rose gardens” . Most tellingly

and of most relevance to this review, Ramsland has remarked that “While the title Garden Suburb has been
dropped long ago, the structure has survived better than at Daceyville, Matraville and Castlecrag combined.” 13

10

Ibid. p. 23.
John Ramsland. 2014. p. 23.
12
Ibid. p. 23.
13
Ibid. p. 23.
11
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Of interest to this review is that the north and south sections of the Garden Suburb were intended to be
purchased by two different demographic segments of the population. The Garden Suburb was designed to allow
the section roughly north of Jenner Parade to be marketed to the more wealthy buyer (the managerial and
professional class of an industrial city) who would build brick houses, while the south half (roughly south of
Jenner Parade) was marketed to tradesmen and shop owners who were expected to build weatherboard
houses. As a part of its marketing strategy the Company built two brick display houses in Gordon Avenue in the
north end, and two weatherboard display houses at the south end, presumably to drive this socio-economic
vision for the area. This attempt at social stratification was not overly successful as outside events would drive a
more drawn-out development timeframe than first anticipated, and lead to a more mixed blend of brick and
weatherboard houses throughout. However there are some streets where there are consistent rows of brick or
weatherboard houses.

3.4

Physical Description

There are a number of physical elements in Hamilton South that date from the early 20th century that give the
suburb a distinctive residential character. These elements represent more than 100 years of residential
development:
•

Original single storey detached houses constructed between 1918 and 1940, represented by detached
Inter-War bungalows in various styles and treatments.

•

Generous allotment sizes, ranging from 420 – 820m2 with the predominant allotment size being 520 –
620m2 (Meredith Walker,1986, p.9)

•

Generous street frontage setbacks (approximately 5.9m), which is landscaped with grass, plantings and
low brick or timber fences.

•

A distinct difference between the north of the conservation area (predominantly brick construction with
more Federation style dwellings) and the south of the conservation area (predominantly clad
construction and later houses of the 1920s and 30s).

•

Large and mature street trees along road verges including Gordon Avenue, Stewart Avenue, Jenner
Parade and Parkway Avenue.

•

The width of the carriageways of the principle streets including Parkway, Gordon and Stewart Avenues.

•

National Park, Learmonth Park, Wilson Place and small pocket parks.

•

Low density residential development throughout.

3.5

Previous Heritage Studies

In 1986, Council commissioned Meredith Walker & Associates to assess the character and heritage significance
of the area. This report found that the area was predominantly characterised by consistent streetscapes,
including the massing and scale of individual dwellings. This report provided recommended guidelines for the
control of development within the area, with reference to Council’s DCP No. 14 which at the time, did not
provide specific controls for the purposes of development assessment in the Garden Suburb.
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Council commissioned a second report in 1996 from the same firm with the aim of providing guidance to council
on appropriate boundaries for the area. That report included the area south to the original boundary of the
subdivision to Glebe Road. In 1997, Council adopted a resolution to make the area a heritage conservation area
as an amendment to the local planning instrument. The current boundaries were made as amendment number
110 to the Newcastle LEP 1987, dated 18 September 1998, Gazette No 145, page 8163.
Other studies undertaken by Council include a review of the heritage significance of Parkway Avenue by Colin
Brady & Associates in 2002, and a heritage assessment of both Parkway Avenue and National Park, by
Ecotecture in 2005. Both of these reports recommend the heritage listing of Parkway Avenue and National
Parks, either as heritage items or included in either Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area or Hamilton South
Garden Suburb HCA.

3.6

Assessment of Cultural Significance

Hamilton South “Garden Suburb’ Heritage Conservation Area represents a pattern of urban settlement that is
representative of the gradual urban infill of the Newcastle coal field after 1900. As such, it has the capacity to
demonstrate aspects of the history of Newcastle associated with state historical themes. In revising the heritage
significance of the area, the NSW State Heritage Inventory criteria has been applied to assess cultural
significance, expressed in detail below:
•

Criterion a - An item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW’s cultural or natural history;

The Garden Suburb is historically significant for its associations with the Australian Agricultural Company, at
a time when the economy of Newcastle was shifting from coal to steel making. The opening of the BHP
Steelworks created a need for a higher standard of housing for professional staff, and the garden suburb is
evidence of the need to house the growing middle class that emerged as a result of the establishment of
BHP. The garden suburb is also representative of the type and style of building construction and
development in the years between the two world wars, with numerous examples of the work of local building
firms. The area is important in the course of Newcastle’s history as its design and development represents
th
the activities, decision making and strategies of the AA Company at the turn of the 20 century. It is also

important in the course of Newcastle’s history as one of the last areas to be opened up to residential
development once the AA Company divested their land holding in inner Newcastle.

The garden suburb at Hamilton South is an important surviving example of the garden suburb movement
and is representative of an approach to urban development that utilised town planning concepts from the
United Kingdom and other features of the movement including well planned streets, tree lined avenues,
parks and gardens. It is an important representative example of the model garden suburbs developed by
the recognised architect Sir John Sulman, who was responsible for laying out the street plan for the
Daceyville Garden Suburb of 1912, Matraville, and other garden suburbs in Sydney. The large parks
contained within the area are representative of the AA Company's intention to market the area to a
discerning buyer who would be attracted to parkland and open space.
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•

Criterion b - An item has strong or special association with the life or works of a person, or group of
persons, of importance in NSW’s cultural or natural history;

The HS Garden Suburb HCA has special associations with the A.A. Company, being part of their 2000 acre
grant of land in inner Newcastle which remained undeveloped until after 1910. The land was converted from
swamp and sand dunes, to level blocks of land suitable for residential occupation, and specifically designed
to attract Newcastle’s emerging middle class. This occurred as a result of the strategies and decisions of the
Australian Agricultural Company, and the creative influence of its contracted town planners and architects,
Sir John Sulman, John Hennessey, and Frank Castelden. HS GS HCA has strong associations with the
work of John Sulman and important in the course of Newcastle’s urban history as an expression of his
ideas.
•

Criterion c - An item is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics and/or a high degree of
creative or technical achievement in NSW;

The Hamilton South Garden Suburb HCA is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics that define
the garden suburb town planning movement. These features include:
1. House styles – Federation and Inter War bungalows in the popular styles of the time,
Edwardian, California, Art Deco and Spanish Mission
2. Suburb layout and its reflection of the aspirations of the AA Company and their ambition for a
high standard of residential development attractive to Newcastle’s growing middle class.
3. Streetscapes and landscaping, especially on roads including Gordon Avenue, Stewart Avenue
and Parkway Avenue, which strongly contribute to the character of the suburb with their wide
carriageways and many mature street trees, particularly Parkway Avenue which is highly
significant for its green open space,
4. The overall layout of the suburb which provides evidence of the technical achievement of the
firm of Sulman and Hennessey in laying out the suburb to fit an existing town grid;
5. The areas of park and green space designed to be an integral element of the suburb's design
and appeal, including Learmonth Park, National Park and smaller pocket parks;
6. The location of the garden suburb in close proximity to the Newcastle City Centre, is a defining
visual marker of the urban geography of Newcastle.

The Garden Suburb provides a consistent development pattern with respect to style, scale, built form and
materials and is important in demonstrating the key elements of the garden suburb town planning ideals of
single storey detached dwellings in a garden setting flanked by tree lined streets.
•

Criterion d - An item has strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group in
NSW for social, cultural or spiritual reasons;
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A survey of residents in 2014 revealed that the community value the character and physical elements of the
Hamilton South Garden Suburb and they agree with its protection as a heritage conservation area. On the
whole there is a high degree of esteem held by the resident community and strong attachment to the
character of the area, the streetscape, buildings and public open space. The area meets this criterion on
cultural grounds at the local level.
•

Criterion e - An item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of NSW’s
cultural or natural history;

Given the rate of survival of key elements of the garden suburb town planning movement, including its
ability to demonstrate elements of the work of John Sulman as well as the behaviour and strategies of the
th
AA Company in the early 20 century following the cessation of coal mining, the area has the potential to

yield information that will contribute to understanding aspects of Newcastle’s cultural history, and more
broadly to the state of NSW for the capacity to yield information about the garden suburb movement, John
Sulman, and the Australian Agricultural Company.
•

Criterion f - An item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of NSW’s cultural or natural
history;
The area does not demonstrate this criterion to any notable degree.

•

Criterion g - An item is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of NSW’s
cultural or natural places or
cultural or natural environments.

The Hamilton South Garden Suburb HCA contains many surviving elements of the early 20

th

century town

planning ideals of the garden suburb movement, and demonstrates these characteristics in its key elements
including garden suburb layout and town plan, single detached bungalows and houses on large lots, and street
trees and open space.

3.7

Comparative Assessment

Fieldwork undertaken for this review has found that the area contains many surviving elements associated with
the Garden Suburb town planning concept (bungalows, gardens, large lots (over 600m²), parklands and smaller
pocket parks, Art Deco and Spanish Mission houses). Perhaps the most striking element is the largely unaltered
road and lot layout. The finding is supported by Ramsland’s recent comparison of early 20th century model
garden suburbs, where he identifies the Hamilton South Garden Suburb as the best surviving example of its
class of item. He argues that Hamilton South retains a “dominant early 20th century look and feel about its entire
landscape” 14, compared against Daceycille, Matraville and Castlecrag.

14

Ramsland. 2014. p. 26.
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3.8

Threatening Processes

Notwithstanding Ramsland’s findings about the comparative significance of the Hamilton South Garden Suburb
HCA, the fieldwork identified a large number of dwellings that have been altered. Of this group, a high
proportion of dwellings have been compromised by the scale and form of additions that have occurred over the
past 20 years. Such is the degree of change that numerous houses were deemed to be no longer contributory
to the area. In most cases this was due to an addition at the first floor and/or accommodation for vehicles
situated in a manner which made them appear large and out of scale with the host dwelling.

Negative impacts undermine the integrity of the heritage conservation area especially in cases where the design
of large extensions is visually dominant and clutters the appearance of the original house. Although some first
floor extensions are only slightly discernible (and hence have minimal effect on the scale of the host dwelling),
the roofline of many houses has been altered to a significant degree. This is often the case where the extension
is floor space added above the roof line necessitating the addition of multiple roofs. Some houses have five roof
elements which has resulted in convoluted roof geometry. Although the degree of impact can be subjective, this
review finds that these changes affect the consistency of the streetscape and threaten the area's valued
character.

The Heritage Technical Manual includes provisions that deserve attention. Two sub sections provide guidelines
that influence the form of development – Alterations and Additions and Roof Form and Shape. These sections
aim to minimise the impact where the roof space is to be converted to additional floor space. Relevant sketch is
copied below.

Although this is intended to discourage second storey additions by concealing additional floor space largely
inside the roof cavity, the fieldwork identified many examples where the addition was out of scale and visually
dominant. Recognising that the residents were supportive of Council’s efforts to manage the character of the
area, it is recommended that clearer controls be formulated based on design principles that are specific and
measurable. This may include numeric standards such as building envelopes, maximum number of roof
elements and minimum setbacks.

This review has identified dominant first floor additions as the key threatening process to the character of the
heritage conservation area and the cumulative impact over time is identified as a risk to the heritage significance
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of the area. Because of the high number of non-contributory dwellings where additions were carried out after the
introduction of DCP controls in 2003, it is clear that there is a need to provide clearer standards on the bulk and
scale of additional floor space. Stringent development controls are required to manage these threatening
processes and to guide future changes to homes in the HCA.

3.9

Desired Future Character Statement

This review has gathered information about the elements of heritage value in Hamilton South, and the features
that establish character and provide a sense of place that is recognisable and worth keeping. As a result of this
work, a statement of desired future character has been prepared. It is proposed to include the statement in the
DCP as a clear guide for development assessment and design planning.

The character of the Hamilton South 'Garden Suburb' Heritage conservation area is made up of a
variety of building styles that date from the late 19th and early decades of the 20th century. The special
character of Hamilton South Garden Suburb will be preserved and maintained through the retention of
contributory buildings, open space, the existing subdivision pattern and maintenance of the 'Garden
Suburb' layout, street trees and elements of visual interest and heritage significance such as Parkway
Avenue, Learmonth Park, small pocket parks, and the vegetated edges of Cottage Creek. Elements that
are to be preserved include:
•

The original dwellings of the Garden Suburb which were built up to 1935

•

The single storey scale of housing stock that is an original defining feature of the Garden Suburb

•

The consistent front and side setbacks including retaining the offsets to side boundaries and
keeping front gardens as open space

•

Existing subdivision pattern and street layout as evidence of Sulman's 'garden suburb' layout and
town plan

•

A strong symmetrical and hierarchical pattern of streets including Parkway, Gordon and Stewart
Avenues

•

The existing appearance, form and function of Parkway Avenue, including the road verges, street
trees, bridge abutments at Cottage Creek, and the central median that splits the carriageway into
two single lane roads

•

Gardens, street trees and public open space including pocket parks at Wilson Place, Corona Street,
and elsewhere

•

The relationship of houses to their gardens and houses to each other

3.10 Contributory Buildings
Fieldwork was undertaken during September and October 2014 to establish the overall level of intactness of the
heritage conservation areas and to map the location of contributory buildings. For definitions of contributory
buildings, refer to section 1.4.
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Contributory buildings may be defined as those buildings that are part of the original building stock, or have
historic or aesthetic significance, or make a positive contribution to the streetscape. Generally buildings in this
category had not been heavily altered or where alterations were evident these were of a scale or style that
retained the character of the building. Removal of contributory buildings is detrimental to the heritage
conservation area because these elements establish the prevailing character and reinforce its sense of place.
On the other hand, demolition of and alterations to non-contributory buildings is encouraged if the replacement
design is more in character with the streetscape. The contribution of any particular building to streetscape,
character or heritage significance will guide the approach to development and assist in determining the degree
of change that will be permitted.

The following images are intended to provide guidance on the three categories of contribution, starting with
contributory buildings, neutral and ending with the category of non-contributory building. Finally a map of the
area is provided which identifies, by colour, the category of each building within the HCA.
Contributory

Contributory
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Contributory

Contributory

Neutral

Neutral
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Non Contributory 15

Non Contributory

Non Contributory

15

Non-contributory buildings are only deemed non-contributory in the context of the character of a HCA. The
authors are not seeking to disparage such buildings and no offence should be taken.
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Figure 3.2 Hamilton South Heritage Conservation Area - Contributory Buildings map (Source: NCC GIS
18 August 2015)

3.11 Newcastle Voice Community Survey Results
Newcastle Voice conducted a survey of residents who reside in the Hamilton South Garden Suburb HCA. The
outcomes of this survey provide an insight into what people value about the heritage conservation area (HCA),
the level of awareness of the heritage area and attitudes to current and future heritage controls.

The on-line survey was conducted between 8 October - 24 October 2014 and was open to all residents across
the HCA. Information sessions comprised of two drop-in sessions at Hamilton Library on the 14th and 15th
October 2014. Information flyers were placed in all resident letter boxes in the heritage conservation area,
inviting residents to attend the information sessions and to complete the survey on line. A total of twenty-two
people attended these sessions and were provided an opportunity to talk to Council staff about the HCA and the
survey. The total number of respondents to the survey was 245 out of around 800 households (30%).

The full report may be found at Appendix A. A summary of the responses is provided below:
•

97% are aware that they are a resident of the HCA

•

92% agree with the Hamilton South Garden Suburb being a HCA
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•

61% of participants within the Hamilton South Garden Suburb HCA have not lodged a
Development Application with Council to make changes to property in the Hamilton South
Garden Suburb HCA in the last ten years

•

96% think there are buildings in the Hamilton South Garden Suburb that contribute positively to
the character of the area

•

57% would find it helpful if the contributory buildings were identified on a map, 29% do not.

•

92% think new development (alterations/ additions or new buildings) should be designed to fit the
existing character of the HCA

•

56% indicated that the guidelines for development in the Hamilton South Garden Suburb HCA
should be merit based, with 44% supportive of a prescriptive standard.

Top three elements most valued
•

91% streetscape and character

•

88% heritage houses and buildings

•

75% proximity to facilities and services

Top three aspects to be included in development guidelines
•

77% examples of concept plans for alterations / additions

•

68% examples of architect designed sketches

•

62% guidance about fences

Circumstances where buildings may be permitted to be demolished
•

59% building has been altered and detracts from the streetscape and area's character

•

52% poor structural conditions

•

31% poor condition of building

The majority of residents agreed that there are buildings in the area that contribute positively or negatively
detract from the character of the area. Over half of the residents that participated in the survey agreed that
buildings should be allowed to be demolished where they are in poor structural condition (52%) or where the
building has been altered or does not fit with the character of the area (59%). The majority of residents (92%)
agree that new development, including alterations and additions, should be designed to fit the existing character
of the area.

The survey reveals that of the residents who participated in the survey there is a high level of support for the
continued protection of the area's character through the mechanism of the heritage conservation area listing,
along with clear recognition of the necessity of the development control measures in the LEP and DCP. The
survey also reveals that a high proportion of residents (77%) believe there is benefit in having concept plans
included in development guidelines to help illustrate the types of development suitable for the HCA. Such
guidelines were outside of the scope of this review but should be undertaken following its completion.
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3.12 Boundaries
A review of the boundaries of the HCA was undertaken. The following recommendations are made as a result of
the review:

1. On the basis of the high degree of unsympathetic changes to the streetscape in Glebe Road
Merewether, a boundary adjustment is proposed. This would entail placing the boundary at Glebe
Road, between 152 and 210 Glebe Road Merewether, at the rear fence of the properties. Refer Figure
3.3.
2. In recognition of the heritage significance and existing character of Denison Street, Parkway Avenue
and Ada Street, it is recommended that the north boundary of the HCA be adjusted to include properties
on the north side of Denison Street (currently the boundary is in the middle of Denison Street), and
properties at 302-308 Parkway Avenue and 2-10 Ada Street Hamilton East, as shown in Figure 3.3.

Figure 3.3 - Proposed boundary changes to Hamilton South HCA (Source: NCC GIS 18 August 2015)

Page | 46

3.13 Findings - Hamilton South
Observation

Planning Response

Recommendation

Heritage significance is compromised by

Council should consider changes to the boundary of the

Place this background report on public exhibition and seek

inappropriate development in some sections of

HCA to reflect that identified in this report (see Figure

feedback on the issue from the community. Pending the

Glebe Road.

3.3).

outcome of the exhibition, a future planning proposal should
be prepared with the intention of amending the HCA
boundary to that identified in this report, subject to feedback
received from the consultation process.

The statement of desired future character defined

The Development Control Plan should include the

Consider amending the DCP which includes the Statement of

in this review should be included in the Newcastle

Statement of Desired Future Character in this report.

Desired Future character to guide development processes.

Streetscape and character of Denison Street,

Council should consider changes to the boundary of the

Place this background report on public exhibition and seek

Parkway Avenue and Ada Street has local

HCA to reflect that identified in this report (see Figure

feedback on the issue from the community. Pending the

heritage significance on historic and aesthetic

3.3).

outcome of the exhibition, a future planning proposal should

DCP.

grounds, with a number of contributory items

be prepared with the intention of amending the HCA

identified. This area is on the immediate north of

boundary to that identified in this report, subject to feedback

the HCA. There is merit in extending the boundary

received from the consultation process.

of the HCA to include parts of these streets.
During the review it was noted that Parkway

Council will need to consider listing Parkway Avenue as a

Place this background report on public exhibition and seek

Avenue is a significant physical and visual

heritage item in the LEP. The listing would comprise the

feedback on the potential listing of Parkway Avenue as a

presence within the HCA. It is also considered to

Parkway Avenue median strip, roaway, street trees, and

heritage item of local significance in Schedule 5 of the LEP.

be the most enduring aspect of Sulman’s plan for

any other element that contributes to the fabric of

Pending the outcome of the exhibition, a future planning

the area. It is strongly suggested that it is

Parkway Avenue such as the road bridges at the

proposal should be prepared with the intention of making

protected to minimise any loss of intactness or

intersection of Union Street and Parkway Avenue.

Parkway Avenue a heritage item.

erosion of this landscape and roadway feature.
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During fieldwork numerous first floor additions

Resources should be obtained to produce specific

A project plan should be prepared as a high priority to

were identified as out of scale and character with

updated guidelines, including enforceable envelope

complete these guidelines and an amendment to the

the single storey low density character that is

controls, for inclusion in the Heritage Technical Manual.

Heritage Technical Manual undertaken.

significant to the area. These changes are

Such guidelines have been outside the scope of this

considered to be setting an undesirable trend that

review.

could erode the significance of the HCA if no
action is taken to address the issue.
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HAMILTON BUSINESS CENTRE HERITAGE
CONSERVATION AREA
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4.1

Introduction

The Hamilton Business Centre HCA is defined by the principle commercial street which may be described as a
traditional shopping strip with commercial buildings of two and three storeys built to the boundary alignment on
each side of the street. The side streets are mainly residential development of one and two storeys. Key visual
elements include:
•

A traditional commercial shopping strip comprising commercial buildings of two –three storeys built to
the boundary alignment

•

Active street frontages in commercial buildings at the ground level

•

Parapets concealing roofs from the street

•

Masonry buildings with face brick or rendered wall surfaces

•

Parallel parking either side of the street

•

Minimal street trees

•

Sandstone kerb and guttering

•

Various heritage items including the Wesley Uniting Church, Scotts Kirk, the former Masonic Hall, and
several hotels

•

Post 1990 infill development built after the 1989 earthquake.

Beaumont Street was heavily impacted by the Newcastle earthquake of 1989. As a consequence there are
numerous examples of infill development and many buildings that date from the early 1990s. The character of
Beaumont Street is reinforced by the activity at street level, rather than by a collection of intact heritage
buildings. Many of the buildings that are original have been altered at both street and first floor level and there
are very few that remain intact. Those that are considered to be of heritage significance are included as heritage
items in Schedule 5 of the Newcastle LEP 2012.

The boundaries of the Heritage Conservation Area are shown in Figure 4.1.
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Figure 4.1 Hamilton Business Centre Heritage Conservation Area - Current Boundary
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4.2

Heritage Status

The area known as the Hamilton Business Centre Heritage Conservation Area was gazetted as a heritage
conservation area as Amendment No. 52 to the Newcastle LEP 1987, dated 25 June 1992, Gazette No 83,
page 4652. The current boundaries of the area remain as gazetted in 1992.

4.3

History

The Hamilton Business Centre HCA is situated on land that was owned by the Australian Agricultural Company
(AA Company). The land was part of the AA Company’s 2000 acre coal bearing land acquired from the colonial
government in 1829. Most of the area known now as the suburb of Hamilton was the Company’s coal field,
opened up to mine the lucrative borehole seam The D Pit was located in Hamilton and a small township sprang
up around it. It would be the genesis of the modern suburb of Hamilton.

Figure 4.2 - Land release dates in the suburb of Hamilton (Source: NCC GIS)
The area in which Beaumont Street is situated was released by the Australian Agricultural Company for
commercial and residential purposes between 1900-1910. Hence, many of the buildings along the Beaumont
Street corridor were built after 1910. Most were built between 1910 and 1930. The residential area to the
immediate east of Beaumont Street was released earlier, with Pit Town occurring in 1870 and sections including
a section called ‘Woodville' subdivided in 1885, other sections following 1886 and 1888. The housing stock is a
reflection of these dates of urban release and is typically of the late Victorian and early Federation era.
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4.4

Physical Description

There are a number of physical elements in Hamilton Business Centre HCA that date from the mid-late 19th
centuries and give the area a distinctly commercial character of a human scale of between one and three
stories. These elements represent the commercial growth of the area after its establishment as Pit Town in the
years following the opening of the Australian Agricultural Hamilton pits from 1848.

Today Beaumont Street is a north - south spine where the building stock is built to the street frontage. Side
boundaries are generally based on zero lot lines with shared party walls, reflecting the commercial nature of the
precinct. Many of the shops were planned around a ground floor commercial space, with residential
accommodation at the first floor level accessed from a flight of stairs at the back of the shops. The majority of
the building stock on Beaumont Street is derived from the period between 1890-1930, or is post Earthquake
infill.

The side streets off Beaumont Street are predominantly residential in character, and of a single storey scale,
typified by detached dwellings. This establishes a sense of common uniform to many of these streets..
Representative images are provided below:

4.5

Assessment of Cultural Significance

Hamilton Business Centre HCA represents a pattern of urban settlement that is representative of the gradual
urban infill of the Newcastle coal field during the mid-19th to early twentieth centuries. The NSW State Heritage
Inventory criteria and inclusion and exclusion guidelines have been applied to assess cultural significance,
expressed in detail below:
•

Criterion a - An item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW’s cultural or natural history;

Hamilton Business Centre HCA is historically significant for its associations with the AA Company, during
the mid-to late 19 century and its development is reflective of the coal mining that dominated inner
Newcastle. The economic shift from coal mining to steel making around the turn of the century is also
reflected in the way Beaumont Street changed over time. The area is important in the course of Newcastle’s
history as a settlement that originated as a satellite village to a coal mine, to become a densely populated
commercial and residential precinct.

The extent to which the HCA represents this pattern of development is compromised by later changes and
the removal of the earlier original building stock. Alterations and additions have reduced the integrity of the
th
HCA as an area of early 20 century development.

•

Criterion b - An item has strong or special association with the life or works of a person, or group of
persons, of importance in NSW’s cultural or natural history;

Hamilton Business Centre HCA does not demonstrate this criterion to any notable degree.
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•

Criterion c - An item is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics and/or a high degree of
creative or technical achievement in NSW;

Hamilton Business Centre HCA does not demonstrate this criterion to any notable degree.
•

Criterion d - An item has strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group in
NSW for social, cultural or spiritual reasons;

Hamilton Business Centre HCA does not demonstrate this criterion to any notable degree.
•

Criterion e - An item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of NSW’s
cultural or natural history;

The Hamilton Business Centre HCA may over time have potential to yield information about the process of rebuilding and reconstruction, in both a physical and economic sense following a major natural disaster.
•

Criterion f - An item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of NSW’s cultural or natural
history;
The area does not demonstrate this criterion to any notable degree.

•

Criterion g - An item is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of NSW’s
cultural or natural places or
cultural or natural environments.

The area does not demonstrate this criterion to any notable degree.

In conclusion, the Hamilton Business Centre HCA has marginal heritage significance for its association with the
Australian Agricultural Company, and the transition of land used originally for coal mining into commercial and
residential land uses.

4.6

Boundaries

Fieldwork was undertaken in November 2014 to establish the overall level of intactness of the heritage
conservation area and to map the location of contributory buildings.

The map shows a significant number of non-contributory and neutral buildings. Although there was a relatively
high number of individually listed heritage items and a generally consistent two storey scale within Beaumont
Street, the high proportion of altered buildings raises questions about the validity of maintaining the existing
status quo. Away from Beaumont Street, in the side streets, there was a higher level of intactness, particularly in
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Bennett, William and Murray Streets with a differing residential character. It is therefore recommended that
Hamilton Beaumont Street area be removed from the heritage schedule of the LEP.

Figure 4.3 - Hamilton Business Centre Heritage Conservation Area – contributory building map (Source: NCC GIS
18 August 2015)

In view of the compromised heritage significance of the Hamilton Business Centre HCA, it is found that the
Heritage Conservation Area should be considered for removal from Schedule 5 of the Newcastle LEP in a future
amendment. Should the HCA be removed the current locality specific controls in Section 6.10 of the Newcastle
DCP should continue to be applied to the area.
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4.7

Findings - Hamilton Business Area

Observation

Planning Response

Recommendation

Heritage significance is compromised in this HCA

Council will need to consider whether there is justification to

Place this background report on public exhibition and

by infill development and loss of intactness

continue to manage the area as a HCA. Consideration should

seek feedback on the issue from the community.

overall.

be given to removing the Hamilton Business Centre Heritage

Pending the outcome of the exhibition, a future planning

Conservation Area from the LEP.

proposal should be prepared with the intention of
removing the Hamilton Business Area HCA from
Schedule 5 NLEP 2012. Subject to feedback received
out of the consultation process, a future planning
proposal to remove the Hamilton Business Centre HCA
would be prepared.

Sandstone kerb and gutters have heritage

Consider undertaking a heritage assessment of the sandstone

Place this report on exhibition and seek feedback on

significance and need to be retained in situ.

kerb and gutters in Beaumont Street for possible consideration

whether the sandstone kerb and gutters that currently

as a heritage item of local significance in Part 1 of Schedule 5

exist in the HCA should be individually protected by

of NLEP 2012.

their listing as a local heritage item in Schedule 5 NLEP
2012.
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CHAPTER FIVE
THE HILL HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREA
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5.1

Introduction

This section documents The Hill Heritage Conservation Area, located in the inner area of the City of Newcastle,
bounded to its north by the Newcastle City Centre, west by Cooks Hill and east by the Pacific Ocean. A map of
the heritage conservation area is reproduced in Figure 5.1 of this chapter.

16

Figure 5.1 - The Hill Heritage Conservation Area - current boundary

16

This section should be read in conjunction with background studies to the original statutory listing of The Hill Heritage
Conservation Area in the Newcastle LEP 1987, including the Urban Conservation Area Guidelines for Inner Newcastle,
1996, by Godden Mackay Heritage Consultants (Dewey Q711.558/NEW), and the Newcastle Inner Areas Conservation
Planning Study, March 1984, by Suters Busteed Lester Firth (Dewey RSQ711.5/SUT).
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5.2

Heritage Status - The Hill

The area known as The Hill Heritage Conservation Area was gazetted as a heritage conservation area as
Amendment No. 52 to the Newcastle LEP 1987, dated 3 July 1992, Gazette No 83, page 4668. The current
boundaries of the area remain as gazetted in 1992.

5.3

History

Awabakal and Worimi peoples are acknowledged as the traditional owners of the land and waters of Newcastle.
For thousands of years before the arrival of the British in Newcastle, Aboriginal people lived on and around the
harbour and its hinterland. Newcastle was called Muloobinba while the Hunter River was called Coquon.
Although landscape of the Hill has changed dramatically since European arrival, Newcastle and The Hill
continues to hold important cultural significance to local Aboriginal communities. There are meanings and
associations in the landscape that reinforce the deep and ancient history of the area and continuity of Aboriginal
connection. The high cliff at South Newcastle Beach extending into King Edward Park is called Yi-ran-na-li, and
in dreaming story it is a fearful place. Yi-ran-na-li must be respected by all and no one should linger or speak in
its vicinity because of the danger of falling rocks. Yi-ran-na-li is interpreted today by an artwork made by
members of the local community.
Natural landscape features and known sacred sites near to the Hill Heritage Conservation Area include Whibay
Gamba (Nobbys). It is said that a kangaroo jumped from Tahlbihn Point, at the site now known as Fort
Scratchley, to the safety of Whibay Gamba. The kangaroo remains hidden in the island’s bowels occasionally
thumping its tail and making the land tremble. The thumping is said to be a reference to the region’s earthquake
activity.
Paintings depicting Aboriginal people were produced after the establishment of a permanent British settlement
in 1804. A large collection of artworks are important testimony of the Aboriginal ownership of the area, and a
reminder of the experience of first contact between the Awabakal and Worimi tribes and the British. As such,
The Hill has profound historical significance as a place of first contact between the traditional owners of the land
and waters of Newcastle and the newly arrived Europeans.
In 1804, a penal settlement was established by proclamation of Governor King. The area just south of the penal
settlement, on the lower slopes of the Hill, was to become the site of the church and the location of Government
House and domain. In the fashion typical of the settlers, the traditional Aboriginal place names were ignored and
the new area was called Church Hill, in recognition of the church established in 1817 by Commandant Wallis.
By 1822 the penal settlement was moved to Port Macquarie and Newcastle and the Hunter was declared a free
settlement. The remaining convicts stayed at Newcastle to build the breakwater and the barracks within the
government domain, and infrastructure and road improvements in the town. The government appointed the
surveyor Henry Dangar to devise a layout for the settlement, and in 1823, his plan for the town of Newcastle
was accepted. The alignment of streets in The Hill still follows this plan (see Figure X).
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Dangar’s Plan of the Town of Newcastle
The layout created by Dangar sufficed for many years, even though it was not officially aligned. It was not until 8
August 1853, that the streets in the inner part of Newcastle were officially aligned. This covered the area
bounded on the south by Church Street, on the west by Brown Street (the boundary of the AA Company's land),
on the north by the harbour and on the east by Telford and Pacific Streets. Licensed Surveyor John Rogers had
surveyed the plan. Subsequently, in 1854, the Colonial government spent £190/1/3/0 aligning Newcastle’s
streets.
The line of Brown Street and The Terrace were altered to allow an adjustment of the boundary between the AA
Company grant and the official town. A sketch plan by the Surveyor-General of April 1857 of the altered line
showed the changes. By 1860, Newcastle was slowly emerging from the shackles of its penal past, growing in
economic importance as a place for coal extraction and exportation. The Awabakal people were pushed out by
the new system of land alienation and now lived on the outskirts. The city's rapidly burgeoning middle class
chose The Hill to build large fine houses. Many of these survive in The terrace and Cliff Street, Claremont
House, Marlborough House, Jesmond House, Lee Terrace, Shalimah, Lance Villa and Woodlands among
others. Working people also built houses and many modest examples survive as physical evidence of the age
and historical layering that defines The Hill.
Parks and reserves in The Hill
King Edward Park was set aside in November 1856, an area of 35 acres for a Recreation Area and Reservoir. It
was later dedicated on 2 July 1863. In 1897, the Upper or Horse-shoe Reserve was occupied by a bowling
green and tennis court. During World War Two, King Edward Park became an important site for the defence of
Newcastle and an army base was established. A series of tunnels were dug under the park and a searchlight
and engine house was built at the base of the bowling club. Houses on The Terrace and High Streets were
resumed by the government for occupation by the military. The shepherds Hill coast battery site of 1 acre 2
roods was set aside by 31 July 1890. The Obelisk is the site of the 1821 stone windmill, which was later rebuilt
as an obelisk. Arcadia Park was originally part of the Recreation Reserve. By the late 1840s, Church Walk Park,
located at the western end of Church Street, was the route of the AA Company's railways from the D Pit at
Hamilton.
Cathedral Park originally formed part of the burial ground of the church. A sketch map of land at Newcastle by
Henry Dangar, dated as 9 October 1832, suggests that it extended to the north-east towards the corner of King
and Newcomen Streets. The actual boundary has not been verified with the modern cadastre. By the 1890s, the
burial ground was replaced by the opening of the Sandgate cemetery, and the burial ground began a process of
neglect. In 1966, the Christ Church Cathedral Act was gazetted and the land was transferred to the ownership
of Newcastle City Council. This was extended in 1990 to include the portion on the corner of Wolfe and King
Streets, previously occupied by Simon's Kemp's cottage Mulimbah.
Fletcher Park was reserved as public open space as early as 1860. By October 1893 Fletcher and Shortland
Parks were shown on survey maps of the area. The Ocean Beach Foreshores were dedicated as 40 acres on 7
November 1906, but there were later changes to the area.
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5.4

Physical Description

The Hill occupies the steep slopes on the southern shore of Newcastle harbour, with the highest point being the
Obelisk and Shepherds Hill in the grassy knoll atop King Edward Park. Two major spurs run west along Tyrrell
Street and north down King Street. South of the obelisk, the major ridge line continues along The Terrace to the
reservoir.

Christ Church Cathedral is situated on a secondary knoll at the heart of The Hill. The Cathedral is an iconic
landmark dominating the skyline of The Hill. Secondary landmarks include the Lead Light Tower at the corner of
Brown and Tyrrell Streets, the Obelisk above Ordnance Street and the tower of Jesmond House in Barker
Street.

The topography and the views it allows from the public domain over the harbour and ocean are an important
aspect of The Hill's urban character. Panoramic views are available from the Obelisk and Cathedral Park.
Scenic views along the coastal cliffs include those from the reservoir at Shepherds Hill, King Edward Park and
the end of Ordnance Street. Views of townscape interest include the view up Bolton Street, terminating with the
court House and channelled street views over the harbour along Perkins and Wolfe Streets. A majority of large
residences have been located to take advantage of views.

Parks and reserves are an important element of the amenity and physical character of The Hill. In fact, the Hill
has a long history of public land reservation.

In summary, the physical character of The Hill is defined by a range of historically, culturally and visually
significant built, natural and landscape features. These features include:
•

Diversity of built form demonstrated by the diversity of building types and architectural styles apartments, terraces and detached houses reflecting varying periods of economic prosperity and
building activity, the earliest of which date from the closure of the penal settlement in 1822 (Newcomen
House, the remains of the parsonage, archaeological remains from the first Christ Church).

•

Original building stock of between one and three storeys, through to the post-war era.

•

Buildings purpose built to accommodate a range of civic, religious and educational functions reflecting
the history of the city as the second oldest urban centre outside Sydney.

•

Aboriginal places and sites of cultural significance including locations of known dreaming stories and
places of meaning and attachment.

•

.Archaeological areas and relics, known and unknown.

•

A distinct topography which provides views out to the coastline, port of Newcastle and harbour mouth.

•

Large and mature trees in gardens and in the public domain.

•

Parks and reserves including King Edward Park, Cathedral Park, Fletcher Park, and Arcadia Park, each
with their own history, significance and place in the story of Newcastle.
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5.5

Previous Heritage Studies

The heritage value of the inner suburbs of Newcastle has been recognised since the 1960s. On 30 October
1978, the National Trust of Australia (New South Wales) resolved to classify both Newcastle East and The Hill
as an "Urban Conservation Area" (see Figure 1). The 1978 listing boundary determined by the National Trust
became the same boundary that would later be gazetted into the Newcastle LEP as the statutory boundary of
the Hill and Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Areas.

Figure 5.2 - Newcastle Urban Conservation Area 1978 listing boundary
Soon after the National Trust listing, the area was also included on the Register of the National Estate by the
Australian Heritage Commission as the "Newcastle Conservation Area", in 1979.
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In 1982, Council commissioned the firm Suters Busteed + Lester Firth to assess the character and heritage
significance of Newcastle East and The Hill areas. The purpose of the study was to:
•

Identify and conserve the environmental heritage of the Inner City of Newcastle;

•

To provide rehabilitation and infill guidelines for this area; and

•

To provide a draft development control plan for urban conservation in Newcastle East, including the
identification of public works.

The major emphasis of the study was Newcastle East and The Hill area to enable policies and objectives for
conservation management to be incorporated in detailed development controls for the area. The area was
regarded by Council as a key aspect of the city's physical identity and heritage.
The draft study was called the Newcastle Inner Areas Conservation Planning Study and was placed on public
exhibition in September 1985. The study contains invaluable urban planning and heritage documentation and is
available for viewing in Newcastle Region Library. The Newcastle Inner Areas Conservation Planning Study
remains an invaluable baseline document for managing the heritage values of the areas.
The areas identified were eventually listed as heritage conservation areas in the Newcastle Local Environmental
Plan, Amendment No 52 in 1992. In 1997, Council adopted development control guidelines in the form of DCP
44 - covering The Hill, Newcastle East and Cooks Hill. The DCP introduced principles and objectives to facilitate
the protection and management of the built environment within each precinct.

5.6

Assessment of Cultural Significance

The Hill Heritage Conservation Area represents a pattern of urban settlement that traces its origins back to the
earliest phase of the European settlement of the city of Newcastle, and beyond that, to the long tradition of
indigenous settlement, the physical remains of which are contained in a rich archaeological layer and in stories
and paintings of Aboriginal people set within The Hill following the arrival of the British from 1797. As such, The
Hill Heritage Conservation Area has the capacity to demonstrate aspects of the history of Newcastle, in terms of
its long indigenous heritage, through to colonisation and urban change. The Hill HCA is broadly representative
of the urbanization of a natural landscape.
The cultural significance of The Hill is embodied in the surviving physical elements of the area. The street layout
is the most enduring aspect of Dangar's plan of inner Newcastle as it provides an orderly network of streets that
provide vistas to the harbour and a strong north-south orientation. The building stock is representative of the
urban history of Newcastle, covering almost all decades from the 1820s to the present. The eclectic range of
buildings, as well as sandstone walls and street drainage, and the street trees give The Hill a unique and
eclectic character, typified by its dominance of older buildings. Key visual elements include:
•

The diversity of the building stock which reflects a long history of urban settlement

•

The random house styles and varying building setbacks

•

An organic street layout which reflects the steep topography of the Hill

•

Stone retaining walls in the public and private domain
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•

Views from public areas over the coastline and harbour as these are an important aspect of the urban
character of The Hill.

•

Open space and reserves including King Edward Park and Ordnance Reserve, Cathedral Park, Arcadia
Park and Fletcher Park

•

Iconic buildings and structures of significance including the Newcastle Cathedral, Newcastle Club,
Claremont House, Newcastle Courthouse, the Obelisk, the Lead Light Tower and Newcastle Reservoir,
the original Newcastle East Public School on Bolton Street and the newer Newcastle East Public School
on Tyrrell Street.

Applying the NSW Heritage Criteria
In revising the heritage significance of the area, the NSW Heritage criteria has been applied as expressed
below:
•

Criterion a - An item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW’s cultural or natural history;
The Hill HCA is significant for its role in the course of the history of New South Wales, including being a
place of documented first contact between Aboriginal people and the British. It is significant as the
location of the first attempt at coal extraction in 1801. It is also important in the course of NSW's history
as the site of the Colonial government's attempt to control and punish recidivist convicts, through the
proclamation by Governor King of the penal settlement in 1804, which continued for an 18 year period
until 1822. The penal period would create the hallmarks of the city layout and character that defines it
today, including the site of the first church and burial ground (now Christ Church Cathedral and Park),
the site of the parsonage (1818, corner of Church and Newcomen Street), and the gradual transition
from an altered landscape to a modern city. It is also a place that is important in course of NSW's
cultural history as the site of the establishment of the first private coal mining venture in Australia, the
archaeological evidence of which survives in the site of the A Pit off Church Street.

The Hill HCA is important for its ongoing existence as a modern urban settlement which can
demonstrate through the rich archaeological heritage the pre contact traditions and life ways of
Aboriginal people, who through the ongoing connections of the Awabakal people maintain an
attachment to area today. Following the arrival of the British, Awabakal associations are recorded in
paintings and records of the penal period and the decades that followed.
•

Criterion b - An item has strong or special association with the life or works of a person, or group of
persons, of importance in NSW’s cultural or natural history;
The Hill HCA has special associations with the convict history of Australia, being a place of secondary
punishment for reoffending convicts between 1804-1822. The first administrators of the colony and
some of the first European navigators are associated with the area, including Lieutenant Shortland,
Governors King and Hunter, and numerous others of importance in the history of early colonial
Australia, including Commandant Wallis and Commandant Morisset. The area is also associated with
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the Australian Agricultural Company, being the eastern most extent of their 2000 acre grant of land in
inner Newcastle. The AA Company established the first private coal mine in Australia at the A Pit, just
off Church Street, in 1828. The AA Company, through its modern system of coal extraction and its coal
export monopoly, made an important contribution to the origins of the Australian economy.
•

Criterion c - An item is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics and/or a high degree of
creative or technical achievement in NSW;
The Hill HCA is important urban cultural landscape that demonstrates aesthetic characteristics that
define the evolution of an early Australian city established during the penal period. It has evolved a rich
urban fabric that represents 210 years of urban development. These aesthetic features include:
1. Buildings that represent architectural styles and construction technologies from all periods of
Australia's development including buildings of the Georgian, Victorian, Edwardian, Federation,
Inter War and post war periods of urban development.
2. Suburb layout and its reflection of the Dangar plan of 1823, as well as the boundary of the
Australian Agricultural Company's 2000 acre grant of coal bearing land in inner Newcastle.
3. Streetscapes and vistas outwards and inwards which strongly contribute to the character of the
suburb
4. The areas of park and green space designed to be an integral element of the Hill including King
Edward Park, Fletcher Park, Arcadia Par and Cathedral Park
5. The location of the Hill adjacent to the Newcastle City Centre, is a defining visual marker of the
urban geography of Newcastle.

•

Criterion d - An item has strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group in
NSW for social, cultural or spiritual reasons;
A survey of residents in 2015 revealed that the residents value the character and physical elements of
The Hill and they agree with its protection as a heritage conservation area. On the whole there is a high
degree of esteem held by the resident community and strong attachment to the character of the area,
the streetscape, buildings and public open space. The area meets this criterion on cultural grounds at
the local level.

•

Criterion e - An item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of NSW’s
cultural or natural history;
Given the rate of survival of key elements of the early urban settlement of Newcastle, including its ability
to demonstrate elements of the work of Henry Dangar as well as the behaviour and strategies of the
system of land subdivision and crown grants following the cessation of the penal colony mining, the
area has the potential to yield information that will contribute to understanding aspects of Newcastle’s
cultural history, and more broadly to the state of NSW for the capacity to yield information about the
cessation of a penal settlement and its evolution to a modern city.
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•

Criterion f - An item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of NSW’s cultural or natural
history;
The area does not demonstrate this criterion to any notable degree.

•

Criterion g - An item is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of NSW’s


cultural or natural places or



cultural or natural environments.

The Hill contains many surviving elements of the early 19th and 20th centuries and the processes of
urbanisation. It demonstrates these characteristics in its key elements including street layout and the
evidence of the Dangar town plan, housing stock and historic iconic elements and green space.

5.7

Comparative Assessment

Fieldwork undertaken for this review has found that the area contains many surviving elements associated with
the gradual development of the city of Newcastle following the arrival of the invading British in 1804. Perhaps
the most striking element is the steep gradients and undulating topography which has focused urban
development to the determined the fairly organic subdivision layout and large number of retaining walls and split
streets. The finding is supported by citations made by the Australian Heritage Commission and the National
trust in their findings in the early 1980s of the value and significance of the Hill as an historic precinct.

5.8

Threatening Processes

This review has identified the demolition of contributory buildings as one of the key threatening processes,
which over time, could undermine the valued character of the heritage conservation area. Cumulatively, this
impact, if unmitigated, would compromise the heritage significance of the area.

A secondary key threatening process is the anticipated impact that future building envelopes in close proximity
to the Hill will have on the views and character of the Hill HCA. These envelopes are a set of controls adopted in
the Newcastle Local Environmental Plan 2012, and other planning considerations would apply. However as
potential building envelopes the specific controls deserve consideration.

The Newcastle LEP 2012 amendments at Part 7 Additional local provisions - Newcastle City Centre - comprise
height, Floor Space Ratios and building envelopes for three land parcels in the vicinity of the Hill Heritage
Conservation Area. The maximum height across the three parcels is 58.9 metres. It is anticipated that if future
developments were built to the maximum extent of the controls, the resulting buildings would be significantly
taller than any of the existing buildings in the immediate vicinity of the Hill HCA.

Properties affected by the larger height controls are in direct proximity to the north boundary of The Hill Heritage
Conservation Area. In effect, the City Centre to the immediate north of the HCA is within the visual curtilage of
The Hill HCA so any changes to the scale and form of the City Centre could affect the character, amenity and
visual quality of the Hill HCA. Vistas outwards from the Hill HCA could be interrupted or obscured by any future
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buildings and if no mitigation measures are introduced, could undermine the human scale that defines both The
Hill and adjacent City Centre.

5.9

Desired Future Character Statement

This review has gathered information about the elements of heritage value in The Hill, and the features that
establish character and provide a sense of place that is recognisable and worth keeping. As a result of this
work, a statement of desired future character has been prepared. It is proposed to include the statement in the
DCP as a clear guide for development assessment and design planning.

The character of the The Hill Heritage conservation area is made up of a variety of building styles that
date from the late 19th and early decades of the 20th century. The special character of The Hill will be
preserved and maintained through the retention of contributory buildings, open space, the existing
subdivision pattern, street trees and elements of visual interest and heritage significance such as the
many iconic buildings located in The Hill, parks and open space, views and vistas, the unique steep
topography and street layout, and the character of the streetscapes including street trees, buildings and
the relationship of built elements. Elements that are to be preserved include:
•

The range of contributory and historic buildings, particularly intact or historically significant
groupings, heritage items, iconic structures, and the appearance and layout of streets.

•

Sandstone retaining walls, street features such as sandstone kerbing and guttering, and other
features of historical interest such as coal shutes, public stairs, lanes, parks, views and vistas.

•

The eclectic and organic nature of the urban pattern and varying ages of the building stock that
th
th
demonstrates the gradual urbanisation during the 19 and 20 century of a once indigenous

landscape.
•

The existing appearance of the Hill, views outwards to the coastline and harbour and views into the
area from the City, foreshore and Stockton which reveal a tree-lined suburb with a steep
topography.

•

Gardens, street trees and public open space.

•

Existing subdivision pattern and street layout.

5.10 Contributory Buildings
Fieldwork was undertaken in May 2015 to establish the overall level of intactness of the heritage conservation
areas. The location of contributory buildings has been mapped. For definitions of contributory buildings, refer to
section 1.4.

Contributory buildings may be defined as those buildings that are part of the original building stock, or have
historic or aesthetic significance, or make a positive contribution to the streetscape. Generally buildings in this
category had not been heavily altered or where alterations were evident these were of a scale or style that
retained the character of the building. Removal of contributory buildings is detrimental to the heritage
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conservation area because these elements establish the prevailing character and reinforce its sense of place.
On the other hand, demolition of and alterations to non-contributory buildings is encouraged if the replacement
design is more in character with the streetscape. The contribution of any particular building to streetscape,
character or heritage significance will guide the approach to development and assist in determining the degree
of change that will be permitted.

The following images are intended to provide guidance on the three categories of contribution, starting with
contributory buildings, neutral and ending with the category of non-contributory building. Finally a map of the
area is provided which identifies, by colour, the category of each building within the heritage conservation area.
Contributory

Contributory
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Neutral

Neutral
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Non Contributory 17

Non Contributory

17

Non-contributory buildings are only deemed non-contributory in the context of the character of a HCA. The
authors are not seeking to disparage such buildings and no offence should be taken.
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Figure 5.3 -The Hill - Contributory Buildings map (Source: NCC GIS 18 August 2015)

5.11 Newcastle Voice Community Survey Results
The Hill HCA is an inner-urban precinct of regional and state heritage significance and the heritage values of
this area are held especially dear to local residents. In order to gain an understanding of specifically what it is
that residents and the general community value about the HCA, a survey was conducted between the 20th
March and 17th April 2015 by Newcastle Voice.

In total, 88 survey responses were received, with 73 of these stating that they were local residents of The Hill
HCA. Some key findings from these 73 resident respondents were:

• 73% were aware that The Hill is a Heritage Conservation Area;
• 97% agreed that The Hill should be a Heritage Conservation Area;
• 16% had lodged a development application (DA) for a property within the HCA in the past 10
years; and
• The top three elements that residents valued most about The Hill were: heritage houses and
buildings (92%), streetscape and character (92%) and proximity to facilities and services (88%).
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All respondents (both residents and non-residents) agreed that there are buildings in the HCA that contribute to
the character of the area. Almost half of the resident respondents agreed that buildings in the HCA should be
allowed to be demolished where the building has been altered or does not fit with the character of the area
(47%). The majority of resident respondents (92%) agreed that new development, including alterations and
additions, should be designed to fit the existing character of the area.
Opinion on whether the HCA development guidelines should be merit based or prescriptive standard was
divided, with 60% of resident respondents indicating a preference for the merit based approach and 40%
preferring prescriptive standards. Resident respondents were supportive of the idea of including examples of
concept plans for alterations / additions (77%), examples of architect designed sketches (73%) and sketches,
models and concept plans for new buildings (72%) in the development control plan chapter on HCAs.
The survey results will be considered in the re-formulation of the statement of significance and desired future
character statement for The Hill HCA (see Appendix III). This re-formulation will then be considered for
incorporation in the DCP.

The complete results of the survey, including verbatim responses and the questionnaire itself, are available in
Appendix A.

5.12 Boundaries
A review of the boundaries of The Hill HCA was undertaken. Generally the boundaries are appropriate to ensure
that the heritage significance of the area is retained and conserved. However, the city block between King,
Church, Bolton and Newcomen Streets is included in the Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy and has
established the controls, zone and guidelines consistent with the renewal strategy even though it is within the
boundary of The Hill and hence subject to its heritage controls. The zoning of this block is R4 High Density
residential and the FSRs and Height of Building map applies to it. In terms of character this block is much more
reflective of the commercial nature of development in the city centre. However, the City Centre HCA has been
outside the scope of this review, but it is recommended that excising this block be further investigated as part of
a future review of the City Centre HCA.

Council has in the past considered expanding the Hill HCA boundary to take in other parts of the suburb
considered to be of heritage significance. In 2005, Council commissioned Ecotecture to assess a section of the
18
Hill for protection as a heritage conservation area . The area covered was High Street, Anzac, Lemnos and

Kitchener Parades (see Figure 5.4). This area was released by the Australian Agricultural Company for
residential development at the end of the First World War. As a result of a previous report by Ecotecture, it was
recommended that Council create a stand-alone Heritage Conservation Area on the basis of its heritage
significance and character. However this idea did not progress and no further action was taken.

18

Review of Potential Heritage Items Group 1 - Final Report Appendix B, prepared on behalf of Council by Ecotecture Pty
Ltd, September 2005.
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As part of this review, the Ecotecture 2005 report was considered in order to determine whether a Heritage
Conservation Area remained a valid option to conserve its heritage significance. It was found that in the ten
years since the 2005 report, there were notable changes to the character of the potential area. However, it was
also found that there are significant outstanding groups that should be conserved through their inclusion in both
The Hill HCA (by extending the boundary to include all of High Street and parts of Anzac Parade) and as an
extension to the Cooks Hill HCA (parts of Kitchener and Anzac Parades). Lemnos Parade, by contrast, was
found to be of low intactness and has not been recommended for inclusion.

As a result of the review the following recommendations are made:
3. On the basis of the character, significance and streetscape qualities of High and Bingle Streets, as well
as a small section of Anzac Parade, a boundary adjustment to The Hill HCA is proposed to extend it to
include this area. Refer Figure 5.4.
4. On the basis of the character, significance and streetscape qualities of a small part of Kitchener and
Anzac Parades, a boundary adjustment to the Cooks Hill HCA is proposed to extend it to include this
area. Refer Figure 5.4.

Figure 5.4 - Proposed boundary changes to The Hill Heritage Conservation Area (Source: NCC GIS 9
October 2015)
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5.13 Findings - The Hill
Observation

Planning Response

Recommendation

Contributory buildings and land in the HCA has been identified

Include the map of contributory buildings and

Contributory buildings and land that is contributory in the Hill

through fieldwork and mapped.

land in the Heritage Technical Manual.

HCA is published in the Heritage Technical Manual, and
available as a downloadable PDF on Council's website.

The statement of desired future character defined in this review

The Development Control Plan should include

Consider amending the DCP which includes the Statement of

should be included in the Newcastle DCP.

the Statement of Desired Future Character in

Desired Future character to guide development processes.

this report.
This review has revisited a 2005 report by Ecotecture Pty Ltd to

Council should consider changes to the

Place this background report on public exhibition and seek

extend the boundaries of the Hill HCA to include an area of

boundary of the Hill HCA (as well as Cooks Hill

feedback on the issue from the community. Pending the

Federation and Inter War houses at Bingle/ High Streets and

HCA) to reflect that identified in this report (see

outcome of the exhibition, a future planning proposal should

Anzac/ Kitchener Parade precinct. This review has re-assessed

Figure 5.4).

be prepared with the intention of amending the HCA

the area and finds certain streets are considered worthy of

boundary to that identified in this report, subject to feedback

statutory listing as a HCA. An appropriate action would be to

received from the consultation process.

extend the boundaries of the Hill and Cooks Hill HCA respectively
to include these areas (see Figure 5.4).
The City Centre HCA has been outside the scope of this review.

It is recommended that the block (Watt, King,

Undertake a review of the City Centre Heritage Conservation

However, the blocks between Watt, King, Church, and Newcomen

Church, and Newcomen Streets) be investigated

Area with regard to which HCA the city block should fall into.

Streets may be more appropriately managed by moving the

as part of a future review of the City Centre HCA

boundary so that the block is in the City Centre HCA, not The Hill

for a boundary adjustment of the City Centre and

as is currently the case.

The Hill HCA. This block may be more
appropriately managed as part of the City Centre
HCA.

Page | 74

Observation

Planning Response

Recommendation

Within the Newcastle LEP 2012, at Part 7 Additional local

Consideration should be given to mitigation

Future investigation should be made into what the

provisions - Newcastle City Centre - the height, floor space ratios

measures to protect the curtilage of The Hill

appropriate planning response should be to the additional

and building envelopes for three land parcels in the vicinity of the

HCA and to minimise the visual impact of tall

local provisions at Part 7 of the Newcastle LEP which have

Hill provide for a maximum height of 58.9metres. These additional

buildings imposed by the additional local

been identified in this review as a threatening process.

local provisions have been identified as a threatening process

provisions at Part 7 of the Newcastle LEP.

because of potential impacts on the curtilage of The Hill HCA.
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CHAPTER SIX
NEWCASTLE EAST HERITAGE
CONSERVATION AREA
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6.1

Introduction

This section documents The Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Area, located in the inner area of the City of
Newcastle, which is bounded by Watt Street at its west, the Pacific Ocean at its east, Pacific Park to the south
and to the north by the harbour. A map of the heritage conservation area is reproduced in Figure 6.1.

19

Figure 6.1 - Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Area - current boundary

19

This section should be read in conjunction with background studies to the original statutory listing of Newcastle East
Heritage Conservation Area in the Newcastle LEP 1987, including the Urban Conservation Area Guidelines for Inner
Newcastle, 1996, by Godden Mackay Heritage Consultants (Dewey Q711.558/NEW), and the Newcastle Inner Areas
Conservation Planning Study, March 1984, by Suters Busteed Lester Firth (Dewey RSQ711.5/SUT).
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6.2

Heritage Status - Newcastle East

The area known as Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Area was gazetted as a heritage conservation area
as Amendment No. 52 to the Newcastle LEP 1987, dated 3 July 1992, Gazette No 83, page 4668. The current
boundaries of the area remain as gazetted in 1992.

6.3

History

Awabakal and Worimi peoples are acknowledged as the traditional owners of the land and waters of Newcastle,
and the original owners of the suburb now called Newcastle East. For thousands of years before the arrival of
the British in Newcastle, Aboriginal people lived on and around the harbour and its hinterland. Newcastle was
called Muloobinba while the Hunter River was called Coquon. Newcastle and Newcastle East continues to hold
important cultural significance to local Aboriginal communities. There are meanings and associations in the
landscape that reinforce the deep and ancient history of the area and continuity of Aboriginal connection.
Natural landscape features and known sacred sites near to Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Area include
Whibay Gamba (Nobbys). It is said that a kangaroo jumped from Tahlbihn Point, at the site now known as Fort
Scratchley, to the safety of Whibay Gamba. The kangaroo remains hidden in the island’s bowels occasionally
thumping its tail and making the land tremble. The thumping is said to be a reference to the region’s earthquake
activity.
Paintings depicting Aboriginal people were produced after the establishment of a permanent British settlement
in 1804. The large collection of artworks are important testimony of the Aboriginal ownership of the area, and a
reminder of the experience of first contact between the Awabakal and Worimi tribes and the British. As such,
Newcastle East has profound historical significance as a place of first contact between the traditional owners of
the land and waters of Newcastle and the newly arrived Europeans.
Convictism was the main imperative in the earliest years of Newcastle east. Many of the important structures of
that period, including the lumber yard, the convict stockade, the gaol and salt-works, were situated in what is
now the Newcastle East HCA. Henry Dangar's map of 1823, also shows a fort in this area. The massive
breakwater linking Nobbys island to the mainland, is a post penal era improvement located in Newcastle East.
Following cessation of the penal settlement in 1822, many of the convicts were moved to Port Macquarie. Those
that remained were employed in the building of the barracks at James Fletcher hospital, the breakwater, or
employed by the AA Company in their coal mines. After 1822, the shipping industry began to develop and soon
a high proportion of the population were employed in the maritime industry - pilots, lighthouse keepers, life-boat
sailors, tug boat crews, wharf labourers, ship chandlers, and customs staff.
The need for improved coastal defences along Australia's east coast was accepted by the 1890s and Fort
Scratchley was built as part of a wider defence plan. It was completed by 1886, with modifications continuing up
until the 1940s.
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One of the early major problems with building in Newcastle East was caused by wind blown sand. Soon after
the arrival of Euopeans, vegetation was removed from the area now known as Pacific Park, and along the
coastline, and this caused the inundation of the area by sand dunes. This issue would continue to limit the
residential development of Newcastle East until the 1870s, when mitigation work was carried out on behalf of
the government by the Scottish Australian Investment Company. To do this, coal mine chitter was used to
stabilise the sand by limiting its' movement. Subdivision and development stimulated by the growth of Newcastle
in the boom period of the 1870s, then took place. By the 1880s, substantial Victorian villas began to emerge.
Newcastle East, by this time, was described as the 'aristocratic end of the city.'

6.4

Physical Description

Newcastle East comprises of an area of flat land at the north east end of the Newcastle peninsula. It contains
iconic sites of cultural significance to the local Aboriginal community, including Nobbys Wi-by-gamba, the
harbour landscape and ocean. Fort Scratchley Historic site, the Newcastle Customs House, Convict Lumber
Yard, Coutts Sailors' Home, and Foreshore Park are significant heritage places that define Newcastle East.

The underlying geology tells important aspects of the Newcastle story. The coal measures outcrop at Newcastle
East under Fort Scratchley. The proximity and views of the harbour and ocean are an important aspect of
Newcastle East's urban character.

The current built character of Newcastle east HCA ranges from small -scale residential to intensive urban forms,
from recreational to business uses. The residential buildings are mostly Victorian or Federation period. A
majority of the building stock in the central section of the HCA contributes to the character of the HCA in some
way. Collectively, the contributory building stock demonstrates a consistency of scale, style, or other features
which together make up a consistent built form in the Newcastle East HCA. In summary, the physical character
of Newcastle East can be described as a cultural landscape comprising historically significant built and natural
heritage items. These features include:
•

Two and three storey terrace houses, historically significant former bond stores, commercial buildings
th
th
and worker's housing from the late 19 century early decades of the 20 century.

•

Aboriginal places and sites of cultural significance including locations of known dreaming stories and
places of meaning and cultural connection. The Convict Lumber Yard is the location of a documented
Aboriginal archaeological site.

•

Archaeological areas and relics, known and unknown.

•

Views out to the coastline, port of Newcastle and harbour mouth.

•

Foreshore Park, Nobbys, Fort Scratchley, Pacific Park and the Convict Lumber Yard, each with their
own history, significance and place in the story of Newcastle.

Page | 79

Chapter five - Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Area

6.5

Previous Heritage Studies

The heritage value of the inner suburbs of Newcastle has been recognised since the 1960s. On 30 October
1978, the National Trust of Australia (New South Wales) resolved to classify both The Hill and Newcastle East
as an "Urban Conservation Area" (see Figure 1). The 1978 listing boundary determined by the National Trust
became the same boundary that was later gazetted into the Newcastle LEP as the statutory boundary of the Hill
and Newcastle east Heritage Conservation Areas.

Figure 6.2 - 1978 National Trust Listing Boundary of the Newcastle Urban Conservation Area
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Soon after the National Trust listing, the area was also included on the Register of the National Estate by the
Australian Heritage Commission as the "Newcastle Conservation Area", in 1979.
In 1982, Council commissioned the firm Suters Busteed + Lester Firth to assess the character and heritage
significance of The HIll and Newcastle East areas. The purpose of the study was to:
•

Identify and conserve the environmental heritage of the Inner City of Newcastle;

•

To provide rehabilitation and infill guidelines for this area; and

•

To provide a draft development control plan for urban conservation in Newcastle East, including the
identification of public works.

The major emphasis of the study was to enable policies and objectives for conservation management to be
incorporated in detailed development controls for the area. The area was regarded by Council as a key aspect
of the city's physical identity and heritage.
The draft study was called the Newcastle Inner Areas Conservation Planning Study and was placed on public
exhibition in September 1985. The study contains invaluable urban planning and heritage documentation and is
available for viewing in Newcastle Region Library. The Newcastle Inner Areas Conservation Planning Study
remains an invaluable baseline document for managing the heritage values of the areas.
The areas identified were eventually listed as heritage conservation areas in the Newcastle Local Environmental
Plan, Amendment No 52 in 1992. In 1997, Council adopted development control guidelines in the form of DCP
44 - covering Newcastle East, Newcastle East and Cooks Hill. The DCP introduced principles and objectives to
facilitate the protection and management of the built environment within each precinct.

6.6

Assessment of Cultural Significance

The Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Area represents a pattern of urban settlement that traces its origins
back to the earliest phase of the European settlement of the city of Newcastle, and beyond that, to the long
tradition of indigenous settlement, the physical remains of which are contained in a rich archaeological layer and
in stories and paintings of Aboriginal people following the arrival of the British from 1797. As such, Newcastle
East Heritage Conservation Area has the capacity to demonstrate aspects of the history of Newcastle, in terms
of its long indigenous heritage, through to colonisation and urban change.
The cultural significance of Newcastle East is embodied in its setting - a core of heritage items and significant
building groups surrounded by water on three sides. The inner part of the HCA, bounded by Scott Street and
Stevenson Place, is enclosed and the physical elements within it are iconic features of Newcastle east. The
building stock is representative of the urban history of Newcastle, covering almost all decades from the 1820s to
the present. The historic buildings provide a series of uniform streetscapes which visually reinforce the historical
character of the area.

The archaeological potential of the Newcastle east HCA cannot be overstated. The Newcastle Archaeological
Management Plan 1997 and the Review 2013 confirm that the archaeological resources of this area are
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abundant, both Aboriginal and historical. The Coal River Precinct, listed on the NSW state Heritage Register, is
an area where there is documented and predicted archaeological remains of profound research potential to the
nation as the place of first contact with the local Aboriginal population and the place of the establishment of the
Australian coal industry.

The architectural values of the Newcastle East HCA are to be found in the high quality of buildings, in the
landscape settings of many of them, in the style, scale and detail, and in the contribution to the streetscape. The
overall impression of Newcastle East is a strongly established historic precinct.

Key visual elements include:
•

The narrow range of building types including terrace houses, workers' housing, government buildings,
and bond stores which reflects the long history of urban settlement and various industrial themes in the
city's history

•

A uniform street layout which reflects the flat topography of Newcastle East and laneways which reflects
the historical mechanism of sanitisation

•

Views from public areas over the coastline and harbour as these are an important aspect of the urban
character of Newcastle East.

•

Open space and reserves including Foreshore Park, Convict Lumber Yard, Newcastle Beach foreshore,
Nobbys breakwater and headland, and Pacific Park

•

Iconic buildings and structures of significance including Nobbys lighthouse and headland, Customs
House, Fort Scratchley, the Coutts Sailors Home, the Bond stores, Tyrrell House, and Boatmans' Row.

Applying the NSW Heritage Criteria
In revising the heritage significance of the area, the NSW Heritage criteria has been applied as expressed
below:
•

Criterion a - An item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW’s cultural or natural history;
Newcastle East HCA is significant for its role in the course of the history of New South Wales, including
being a place of documented first contact between Aboriginal people and the British. It is significant as
the location of the first attempt at coal extraction in 1801. It is also important in the course of NSW's
history as the site of the Colonial government's attempt to control and punish recidivist convicts, through
the proclamation by Governor King of the penal settlement in 1804, which continued for an 18 year
period until 1822. The penal period would create the hallmarks of the city layout and character that
defines it today, including the site of the Convict Lumber Yard and Coal River precinct, Flagstaff Hill
(Fort Scratchley) and the gradual transition from an indigenous landscape to a residential precinct. It is
also a place that is important in course of NSW's cultural history as the site of the establishment of the
first successful coal mining in Australia at Fort Scratchley.
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Newcastle East HCA is important for its ongoing existence as an urban settlement which can
demonstrate through the rich archaeological heritage the pre contact traditions and life ways of
Aboriginal people, who through the ongoing connections of the Awabakal people maintain an
attachment to area today. Following the arrival of the British, Awabakal associations are recorded in
paintings and records of the penal period and the decades that followed.
•

Criterion b - An item has strong or special association with the life or works of a person, or group of
persons, of importance in NSW’s cultural or natural history;
Newcastle East HCA has special associations with the convict history of Australia, being a place of
secondary punishment for reoffending convicts between 1804-1822. The first administrators of the
colony and some of the first European navigators are associated with the area, including Lieutenant
Shortland, Governors King and Hunter, and numerous others of importance in the history of early
colonial Australia, including Commandant Wallis and Commandant Morisset. The area is also
associated with the discovery of coal and its extraction and export from Newcastle was the first in the
country. The Coal River precinct is significant for its ability to demonstrate the history of coal mining, its
impact on the Australian economy and how coal has shaped the Australian economy.

•

Criterion c - An item is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics and/or a high degree of
creative or technical achievement in NSW;
Newcastle East HCA is important urban cultural landscape in that is demonstrates aesthetic
characteristics that define the evolution of an early Australian city established during the earliest phases
of Australia's development into a modern nation, and that has evolved a rich urban fabric that
represents 200 years of urban development. These aesthetic features include:
1. Buildings that represent architectural styles and construction technologies predominantly from
the Victorian, Federation, and Inter War periods of urban development.
2. A Strongly homogenous street and lot layout, developed after the sand reclamation efforts of
the 1870s and which can be said to be a reflection of the economic boom of the 1880s.
3. Streetscapes and vistas outwards and inwards which strongly contribute to the character of the
suburb
4. An enclosed central precinct with a strongly historic character between King Streets, Stevenson
Place, Parnell Place and Telford Streets.
5. The areas of parkland that are an integral element of Newcastle East including Foreshore Park,
Pacific Park, the beaches and coastal facilities.
6. The location of Newcastle East at the end of the Newcastle peninsula, is a defining visual
marker of the urban geography of Newcastle.

•

Criterion d - An item has strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group in
NSW for social, cultural or spiritual reasons;
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A survey of residents in 2015 revealed that the community significantly value the character and physical
elements of Newcastle East and identify with its' protection as a heritage conservation area. On the
whole there is a high degree of esteem held by the resident community and strong attachment to the
character of the area, the streetscape, buildings and public open space. The area meets this criterion
on cultural grounds at the local level.
•

Criterion e - An item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of NSW’s
cultural or natural history;
Given the rate of survival of key elements of the early urban settlement of Newcastle, including its ability
to demonstrate elements of the early development of Newcastle as well as the system of land
subdivision and crown grants following the cessation of the penal colony mining, the area has the
potential to yield information that will contribute to understanding aspects of Newcastle’s cultural history,
and more broadly to the state of NSW for the capacity to yield information about the cessation of a
penal settlement and its evolution to a modern city.

•

Criterion f - An item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of NSW’s cultural or natural
history;
The area does not demonstrate this criterion to any notable degree.

•

Criterion g - An item is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of NSW’s
cultural or natural places or
cultural or natural environments.
th
th
Newcastle East contains many surviving elements of the early 19 and 20 centuries and the processes

of urbanisation. It demonstrates these characteristics in its key elements including building stock and
the relationship of buildings to the street and each other, street layout including laneways, along with
heritage items and green space.

6.7

Comparative Assessment

Fieldwork undertaken for this review has found that apart from modern developments on the edges of the HCA,
the area in its central core is very intact and contains many historic elements that can be placed in the late 19th
century and early 20th century. The high concentration of state and nationally significant heritage items in this
HCA (Fort Scratchley, Nobbys Lighthouse, Newcastle Customs House, Convict Lumber Yard, Ocean Baths and
Coutts Sailors Home), make this HCA very unique. The finding is supported by citations made by the Australian
Heritage Commission and the National trust in their findings in the early 1980s of the value and significance of
Newcastle East as an historic precinct.
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6.8

Threatening Processes

There are some issues that continue to undermine the integrity and intactness of the Newcastle East HCA.
These include •

Unsympathetic development, in particular, inappropriately scaled and designed infill development that
replaces original building stock.

•

The R3 zoning does not sufficiently integrate with heritage conservation objectives. Despite the fact that

•

The 'wire scape' created by power poles and power lines continues to detract from the amenity and
character of Newcastle East.

•

6.9

Increased traffic movements through the Newcastle East HCA reduces the amenity of the HCA.

Desired Future Character Statement

This review has gathered information about the elements of heritage value in Newcastle East, and the features
that establish character and provide a sense of place that is recognisable and worth keeping. As a result of this
work, a statement of desired future character has been prepared. It is proposed to include the statement in the
DCP as a clear guide for development assessment and design planning.

The character of the Newcastle East Heritage conservation area is made up of a variety of building
styles that date from the late 19th and early decades of the 20th century. The special character of
Newcastle East will be preserved and maintained through the retention of contributory buildings, open
space, street trees and elements of visual interest and heritage significance such as the many iconic
buildings located in Newcastle East, parks and open space, views and vistas, the unique steep
topography and street layout, and the character of the streetscapes including street trees, buildings and
the relationship of built elements. Elements that are to be preserved include:
•

The range of contributory and historic buildings, particularly intact or historically significant
groupings, heritage items, iconic structures, and the appearance and layout of streets

•

Existing subdivision pattern and street layout, including preserving the integrity of laneways.

•

Street furniture such as sandstone kerbing and guttering, and other features of historical interest
such as heritage items, public stairs, lanes, parks, views and vistas.

•

The regular and homogenous urban form which reflects a regular pattern of subdivision and
development, and building stock from between the 1870s and 1930, demonstrating the gradual
urbanisation of a once indigenous landscape.

•

The existing appearance of Newcastle East, views outwards to the coastline and harbour, and
views into the area from Foreshore Park and the Newcastle coastline and Ocean Baths.

•

Icon heritage items including the Coal River Precinct, the Nobbys headland and breakwater, Fort
Scratchley Historic Site, Convict Lumber Yard and Customs House precinct, the Newcastle Ocean
baths, Joy Cummings Centre and other significant groups such as the Lahey Bond Store and
Stevenson Place terraces.

•

Parks and reserves, including Newcastle beach, Nobbys Beach, and Foreshore Park.
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6.10 Contributory Buildings
Fieldwork was undertaken in May 2015 to establish the overall level of intactness of this area. For definitions of
contributory buildings, refer to section 1.4.

Contributory buildings may be defined as those buildings that are part of the original building stock, or have
historic or aesthetic significance, or make a positive contribution to the streetscape. Generally buildings in this
category had not been heavily altered or where alterations were evident these were of a scale or style that
retained the character of the building. Removal of contributory buildings is detrimental to the heritage
conservation area because these elements establish the prevailing character and reinforce its sense of place.
On the other hand, demolition of and alterations to non-contributory buildings is encouraged if the replacement
design is more in character with the streetscape. The contribution of any particular building to streetscape,
character or heritage significance will guide the approach to development and assist in determining the degree
of change that will be permitted.

The following images are intended to provide guidance on the three categories of contribution, starting with
contributory buildings, neutral and ending with the category of non-contributory building. Finally a map of the
area is provided which identifies, by colour, the category of each building within the heritage conservation area.
Contributory
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Contributory

Neutral

Neutral

Page | 87

Chapter five - Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Area

Non Contributory 20

Non Contributory

20

Non-contributory buildings are only deemed non-contributory in the context of the character of a HCA. The
authors are not commenting on the architectural or design merits of such buildings and no offence should be
taken.
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Figure 6.3 Contributory Buildings - Newcastle East (Source: NCC GIS 18 August 2015)

6.11 Newcastle Voice Community Survey Results
The Newcastle East HCA is an inner-urban precinct of regional and state heritage significance. Its unique
features, its accessibility and its prominent location mean that the area is held dear to both local and regional
residents as well as visitors. In order to gain an understanding of specifically what it is that residents and the
general community value about the HCA, a survey was conducted between the 9 March and 17 April 2015 by
Newcastle Voice. The purpose of this data is to assist in Council's review process of all of its HCAs. In total, 102
survey responses were received, with 71 respondents stating that they resided within the Newcastle East HCA.
Some key findings from these 71 resident respondents were:
• 97% were aware that Newcastle East is a Heritage Conservation Area;
• 99% agreed that Newcastle East should be a Heritage Conservation Area;
• 25% had lodged a development application (DA) for a property within the HCA in the past 10
years; and
• The top three elements that residents valued most about the Newcastle East HCA were:
heritage houses and buildings (90%), proximity to facilities and services (89%) and streetscape
and character (89%).
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99% of resident respondents agreed that there are buildings in the HCA that contribute to the character of the
area. Almost half of the resident respondents agreed that buildings in the HCA should be allowed to be
demolished where the building has been altered or does not fit with the character of the area (46%). The
majority of resident respondents (85%) agreed that new development, including alterations and additions,
should be designed to fit the existing character of the area.

Opinion on whether the HCA development guidelines should be merit based or prescriptive standard showed
that 63% of resident respondents indicated a preference for the merit based approach and 37% preferred
prescriptive standards. Resident respondents were supportive of the idea of including examples of architect
designed sketches (84%) examples of concept plans for alterations / additions (83%), and guidance about
improving the environmental performance of buildings (e.g. solar power, rainwater tanks) (64%) in the
development control plan chapter on HCAs.

The full results of the resident survey may be read at Appendix A.

6.12 Boundaries
A review of the boundaries of Newcastle East HCA was undertaken. Overall the boundaries are in appropriate
positions to ensure that the heritage significance of the area is retained and conserved. The boundary also
coincides with the Coal River State Heritage precinct.

The Newcastle East HCA boundary was assessed as appropriately positioned to ensure the conservation of the
most significant parts of the Newcastle East area.
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Observation

Planning Response

Recommendation

Contributory buildings and land in the HCA has been

Include the map of contributory

Contributory buildings and land that is contributory in Newcastle East HCA is

identified through fieldwork and mapped.

buildings and land in the Heritage

published and is publicly available in the Heritage Technical Manual, and

Technical Manual.

available as a downloadable PDF on Council's website.

The statement of desired future character defined in

The Development Control Plan

Consider amending the DCP which includes the Statement of Desired Future

this review should be included in the Newcastle DCP.

should include the Statement of

character to guide development processes.

Desired Future Character in this
report.
Heritage significance has been confirmed and the

Include the contributory buildings

Amend the Heritage Technical Manual with revised statement of significance

fieldwork has identified contributory, neutral and non-

map in the Heritage Technical

and new contributory buildings map.

contributory buildings.

Manual.

Page | 91

CHAPTER SEVEN
PROPOSED HERITAGE CONSERVATION
AREAS

Page | 92

7.1

Introduction

During the course of the review it became apparent that two small areas in close proximity to the Hamilton
Business Centre Heritage Conservation Area and the Hamilton South Heritage Conservation Areas possessed
a distinctive character and had potential heritage significance. Fieldwork was undertaken to examine the extent
of contributory buildings and research into the history and heritage significance of these places was undertaken,
in accordance with the guidelines for assessing heritage significance. The areas are discussed separately
below.

7.2

Hamilton Residential Precinct Heritage Conservation Area

A relatively compact pocket of residential development located between Donald Street, Murray Street, Devon
Street, Gordon Avenue and Tudor Street Hamilton was examined (See Figure 7.2). It was determined that as a
representative example of residential development, this area, to the immediate east of the Hamilton Beaumont
Street HCA is a highly intact residential area and strongly representative of the late 19th and early 20th century.
An assessment of heritage significance was undertaken following the standard Heritage Assessment Guidelines
and the NSW state heritage criteria. As a result of the assessment, it is recommended that the area be
protected through the mechanism of a statutory heritage conservation area, and referred to as the Hamilton
Residential Precinct Heritage Conservation Area, in a future LEP amendment.

In addition to the proposed heritage conservation area, this review identified three potential heritage items - 18,
32 and 34 Gordon Avenue. These items were developed after the land releases in 1885 and 1886, and are
excellent representative examples of Edwardian homes with high levels of intactness. These properties are
assessed as having local heritage significance and should be considered for inclusion in Part 1, Schedule 5 of
the NLEP 2012, as local heritage items.
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History

Figure 7.1 - Subdivision history (Source: NCC GIS)

7.4

Physical Description

The Hamilton Residential precinct HCA is a low scale, residential area typified by small lot housing of generally
one and two storeys. The age of most of the building stock is late Victorian, Federation or Inter-war. In this
sense, the character of the area and its streetscapes is representative of the late Victorian, Federation and prewar periods of Australian urban development. These features include:
1. the style of housing – late Victorian terraces and cottages, Federation cottages and bungalows
in the popular styles of the time, Italianate, Queen Anne, Edwardian, and California and
Spanish mission influences.
2. The large number of detached terrace houses, which is unusual for terrace housing, indicating
that although the terrace house was still a favoured building form, purchasers were moving
away from party walls in building construction, which was associated with workers' housing.
3. The predominant age of houses indicates a boom around 1897, when Hamilton railway station
was completed. Coupled with this is the observation that streetscapes are generally comprised
of small lot housing, with a traditional street grid nestled adjacent to Hamilton railway station,
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suggesting the emergence of a commuter culture within Newcastle. The area was also well
serviced by the abundant network of trams in the city.
4. The small lot layout reflects the residential market with the suburb being popular with miners
and nearby waterside industries.
5. The general absence of space for vehicle accommodation is important evidence that the suburb
was developed in an age prior to the advent and take up of the motor car.

Examples of the range of housing styles found in this precinct is provided in the following images.
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7.5

Previous Heritage Studies

The heritage value of Hamilton residential precinct was recognised in the Newcastle City Wide heritage Study of
1997. The heritage Study recognized it as an area of historic character, based around a traditional village
centre.

7.6

Assessment of Cultural Significance

The Hamilton residential precinct represents a pattern of urban settlement that is representative of the gradual
urban infill of the Newcastle coal field as mining moved out to the Hunter valley from 1880s until the turn of the
20th century. The urban development in the suburb reflects the gradual release of land by the AA Company, with
some houses built as early as 1870. Most of the suburb was released in 1885-1886, and 1900-1920. As such
this area has the capacity to demonstrate aspects of the history of Newcastle associated with state historical
themes. Cultural significance has been assessed using the NSW State Heritage Inventory criteria and inclusion
and exclusion guidelines, as follows:
•

Criterion a - An item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW’s cultural or natural history;

The residential precinct referred to as the Hamilton Residential precinct heritage conservation area is
important in the course of Newcastle’s cultural history, as it demonstrates key aspects of the urban
development of land formerly owned by the Australian Agricultural Company, from the 1870s until the
1900s. The Australian Agricultural Company, who donated the land in which the township would
develop, were instrumental in the growth of the area, operating the coal mines and establishing a local
settlement around the pits of the borehole seam. The company donated a large parcel of land on which
to base the commercial part of Hamilton, as well as Gregson Park and the surrounding areas. As the
coal reserves were exhausted the Company developed their redundant coal land for residential uses.
More than any other suburb of Newcastle, Hamilton exemplifies the changes that were happening to the
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economy and social character of Newcastle at the end of the 19th century. Hamilton exemplifies the
population growth that occurred as a result of coal mining, and the boom in the local economy. Between
1880 and 1890, the population increased from 2000 to over 5000. But by the late 1890s the main mine,
the Borehole pit, was in decline resulting in its closure in 1901, and the position of the town as a mining
village ended.

Hamilton’s development between 1880 and 1900 reflects a period of intensive infrastructure investment
by the state government, comprising the opening of the railway and train station in 1887. This attracted
people to the suburb from the city centre and the style and age of much of the housing stocks reflects
this period of growth and development.
•

Criterion b - An item has strong or special association with the life or works of a person, or group of
persons, of importance in NSW’s cultural or natural history;

The Hamilton Residential precinct HCA has special associations with the Australian Agricultural
Company, being part of their 2000 acre grant of land in inner Newcastle. The township developed
around the lucrative borehole pit, and was named "Pit Town", with operations at the No 1 pit, No 2 pit,
the Hamilton pit and the lucrative D pit on Cameron Hill, all of which were opened up in the late 1840s
and 1850s. The enduring legacy of the AA Company is still reflected in the contemporary names of
streets, including Lindsay, Denison, Cleary, Everton and Skelton Streets. The smaller lot layout of the
present day residential area of Hamilton can be attributed to the manner in which the AA Company
released land for sale, the main purchasers being miners and company employees, and also reflects an
era of urban development before the widespread use of the motor car, with little provision made for car
parking.
•

Criterion c - An item is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics and/or a high degree of
creative or technical achievement in NSW;

The Hamilton Residential precinct HCA is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics that
define the late Victorian and Federation periods in Australian urban development. These features
include:
1. The style of housing – late Victorian terraces and cottages, Federation cottages and bungalows
in the popular styles of the time, Italianate, Queen Anne, Edwardian, California and Spanish
mission influences.
2. The large number of detached terrace houses, which is an irregular modification to the usual
'attached' form of terrace housing. This pattern provides evidence of a move away from ,
indicating that although the terrace house was still a favoured building form, party walls in
building construction, which was associated with workers' housing.
3. The predominant age of houses indicates a boom around 1897, when Hamilton railway station
was completed. Related to this is that streetscapes are generally comprised of small lot
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housing, with a traditional street grid nestled adjacent to Hamilton railway station, suggesting
the emergence of a commuter culture within Newcastle. The area was also well serviced by the
abundant network of trams in the city.
4. The small lot layout also reflects the demography of the real estate market with the suburb
being popular with miners and waterside workers.
5. The general absence of space for vehicle accommodation is important evidence that the suburb
was developed in an age prior to the widespread use of the motor vehicle.
•

Criterion d - An item has strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group in
NSW for social, cultural or spiritual reasons;

The area does not demonstrate this criterion to any notable degree.
•

Criterion e - An item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of NSW’s
cultural or natural history;

The area does not demonstrate this criterion to any notable degree.
•

Criterion f - An item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of NSW’s cultural or natural
history;
The area does not demonstrate this criterion to any notable degree.

•

Criterion g - An item is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of NSW’s
cultural or natural places or
cultural or natural environments.

The area does not demonstrate this criterion to any notable degree.

7.7

Comparative Assessment

Fieldwork undertaken for this review has found that there is very little contemporary development in this
precinct, and it is considered highly intact on a comparative level. In relative terms, this area is more intact than
the nearby Hamilton Business Centre HCA, and is locally rare for its number of intact two-storey free standing
terrace houses and a range of distinctive houses of the late Victorian and Edwardian periods.

7.8

Desired Future Character Statement

This review has gathered information about the elements of heritage value in this precinct, and the features that
establish character and provide a sense of place that is recognisable and worth keeping. As a result of this
work, a statement of desired future character has been prepared. If the area is subject to the regulation of a
heritage conservation area, the following statement of desired future character would apply:
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The character of the proposed Hamilton residential Heritage conservation area is made up of a variety
of building styles that date from the late 19th and early decades of the 20th century. The special
character of Hamilton residential precinct will be preserved and maintained through the retention of
contributory buildings, street trees and elements of visual interest and heritage significance. Elements
that are to be preserved include:
•

The range of contributory and historic buildings, particularly intact or historically significant
groupings, heritage items, iconic structures, and the appearance and layout of streets.

•

Street furniture such as sandstone kerbing and guttering, and other features of historical interest.

•

The urban form which reflects a regular pattern of subdivision and development that dates from the
1890s to the 1930s, and building stock from this period.

•

Prevailing absence of garages and on-site car parking accommodation

•

Sandstone kerb and gutters and traditional road layout

•

Items of heritage significance individually listed as heritage items in Schedule 5 of the Newcastle
LEP.

7.9

Contributory Buildings

Fieldwork was undertaken in early 2015 to establish the overall level of intactness of this area. The location of
contributory buildings has been mapped, see Figure 7.2.

Contributory buildings may be defined as those buildings that are part of the original building stock, or have
historic or aesthetic significance, or make a positive contribution to the streetscape. Generally buildings in this
category had not been heavily altered or where alterations were evident these were of a scale or style that
retained the character of the building. Removal of contributory buildings is detrimental to the heritage
conservation area because these elements establish the prevailing character and reinforce its sense of place.
On the other hand, demolition of and alterations to non-contributory buildings is encouraged if the replacement
design is more in character with the streetscape. The contribution of any particular building to streetscape,
character or heritage significance will guide the approach to development and assist in determining the degree
of change that will be permitted.
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Figure 7.2 - Proposed Hamilton Residential Heritage Conservation Area - Contributory buildings map (Source: NCC
GIS 18 August 2015)

The following images are intended to provide guidance on the three categories of contribution, starting with
contributory buildings, neutral and ending with the category of non-contributory building. Finally a map of the
area is provided which identifies, by colour, the category of each building within the heritage conservation area.
Contributory
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Contributory

Neutral

Neutral

Page | 104

Non Contributory 21

Non Contributory

Non Contributory

21

Non-contributory buildings are only deemed non-contributory in the context of the character of a HCA. The
authors are not seeking to disparage such buildings and no offence should be taken.
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7.10 Proposed The Junction Federation Cottages Heritage Conservation
Area
A section of Glebe Road in The Junction business area was examined. The area contains a highly intact group
of Federation period dwellings, at street addresses 55 and 75 Glebe Road. See Figure 7.4 .

The heritage investigation has now been undertaken by council staff and it is recommended that a Heritage
Conservation Area be proposed in recognition of the heritage significance of this group of Federation era
cottages. It is proposed that this area is called the “Glebe Road Federation cottages Heritage Conservation
Area”. It is suggested that locality specific development controls are devised to retain the single storey scale of
the group, including prescribing stringent envelope and heights controls imposed by the LEP. An amendment to
the heritage schedule should be undertaken as this will create the necessary statutory controls to preserve the
group.

The zoning on the north side of Glebe Road is B2 Local Centre, recognizing the commercial and shopping
function. The south side of Glebe Road is zoned R3 Medium Density. It is acknowledged that the difference in
zoning recognises a distinct change in the character from one side of Glebe Road to the other, from commercial
to residential. The road is the boundary. It will be necessary to assess whether the zoning should also be
reviewed.

7.11 History
The cottages were constructed in rapid succession following the release of the land for residential development
by the Australian Agricultural Company, in 1908. As a result, the cottages share similar characteristics and
represent Federation style housing. The cottages are in fact at the southern most edge of the AA Company's
estate, so their release was coincident with the releases of other parts of the AA Company's land holding,
including sections of Gordon Avenue north in Hamilton. Glebe Road itself is an important marker of the physical
boundary of the AA Company’s land holding, and the large Merewether Estate to the south.
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Figure 7.3 - Subdivision history - The Junction (Source: NCC GIS)

7.11 Physical Description
The character of the south side of Glebe Road is defined by single storey detached weatherboard dwellings set
close to Glebe Road, and set off side boundaries. It is noted that none have attached or built in garage
structures with their associated garage doors facing the street. Access for vehicles is provided at the side of the
dwelling and provision for parking occurs at the side or at the rear. The lack of obvious garaging is considered a
distinctive feature of the group, and is evidence of the age of the dwellings. The uniformity of the group in terms
of age, height, setbacks and materials contributes to defining the character.

The fieldwork confirms that most of the houses in the group have undergone renovation and restoration that
retains and enhances the intact one storey weatherboard with hipped and gabled roof character.

7.12 Previous Heritage Studies
In 2004, Hunter History Consultants Pty Ltd did a brief historical analysis of the group in 2004 to accompany a
development proposal 22. This history has been used as the basis of this assessment of cultural significance.

22

Hunter History Consultants Pty Ltd for Jackson Teece Architects, October 2004
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In 2005, the Land and Environment Court handed down a judgment that supported refusal of a development
application for demolition of a dwelling. The reason was partly attributed to the observation that the area had
potential heritage significance as a group of intact Federation houses. In refusing the appeal, the judgement
concluded:
"There is real evidence that there is heritage significance in the streetscape, and cultural significance in
the early origins of the subdivision, and the row of houses, and there is particular reference to the
cultural significance of the existing house on No. 55 Glebe Road. The council is in the process of
examining that."

The court also found that because the houses are relatively intact they could be considered fine representative
examples of the era of construction - ie between 1909 and 1915. The court noted:
"The reasons the streetscape is valuable also relates to heritage matters the respondent said. In this aspect:
(1) The land on which the row of houses stand was the first residential subdivision by the pioneering
AA Company at The Junction.
(2) The consistency, aesthetic form, scale, detail, alignment and remnant external finishes of the row of
houses are intact and demonstrate the early Federation cottage form of detached working persons’
houses. Each house in the row had contributory significance for the whole row."

The court also noted that one of the dwellings, No 55 Glebe Road, was shown to have important historical
associations with RJ Kilgour, a past mayor of Merewether, and whose son was the first to enlist locally in 1915
for the First World War. The judgement states "…there is a strong association with a prominent person of the
locality and WWI. There was cultural heritage value in the existing house itself".

7.12 Assessment of Cultural Significance
This review has taken these principles further and applied an assessment of cultural significance based on the
NSW State heritage inventory criteria. As a result of this, it is recommended that a formalised heritage
conservation area be made in Schedule 5 of the Newcastle LEP. This recommendation should be reported to
council after July 2015, and based on the boundaries as shown in Figure 7.4 below.

Cultural significance has been assessed using the NSW State Heritage Inventory criteria and inclusion and
exclusion guidelines, as follows:
•

Criterion a - An item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW’s cultural or natural history;

The proposed Glebe Road Federation Cottages Heritage Conservation Area is important in the course
of Newcastle’s cultural history, as it demonstrates key aspects of the urban development of the city of
Newcastle, including the gradual urban infill of land held by coal companies, including in this case, land
owned by the Australian Agricultural Company. Released by the Australian Agricultural Company for
auction in 1909, the group is important in the course of The Junction's cultural history as it represents
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the transition of this area from undeveloped mining land at the southern extremity of the AA Company's
estate, to a residential area dating from the turn of the 20th century.
•

Criterion b - An item has strong or special association with the life or works of a person, or group of
persons, of importance in NSW’s cultural or natural history;

The house at 55 Glebe Road has associative significance with a prominent individual, being the home of RJ
Kilgour who was one of the first mayors of the amalgamated City of Greater Newcastle. The group of houses
itself has associational significance with the Australian Agricultural Company, and the south east boundary line
abuts the easement of the former Burwood Coal and Copper Company railway line, which was the Merewether
estate's coal haulage line.
•

Criterion c - An item is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics and/or a high degree of
creative or technical achievement in NSW;

The proposed Glebe Road Federation Cottages Heritage Conservation Area is important in demonstrating
aesthetic characteristics that define the Federation period and the style of housing of that period. These features
include:
1. Detached Federation cottages, with a detached single storey weatherboard cottage flanked by
a driveway to one side, consistent 4 metre front setback and rear garden zones.
2. The consistency in the scale, form, massing, style, and construction of houses and allotment
layout. This is aesthetically significant while also being representative of residential construction
across Newcastle up until 1915 when the last house was built.
•

Criterion d - An item has strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group in
NSW for social, cultural or spiritual reasons;

The area does not demonstrate this criterion to any notable degree.
•

Criterion e - An item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of NSW’s
cultural or natural history;

The area does not demonstrate this criterion to any notable degree.
•

Criterion f - An item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of NSW’s cultural or natural
history.

The area does not demonstrate this criterion to any notable degree.
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•

Criterion g - An item is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of NSW’s
cultural or natural places or
cultural or natural environments.

The proposed Glebe Road Federation Cottages Heritage Conservation Area is important at the local level in
demonstrating the principal characteristics of the Federation period and the nature of residential building
construction in Newcastle between 1909 and 1915. The narrow window of time in which the precinct developed
is significant in providing evidence of the key features of the Federation period including construction and
building technologies, fashions and key elements of the Federation style, including the single storey scale of
these modest dwellings, a symmetrical street frontage, open verandah, pyramidal roof form, hip and gable roofs,
bearer and joist construction with lightweight cladding material (weatherboard), and the absence of garaging.

7.13 Desired Future Character Statement
This review has gathered information about the elements of heritage value in the Glebe road precinct, and the
features that establish character and provide a sense of place that is recognisable and worth keeping. As a
result of this work, a statement of desired future character has been prepared. If the area is subject to the
regulation of a heritage conservation area, the following statement of desired future character would apply:

The character of the proposed The Junction Federation cottages Heritage conservation area is made up of the
single storey Federation cottages that were built between 1909-1920. The homogenous character of this
precinct will be preserved and maintained through the retention of all contributory buildings, elements of visual
interest and heritage significance. Elements that are to be preserved include:
•

The building group at 55 to 75 Glebe Road, The Junction, is a fine representative example of a
group of intact Federation era cottages which have high contributory value to the streetscape.

•

The urban form which reflects a regular pattern of subdivision and development that dates from the
1900-1920.

•

Side driveways with access to garages and on-site car parking accommodation at the rear of the
house group.

•

Items of heritage significance recommended for individual listing as heritage items in Schedule 5 of
the Newcastle LEP.

7.14 Contributory Buildings
Fieldwork was undertaken in early 2015 to establish the overall level of intactness of this area. The location of
contributory buildings has been mapped, see Figure 7.4.

Contributory buildings may be defined as those buildings that are part of the original building stock, or have
historic or aesthetic significance, or make a positive contribution to the streetscape. Generally buildings in this
category had not been heavily altered or where alterations were evident these were of a scale or style that
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retained the character of the building. Removal of contributory buildings is detrimental to the heritage
conservation area because these elements establish the prevailing character and reinforce its sense of place.
On the other hand, demolition of and alterations to non-contributory buildings is encouraged if the replacement
design is more in character with the streetscape. The contribution of any particular building to streetscape,
character or heritage significance will guide the approach to development and assist in determining the degree
of change that will be permitted.

Figure 7.4 - Proposed Glebe Road Heritage Conservation Area - contributory buildings map (Source:
NCC GIS 18 August 2015)

Selected images of these houses are provided below.
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7.15 Development standards and controls
The land to be incorporated into the proposed The Junction HCA currently consists of a maximum building
height of 10m and an FSR of 0.9, which would be inconsistent with the current built form on the land and would
conflict with the conservation objectives that this review proposes.

Council does not currently include numeric building height or FSR controls to its HCAs given these controls do
not adequately dictate the desired building envelope outcomes or necessarily result in a built form that respects
the character and significance of the existing building stock. Hence it is recommended that consideration should
be given to amending the LEP height of building and FSR maps to remove such controls from the subject land.

Detailed design guidelines should also be developed and included in the Heritage Technical Manual to ensure
the heritage significance and character of this area is protected.
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7.16 Findings - Proposed HCAs
Observation

Planning Response

Recommendation

The residential precinct immediately east of the Beaumont St

Council to consider making a new

Place this background report on public exhibition and

Business Area HCA is an intact precinct of Victorian and early

heritage conservation area to

seek feedback on a proposed HCA from the

Federation period houses. There are multiple examples of two-

conserve significance. The area is

community. Pending the outcome of the exhibition, a

storey free standing terrace houses and highly intact examples of

located between Donald Street,

future planning proposal could be prepared with the

Edwardian houses. The street grid represents the historical period

Murray Street, Devon Street,

intention of amending Schedule 5 Environmental

following disposal of the land by the AA Company. This review

Gordon Avenue and Tudor Street

Heritage NLEP 2012 to include the area between

identified numerous contributory buildings and street trees of

Hamilton see Figure 7.2.

Donald Street, Murray Street, Devon Street, Gordon

heritage value and has assessed this area as being of local heritage

Avenue and Tudor Street Hamilton as shown in

significance.

Figure 7.2.

Three dwellings at 32, 34 and 18 Gordon Avenue Hamilton are fine

Council should give consideration to

Place this background report on public exhibition and

representative examples of Edwardian homes and have been

the potential listing of properties 32,

seek feedback on the issue from the community.

assessed for heritage listing in the LEP. At the current time it

34 and 18 Gordon Avenue Hamilton

Pending the outcome of the exhibition, a future

appears that the test of heritage significance on historical and

as heritage items of local

planning proposal could be prepared with the

aesthetic grounds has been met. A statement of heritage

significance Part 1, Schedule 5 of

intention of amending the Schedule 5 Environmental

significance and thorough heritage assessments for the heritage

the NLEP 2012.

Heritage NLEP 2012 to include the three properties

listing in Schedule 5 of the Newcastle LEP should be completed.

as items of local heritage significance.
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Observation

Planning Response

Recommendation

In addition to the fieldwork undertaken for the HS GS HCA, a review

Consideration be given to creation

Place this background report on public exhibition and

of a group of cottages at 55 to 75 Glebe Road, The Junction, was

of a new conservation area to

seek feedback on the proposed HCA from the

undertaken. This was completed in response to a recommendation

protect the heritage significance of

community, as shown in Figure 7.4. Pending the

made by the Land and Environment Court in the matter Newcastle

the Glebe Road group (numbers 55

outcome of the exhibition, a future planning proposal

City Council vs P D Anderson Pty Ltd No. 10475 of 2004.

- 75). It is suggested that it be

could be prepared with the intention of amending

referred to as the “Glebe Road"

Schedule 5 Environmental Heritage NLEP 2012 to

The finding of this review is that the Glebe Road group has sufficient

Heritage Conservation Area”. See

make the Glebe Road group a HCA.

heritage significance to justify conservation. This would involve the

Figure 7.4.

making of a heritage conservation area. Locality specific
development controls would need to be produced to facilitate
conservation.
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Chapter Two - Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area

CHAPTER EIGHT
PLANNING FRAMEWORK
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Chapter Two - Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area

8.1

Introduction

This chapter sets out the planning context in which Council regulates and manages the heritage conservation
areas listed in the Newcastle LEP 2012.

In New South Wales, the responsibility for managing heritage is split between the state and local governments.
The NSW Heritage Council, assisted by the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage, has responsibility for
items of state heritage significance listed on the State Heritage Register and for relics of state and local
significance. Local government has responsibility for local heritage, through environmental planning instruments
including Local Environmental Plans and Development Control Plans.

The State Heritage Register lists items and areas that have significance to the people of New South Wales,
while nationally significant places are listed on the National Heritage List administered by the Commonwealth
Department of Environment, Water, Sustainability Population, and Communities.

The three legal instruments that regulate cultural heritage in New South Wales are:
1. NSW Heritage Act 1977
2. Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 1979
3. NSW National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974.

Identifying and listing items and places of heritage significance are the first steps in protecting and managing
those places deemed to be of heritage significance. Listing heritage places on statutory heritage registers
provides a legal framework for managing the approval of major changes so that heritage significance is retained
and not diminished.

The legal framework in which Council's heritage listings are made is through the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979 which enables the listing of heritage items and places through the local environmental
plan (LEP) and the provisions for regulating heritage that are contained in the standard instrument LEP. This is
the mechanism in which heritage items, heritage conservation areas and archaeological sites are recognised
and managed.

8.2

Local Environmental Plan

The standard instrument provisions contained in the Newcastle Local Environmental 2012 (LEP) establish the
consent requirements for development in heritage conservation areas and provide the assessment framework
for Council to follow when assessing a development application within a HCA.
The provisions at Part 5 of the LEP set out the matters that Council must consider in its assessment of a
development application within a heritage conservation area. Generally speaking, the majority of development
activities within HCAs will need the consent of Council, with the exception of some types of exempt
development.
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Under Part 5.10 of the Newcastle LEP 2012, Council must assess the impact of a proposed development on the
heritage significance of the heritage conservation area concerned. Most types of development in a heritage
conservation area, unless exempt, will require development consent via a development application or complying
development certificate. An applicant must demonstrate that there is no heritage impact or that it is minimal and
measures to manage impacts are in place.
The heritage clauses at Part 5 of the NLEP are mandatory clauses set by the NSW Department of Planning.
Council has no discretion to alter or amend these provisions. The LEP is however supported by the Newcastle
DCP, to clarify and provide direction on the types of alterations permissible in a heritage conservation area. This
is further explained below.
Heritage Conservation Areas are listed in Schedule 5 of the LEP. Any changes to boundaries, the removal of a
heritage conservation area or creating HCA or heritage item would require an amendment to the LEP. The
recommendations made in previous chapters of this review should therefore be placed on public exhibition for
comment and feedback, prior to the LEP amendment process being initiated.

8.3

Development Control Plan

A development control plan is a guideline document that supports the LEP with more detailed planning and
design guidelines. The Newcastle Development Control Plan 2012 contains controls for heritage conservation
areas in Section 5.07, and brings together separate DCP chapters including DCP 44 (The Hill, Cooks Hill and
Newcastle East), DCP 57 (part of The Hill), and DCP 58 (Hamilton South Garden Suburb) into the one section.

The DCP enables merit assessment of development applications because it contains relevant aims, objectives
and controls on future development. The Council can implement the DCP in a discretionary capacity, and in this
way, flexibility in the controls supports design without prescribing the means of achieving it. Applicants can
demonstrate that the objectives for the area have been met but can decide on the design options in meeting
these objectives. In this sense, the DCP is a non-restrictive planning tool. This approach takes into account the
principle that there is no one-size-fits-all that will be suitable within the heritage conservation area, that
technology and fashions change and therefore provided that the objectives are met Council does not prescribe
the actual means of achieving it.

This review has found that minor changes could be made to the DCP to strengthen it. Firstly, the Statement of
Desired Future Character introduced throughout this review for each of the HCAs should be included in the
DCP. Secondly, Section 5.07 should be moved to the locality specific provisions in Section 6, so that the
relationship between desired future character and development outcomes is better emphasised. Section 5.07 is
currently included in Section 5 of the DCP which focusses on environmental protection provisions.

The DCP is supported by the Heritage Technical Manual, effectively an instruction manual for development in
heritage areas containing detailed design guidelines. During the early stages of this review, an architect was
engaged to prepare design concepts for the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area. A package of design
concepts were prepared for each building type including terrace houses, bungalows and cottages. A package
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was prepared and workshopped with an industry liaison group who provided feedback to refine the designs. As
a result of this work, the Heritage Technical Manual was amended and 3D design concepts modelling height,
bulk, scale and siting were introduced into the Manual. These design concepts illustrate a range of best practice
options for changing buildings in the Cooks Hill HCA.

These designs should now be applied to the Newcastle East and the Hill Heritage Conservation Areas. They
should not be applied to the Hamilton South Garden Suburb HCA as further detailed guidelines will need to be
prepared specifically to retain the single storey bungalow character of the Garden Suburb HCA. The two
proposed HCAs identified in Chapter 7 of this report will also need development guidelines similar to the
Hamilton South Garden Suburb HCA, as the building typologies and character are similar.

8.5

Land Use Zones

Zoning is the division of land into categories. The categories determine the types of activities and development
allowed in the area they cover. Zoning is guided by the standard instrument provisions in the LEP, and is
identified in maps accompanying the LEP and relevant land use tables.

The standard Instrument LEP contains 34 different zoning categories and a suite of residential zones. For each
zone it identifies certain mandatory objectives and mandatory land uses that are permitted with consent or
permitted without consent. It also includes a range of land uses which are prohibited in each zone.

During the course of this review, Council adopted a Local Planning Strategy

23

to guide future land use and

development for the Newcastle LGA. Two of the relevant strategic directions are:
Ensure development controls and zoning protect the heritage significance of items and conservation
areas.
Evaluate the extent of R3 Medium Density zone within heritage conservation areas where identified
desired character is inconsistent with zone directions.
While not within the scope of this review, the applicable land use zones and accompanying directions should be
examined in a future review as a high priority to determine what the most appropriate zones are to ensure the
heritage conservation objectives may be achieved. In particular, the objectives of the R2 Low Density zone and
the R3 - Medium Density Residential zone should be examined to determine whether there are conflicts
between the objectives of each zone, what the implications are, and whether any zoning adjustments are
necessary.

23

The Local Planning Strategy was adopted on 28 July 2015.
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8.7

Findings

Observation

Planning Response

Recommendation

Heritage Conservation Areas are listed in Schedule 5 of the

Recommendations with implications for

Place this review on public exhibition and seek feedback on

LEP. Any changes to boundaries, the removal or creation of

Schedule 5 of the Newcastle LEP made in

the issue from the community and stakeholders.

a heritage conservation area(s) or heritage item would

previous chapters of this review should be

require an amendment to the LEP. The recommendations

placed on public exhibition for comment and

made in previous chapters of this review should therefore be

feedback, prior to the LEP amendment

placed on public exhibition for comment and feedback, prior

process being initiated.

to the LEP amendment process being initiated.
The DCP section 5.07 for Heritage Conservation Areas is

This issue should be referred to the DCP

It is recommended that this issue is included in the DCP

currently contained in the Environmental Protection

amendment register for consideration in a

amendment register for consideration in a future DCP

provisions of the NDCP 2012. The provisions are written as

future DCP amendment.

amendment, the outcome being to move the Heritage

locality specific provisions, and may be more appropriately

Conservation Area section into the Locality specific provisions.

addressed in the locality specific section of the DCP.
The design guidelines for Cooks Hill contained in the

The design guidelines for Cooks Hill should

Update the Heritage Technical Manual so that the design

Heritage Technical Manual should also apply to the

be applied to the Newcastle East and The

guidelines that apply to Cooks Hill also apply to The Hill and

Newcastle East and The Hill Heritage Conservation Areas.

Hill Heritage Conservation Areas.

Newcastle East HCAs.

However these should not be applied to the Hamilton South

As a high priority, develop locality specific

As a high priority, develop locality specific design guidelines for

Garden Suburb area. Guidelines designed for the specific

design guidelines for the Hamilton South

the Hamilton South Garden suburb HCA.

attributes and character of Hamilton South Garden Suburb

Garden suburb HCA.

will need to be prepared to retain the single storey bungalow
character. The two proposed HCAs identified in Chapter 8 of
this report will also need development guidelines similar to
the Hamilton South Garden Suburb HCA as the building
typologies are very similar.
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Chapter Two - Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area
Consistent with the Local Planning Strategy adopted during

Zoning was not within the scope of this

Examine the applicable land use zones and zone objectives in

the course of this review, the applicable land use zones that

review, however the need to analyse the

a future review as a high priority.

apply to the HCAs should be examined in a future review as

zones in HCAs is recognised.

a high priority.
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Where to from here?

The community is invited to review and comment on the
draft report. All submissions will be considered in the
finalisation of the Review.
The draft Heritage Conservation Area Review report is
available on Council’s website at
www.newcastle.nsw.gov.au.
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Result Snapshot - Heritage Conservation Area Community Surveys

Cooks Hill HCA survey was conducted in March and April 2014. A total of

The Hill HCA survey was conducted between the 20th March and 17th April

197 survey responses were completed. The key findings are as follows:

2015. In total, 88 survey responses were received. Key findings were:

•

96% were aware that Cooks Hill is a Heritage Conservation Area;

•

73% were aware that The Hill is a Heritage Conservation Area;

•

93% agree that Cooks Hill should be a Heritage Conservation

•

97% agreed that The Hill should be a Heritage Conservation Area;

Area;

•

16% had lodged a development application (DA) for a property within

•

29% had lodged a development application (DA) for a property in
the CHHCA in the past 10 years; and

•

the HCA in the past 10 years; and
•

The top three elements that residents valued most about The Hill were:

the elements residents valued most about Cooks Hill were the

heritage houses and buildings (92%), streetscape and character (92%)

streetscape and character (86%), the proximity to facilities and

and proximity to facilities and services (88%).

services (84%), and the heritage houses and building (82%).
Hamilton South HCA was surveyed between 14th and 15th October 2014.

Newcastle East HCA survey was conducted between the 9 March and 17 April

22 people attended information sessions, and there were a total of 245

2015 with 102 surveys completed. Key findings were:

surveys completed. The key findings were:
•

97% are aware that they are a resident of the HCA

•

92% agree with the Hamilton South Garden Suburb being a HCA

•

30% of participants had lodged a development application in the

•

97% were aware that Newcastle East is a Heritage Conservation Area;

•

99% agreed that Newcastle East should be a Heritage Conservation
Area;

•

last ten years
•

96% think there are buildings in the Hamilton South Garden Suburb
that contribute positively to the character of the area

25% had lodged a development application (DA) for a property within
the HCA in the past 10 years; and

•

The top three elements that residents valued most about the Newcastle
East HCA were: heritage houses and buildings (90%), proximity to
facilities and services (89%) and streetscape and character (89%).

Full Report - Heritage Conservation Area Community Surveys
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Executive Summary
As part of the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area (CHHCA) review, a survey of local
community members was conducted to gain an understanding of what residents and
property owners value about the CHHCA. The survey was conducted in March and April
2014 and was completed by 197 Cooks Hill residents, which represents a response rate of
6% of the Cooks Hill total population.
Key finding among Cooks Hill residents include:
96% were aware that Cooks Hill is a Heritage Conservation Area;
93% agree that Cooks Hill should be a Heritage Conservation Area;
29% had lodged a development application (DA) for a property in the CHHCA in the
past 10 years; and
the elements residents valued most about Cooks Hill were the streetscape and
character (86%), the proximity to facilities and services (84%), and the heritage
houses and building (82%.

The majority of Cooks Hill residents agreed that there are buildings in the area that both
contribute to, and detract from, the character of the area. Over half of Cooks Hill residents
agreed that buildings in the CHHCA should be allowed to be demolished where they are in
poor structural condition (58%) or where the building has been altered or does not fit with the
character of the area (50%). The majority of Cooks Hill residents (86%) agreed that new
development, including alterations and additions, should be designed to fit the existing
character of the area.
Opinion on whether CHHCA development guidelines should be merit based or prescriptive
was divided, with 55% of Cooks Hill residents indicating a preference for the merit based
approach and 45% preferring prescriptive standards. Cooks Hill residents were supportive
of the idea of including sketches, models and concept plans for new building and alterations
and additions in the development control plan (DCP) guidelines.
The survey results will be considered in the re-formulation of the statement of significance
and desired future character statement for Cooks Hill, and considered for incorporation in the
DCP.
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Introduction
As a part of the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area (CHHCA) review, it was decided that
local community members should be consulted in the form of a survey.
The survey was undertaken as a first step in consultation with the community about the
CHHCA review. The objectives of the CHHCA review are to:
1. ensure that as the city moves towards 2030, an attractive and distinctive built
environment, focussed around people, reinforces Newcastle’s unique sense of
identity and built environment and is aligned with objective 5.1 of the 2030 Newcastle
Community Strategic Plan.
2. produce development controls that are consistent with the principles of the Newcastle
Heritage Policy, are easy to use, and unambiguous.
3. produce development controls that are supported by a clear character statement that
shapes the desired future character of each area.
4. ensure that Council’s role in regulating development in heritage areas is supported
by a framework of best practice defined by the NSW Heritage Council.
5. incorporate input from property owners, residents and industry stakeholders on how
the development controls are best structured and designed.

Report purpose
The aim of the study was to gain an understanding of what residents and property owners
value about the CHHCA and how Council can enhance these values within the context of
development assessment.

Where to from here?
The data will be considered in the re-formulation of the statement of significance and desired
future character statement for Cooks Hill. These elements will be considered and
incorporated into the DCP. The information will be reported to Council as part of the CHHCA
review as background data. Respondents to the survey were asked if they wish to receive
the Results via mail or email, with 131 respondents indicating they wish to receive results.

Heritage Conservation Area- Cooks Hill Survey Results
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Methodology
Questionnaire design
A structured questionnaire with a total of 12 questions was created. Questions were broadly
structured around three areas: awareness and attitudes, contributory buildings, and
regulation and development control. A copy of the questionnaire is included in Appendix I.

Survey area and sampling
The two maps below outline the Cooks Hill State Suburb area and the CHHCA. Flyers (see
Appendix II) were delivered to all residences in the CHHCA directing residents to the survey.
The total number of persons in the Cooks Hill State Suburb area, above the age of 15 years
is 3,163 (ABS Census 2011). Newcastle Voice members (n=62) residing in Cooks Hill were
also invited to complete the survey.

Source: ABS (2011 Census), Cooks Hill NSW State Suburb (SSC)

Source: Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area

Data collection
The online survey was open from 14 March 2014 to 14 April 2014. Based on feedback from
the community, the survey was opened to all Newcastle Local Government Area (LGA)
residents1.
Newcastle Voice and Council’s Heritage Strategist held two information booth sessions on
the 24 March 2:30 - 5:30pm and 26 March 10 - 12:30pm, where Cooks Hill residents could
complete a hard copy version of the survey.

Response rate
In total, 216 responses to the survey were received. Of these, 197 were Cooks Hill residents,
which represents 6.2% of the Cooks Hill population. The margin of error is ±6.8 percentage
points at the 95% confidence level.

1

The focus of this report is on Cooks Hill residents. Results from non-residents can be found in Appendix III.
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Survey Findings
While the survey was open to the broad community, the focus of this report is on Cooks Hill
residents (91% of all respondents). These results are outlined in the following sections.
Results from the 9% of respondents who are not Cooks Hill residents are presented
separately in Appendix III.

Awareness and attitudinal
The following results are from respondents that identified themselves as Cooks Hill
residents.
The majority of Cooks Hill residents are aware that it is a Heritage Conservation Area
(96%).
Most residents agree that Cooks Hill should be a Heritage Conservation Area (93%).
The majority of the resident’s that responded to the survey had not lodged a
development application (DA) with Council in the last 10 years (71%).

Lodged a DA to
make changes
to a property
in the Cooks
Agreement
Hill HCA in the with Cooks Hill Awareness of
HCA
Cooks Hill HCA
last 10 years?

Resident of
Cooks Hill

Background: Survey Participants

Yes

92%

Yes

96%

Yes

93%

Yes

29%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Figure 1: Background survey participants
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Respondents were asked what they value most about being a resident of the Cooks Hill
area. The most common responses were streetscape and character of Cooks Hill (86%),
and proximity to facilities and services (84%) and heritage houses and buildings (82%).

What do you value most about being a resident of the Cooks Hill
area?
Streetscape and character of Cooks Hill

86%

Proximity to facilities and services

84%

Heritage houses and buildings

82%

Parks and open space

77%

A sense of community

76%

Street trees

69%

Darby Street precinct

68%

Uniqueness

65%

Village atmosphere

60%

Market value of my home

39%

Other

22%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 2: What do you value most about being a resident of the Cooks Hill area?
Note: Multiple responses were permitted.

Of the 22% of respondents who selected ‘Other’ as the aspect most valued in being a Cooks
Hill resident, the most common comments were the history of the area (23%), absence of
high rise (19%) and sense of community (16%).

“Cooks Hill & its heritage qualities help to tell the history of Newcastle in a tactile & visual
way. This is important to future generations too.”
“Relatively few high rise developments.”
“Have lived here for so long, I know just about everyone.”
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Other: What do you value most about being a
resident of the Cooks Hill area?
History

23%

Absence of high rise

19%

Sense of community (diversity, close, friendly)

16%

Buildings; Housing mixtures

14%

Heritage controls

14%

Proximity to beaches

12%

Heritage qualities

7%

Proximity to public transport

5%

Uniqueness/ ambience

5%

No hill

2%

Shade

2%

I love Cooks Hill

2%

Speed limits

2%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

Figure 3: Other: What do you value most about being a resident of the Cooks Hill area?
Note: Data based on open ended responses. Multiple responses were permitted.
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Contributory buildings
Most respondents believed that there are buildings in Cooks Hill that contribute
positively to the character of the area (98%).
When asked if it would be helpful for buildings that contribute positively to the
heritage conservation area be identified on a map, many of the respondents agreed
(57%). There were 27% that did not agree and 15% stated that they don’t know.
Respondents were also asked if there are buildings in the CHHCA detract from the
character of the area, to which 81% of respondents agreed.
Just over half of respondents do not believe it would be helpful to have buildings that
detract from the character of the area displayed on a map (51%). Just under on third
(29%) believe that it would be helpful and 20% didn’t know if this is something that
they would find helpful.

Contribute positively to
character

There are buildings in Cooks Hill that contribute
positively to the character of the area

Detract from character

Contributory buildings

There are buildings in the Cooks Hill Heritage
Conservation Area that detract from the character
of the area

98%

I would find it helpful if these buildings were
identified on a map

57%

81%

I would find it helpful if these buildings were
identified on a map

29%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 4: Contributory buildings
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Regulation and development control
Respondents were asked ‘under what circumstances do you think buildings in the CHHCA
should be allowed to be demolished?’ The most common response was if the building had
poor structural conditions (58%), followed by the building has been altered and does not fit in
with the areas character (50%) and if the building is in a poor condition (30%).

Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the Cooks Hill
Heritage Conservation Area should be allowed to be demolished?
Poor structural conditions

58%

Building has been altered and does not fit in with
the areas character

50%

Poor condition of building

30%

Under no circumstances

18%

Other

17%

Should be up to the owner

10%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

%
Figure 5: Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area
(CHHCA) should be allowed to be demolished?
Note: Multiple responses were permitted.
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Respondents that elected ‘other’ as the reason for the circumstance in which buildings in the
CHHCA should be allowed to be demolished were asked in an open ended question to
comment on their reason. The most common comments were if the building has no heritage
value (21%), doesn’t fit character / no aesthetic value (21%) and should be particular to each
building (15%).

“To make way for community agreed infrastructure.”
“Each case should be considered individually with proper consultation which includes all
residents’ landholders in the affected heritage zone.”
“Depends on the significance of each building and if the proposed replacement is in the
character of the area.”

'Other': Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the Cooks
Hill Heritage Conservation Area should be allowed to be demolished?
Has no heritage value

21%

Don’t fit character/ no aesthetic value

21%

Should be particular to each building

15%

Beyond repair

15%

Consultation with those in affected heritage zones

12%

Depends on replacement

9%

Unsafe structure

6%

Maintain facade for areas character

6%

Should be up to a panel

3%

Termite infestations

3%

Owner to decide

3%

In the case of fire/ demage

3%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 6: Other: Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the CHHCA should be allowed to be
demolished?
Note: Data based on open ended responses. Multiple responses were permitted.
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When asked whether new developments should be designed to fit the existing character of
the CHHCA, the majority of respondents agreed (86%).

Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or new
buildings) should be designed to fit the existing character of Cooks
Hill Heritage Conservation Area?
100%
86%
80%
60%
40%
20%

14%

0%
Yes

No

Figure 7: Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or new buildings) should be designed to
fit the existing character of Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area?

Respondents were also asked their preferences in regard to standard the guidelines for
development in the CHHCA, with an examples given for merit-based and prescriptive
guidelines. Opinion was divided, with slightly more support for the merit based guideline
(55%) versus the prescriptive standard (45%).

Do you think the guidelines for development in the Cooks Hill
Heritage Conservation Area should be merit based (open to
interpretation), or should they be based on prescriptive standards?

45%
Merit based guideline
55%

Prescriptive standard

Figure 8: Do you think the guidelines for development in the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area
should be merit based (open to interpretation), or should they be based on prescriptive standards?
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Respondents were asked what options they would like to see included in the DCP guidelines
for the CHHCA. The most common response selected was ‘up to the minute sketches,
models, and concept plans for new buildings in Cooks Hill’ (71%), followed by ‘up to the
minute architect designed sketches, models, and concept plans for alterations / additions to
existing buildings in Cooks Hill’ (69%), and ‘guidance about improving the environmental
performance of buildings in Cooks Hill’ (67%).

Which of the following options, what would you like to see included in
the DCP guidelines?
Up to the minute sketches, models, and concept
plans for new buildings in Cooks Hill

71%

Up to the minute architect designed sketches,
models, and concept plans for alterations /
additions to existing buildings in Cooks Hill

69%

Guidance about off-street car parking in Cooks Hill

67%

Guidance about improving the environmental
performance of buildings in Cooks Hill

60%

Guidance about fences in Cooks Hill

48%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

%
Figure 9: Which of the following options, what would you like to see included in the Development Control
Plans (DCP) guidelines?
Note: Multiple responses were permitted.
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Additional comments
The graph below depicts the results from those respondents who provided a comment in
response to an open ended question asking whether they had any additional comments in
regards to the CHHCA. Full verbatim responses can be found in Appendix IV. The
comments that were received were either DCP specific or Council specific:

Additional Comments on CHHCA
Maintain heritage significance/ character of Cooks Hill

43%

DCP Specific Comments

Stricter guidelines required to maintain character

28%

Protect the Heritage Conservation Area

22%

Less restrictions on DCP heritage controls

11%

Guidance on renovating home in accordance to heritage
character
Conduct further community engagement and
involvement

5%
3%

Case by case basis for approvals

3%

Control demolition by neglect

2%

Notify surrounding neighbours and residents group
about proposed DA's

1%

Council Specific Comments

Address increased traffic and parking issues

17%

General beautification of area

7%

Community distrust of Council agenda/ behaviour

6%

Maintenance on drains and footpaths

3%

Address the tree issues

1%

Maintain tourism values of Cooks Hill

1%

Council to employ a heritage officer

1%

Stricter regulations required for common lane use

1%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

%
Figure 10: Additional comments
Note: Data based on open ended responses. Multiple responses were permitted.
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100%

Comments received surrounding the DCP were mainly in regards to;
Maintaining heritage significance/ character of Cooks Hill (43%): Respondents identified how
important it is for Cooks Hill not to lose its current character.

“Please keep the village atmosphere and let’s not allow over developments of any type.”
“The reason I, and many of my neighbours, purchased in Cooks Hill is it's unique
character.”
Stricter guidelines required to maintain character (28%): Respondents commented on
overdevelopment, land scaping controls, unapproved alterations/ additions,
garages/carports, modern looking buildings, highrises, developments like Bimet lodge.

“Please don't let the developers in to knock down the old and replace with Mac mansions.”
“The area should be maintained with all the character of a heritage area so that high rise
developments should be excluded.”
Protect the Heritage Conservation Area (22%):

“We must preserve this microcosm of what Newcastle used to look like. Once it is built over,
it is gone forever.”
“It is important to retain heritage guidelines with regard to DAs and proposed new
structures.”
Less restrictions on DCP heritage controls (11%): Some residents believed that the controls
are too restrictive and do not allow the area to evolve. Some believe that home owners are
not given enough rights, the process is time consuming and it is difficult to adhere to the
current restrictions (particularly those surrounding off street parking).

“A heritage conservation area needs to be able to evolve over time.”
“The time taken to get approval for repairs or simple things like a rear garage or patio is
overlong.”
“Being too prescriptive about materials, colour schemes et can be problematic. A heritage
area can be made more interesting by having buildings that challenge perceptions through
the use of modern materials and new colour schemes.”
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Comments received surrounding Council were mainly in regards to;
Council needing to address increased traffic and parking issues (17%): Respondents
commented on the difficulties facing residents in terms of off street parking and parking in
the vicinity of their residence and ignorance of speed limits by motorists was also
commented on.

“My whole family has to park on the street, often a whole street away. This is ridiculous!”
“The introduction of parking meters in Newcastle West and Union Street have put enormous
pressure on parking in Cooks Hill and greatly diminished quality of life for residents.”
General beautification of area (7%): included comments surrounding implementing more
frequent street cleanses, public street bins, more seating and maintenance of green areas.

“A few seats around the streets would be good.”
“(Lack of) Bins are a major problem on Laman street which detract from the aesthetic
appeal.”
“Communal park areas and nature reserves should be preserved as a matter of importance.”
Community distrust of Council agenda/ behaviour (6%):

“(I) am disappointed that Newcastle City Council does not listen to the wishes of the people
and are just keen to make a quick and easy buck regardless of the long term impacts the
decision will have.”
“Staff who don't live in Cooks Hill make decisions on matters in Cooks Hill and frankly most
locals think that you are incompetent or corrupt.”
“The key issue is the that Council is not complying with it's own DCP.”

Heritage Conservation Area - Cooks Hill Survey Results
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Quick Poll results
To gain feedback from the broader community a Quick Poll was open from 9 April to
22 April 2014.
Participants were given a brief overview; Council is currently reviewing Development
Control Plans for certain Heritage Conservation Areas. For further information please
visit: www.newcastle.nsw.gov.au and go to About Newcastle, then History and
Heritage.
Participants were asked to select their most preferred answers for ‘buildings in
heritage conservation areas should be?’
There were 623 responses.
Sympathetically renovated with a mix of new and old was the most common choice
(44%) and then retained (34%).

Buildings in heritage conservation areas
should be?
Sympathetically renovated with a mix
of new and old

44%

Retained

34%

Removed if they are in poor condition
or are structurally dangerous

15%

It should be up to the building owner to
decide

5%

Removed if they are out of character
with other buildings

1%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 11: Quick Poll Results

Note: Multiple responses were permitted
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Appendix I- Survey

Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area Survey

AWARENESS AND ATTITUDINAL
1.

Are you a resident of Cooks Hill?



Yes



No

2.

Are you aware that Cooks Hill is a Heritage Conservation Area?



Yes



No

3.

Do you agree with Cooks Hill being a Heritage Conservation Area?



Yes



No

4.

Have you lodged a Development Application with Council to make changes to a
property in the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area in the last 10 years?



Yes



No

5.

What do you value most about being a resident of the Cooks Hill Area? Select all that
apply



Heritage houses and buildings



Streetscape and character of Cooks Hill



Uniqueness



Street trees



Parks and open space



A sense of community



Proximity to facilities and services



Darby Street precinct



Village atmosphere



Market value of my home



Other______________________________________________________________________

CONTRIBUTORY BUILDINGS
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6.

Do you think there are buildings in Cooks Hill that contribute positively to the
character of the area?



Yes



No

a.

Would you find it helpful if these buildings were identified on a map?



Yes



No

7.

Do you think there are buildings in the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area that
detract from the character of the area?



Yes



No

b.

Would you find it helpful if these buildings were identified on a map?



Yes



No

REGULATION AND DEVELOPMENT CONTROL
8.

Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area should
be allowed to be demolished? ?



Under no circumstances



Poor condition of building



Poor structural conditions



Building has been altered and does not fit in with the areas character



Should be up to the owner



Other

9.

Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or new buildings) should be
designed to fit the existing character of Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area?



Yes



No

10.

Do you think the guidelines for development in the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation
Area should be merit based (open to interpretation), or should they be based on
prescriptive standards?



An example of merit based guideline – a first floor addition to a single storey building is to
complement the scale of the existing building and be compatible with neighbouring buildings



An example of a prescriptive standard – a first floor addition to a single storey building is to be
located at the rear and must not be visible from the street frontage.

11.
Which of the following options, what would you like to see included in the DCP
guidelines? Tick those that apply.


Up to the minute architect designed sketches, models, and concept plans for alterations /
additions to existing buildings in Cooks Hill



Up to the minute sketches, models, and concept plans for new buildings in Cooks Hill
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guidance about improving the environmental performance of buildings in Cooks Hill



guidance about fences in Cooks Hill



guidance about off-street car parking in Cooks Hill

12.

Are there any other comments you would you like to make in regards to the Cooks Hill
Heritage Conservation Area?

13.

If you would like the results of this survey sent to you, please include your address
below:
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Appendix II - Flyer
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Appendix III – Results non-residents
The results in Appendix III are based on respondents to the survey who were not residents
of Cooks Hill (9% of total survey respondents, n = 19)

Awareness and attitudinal
Majority of non-resident respondents were aware that Cooks Hill is a Heritage
Conservation Area (84%)
Most agreed that Cooks Hill should be a Heritage Conservation Area (84%).
Most of respondents have not lodged a DA with Council for a property in the CHHCA
in the last 10 years (95%).

Lodged a DA
to make
changes to a
property in
the Cooks Hill Agreement
HCA in the last with Cooks Hill Awareness of
HCA
10 years?
Cooks Hill HCA

Cooks Hill HCA
Yes

84%

Yes

84%

Yes

5%

0%

20%

40%

%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 12: Have you lodged a development application with Council to make changes to a property in the
Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area in the last 10 years?

Heritage Conservation Area - Cooks Hill Survey Results

Page 24 of 54

Non-resident respondents value Cooks Hill for its street trees (68%) streetscape and
character of Cooks Hill (68%), and heritage houses and buildings (63%).

What do you value most about the Cooks Hill area?
Street trees

68%

Streetscape and character of Cooks Hill

68%

Heritage houses and buildings

63%

Darby Street precinct

58%

Proximity to facilities and services

58%

Village atmosphere

53%

Uniqueness

53%

Parks and open space

42%

A sense of community

37%

Other

5%

Market value of my home

5%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

%
Figure 13: What do you value most about the Cooks Hill area?
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Contributory buildings
Most of the non-residents believed that there are buildings in Cooks Hill that
contribute positively to the character of the area (95%).
When asked if it would be helpful for buildings that contribute positively to the
heritage conservation area to be identified on a map 74% of respondents agreed.
There were 11% that did not agree, and 16% stating that they don’t know.
Respondents were asked if there are buildings in the CHHCA detract from the
character of the area 68% of respondents answered ‘yes’, compared with 32%
answering ‘no’.
Results were divided for ‘would you find it helpful to have buildings that detract from
the character of the area displayed on a map?’ No and don’t know both 47% and 5%
yes, if this is something that they would find helpful.

Detract from character

Contribute positively to
character

Contributory buildings

There are buildings in Cooks Hill that contribute
positively to the character of the area

95%

I would find it helpful if these buildings were
identified on a map

74%

There are buildings in the Cooks Hill Heritage
Conservation Area that detract from the character of
the area

68%

I would find it helpful if these buildings were
identified on a map

5%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

%
Figure 14: Contributory buildings
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100%

Regulation and development control
Non-residents were asked ‘under what circumstances do you think buildings in the Cooks
Hill Heritage Conservation Area should be allowed to be demolished?’ The most common
response was building has been altered and does not fit in with the areas character (63%)
and poor structural conditions (63%), and poor condition of building (42%).

Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the Cooks Hill
Heritage Conservation Area should be allowed to be demolished?
Building has been altered and does not fit
in with the areas character

63%

Poor structural conditions

63%

Poor condition of building

42%

Other

11%

Under no circumstances

11%

Should be up to the owner

5%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

%
Figure 15: Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation
Area should be allowed to be demolished?

The majority of respondents agreed with new developments being designed to fit the
character of the Cooks Hill HCA (79%).
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Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or new
buildings) should be designed to fit the existing character of Cooks
Hill Heritage Conservation Area?
100%
90%
80%

79%

70%
%

60%

Yes
No

50%
40%
30%

21%

20%
10%
0%
Yes

No

Figure 16: Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or new buildings) should be designed to
fit the existing character of Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area?
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Non-residents were asked what standard the guidelines should be for development in the
Cooks Hill HCA. The majority of respondents selected the merit based guideline (63%).

Do you think the guidelines for development in the Cooks Hill
Heritage Conservation Area should be merit based (open to
interpretation), or should they be based on prescriptive standards?

37%
Merit based guideline
Prescriptive standard

63%

Figure 17: Do you think the guidelines for development in the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area
should be merit based (open to interpretation), or should they be based on prescriptive standards?

Non-residents were asked what options they would like to see included in the DCP
guidelines. The most common response selected was up to the minute sketches, models,
and concept plans for new buildings in Cooks Hill (79%), followed by ‘up to the minute
architect designed sketches, models, and concept plans for alterations / additions to existing
buildings in Cooks Hill’ (74%), and ‘guidance about improving the environmental
performance of buildings in Cooks Hill’ (53%).

Which of the following options, what would you like to see included in
the DCP guidelines?
Up to the minute sketches, models, and concept
plans for new buildings in Cooks Hill

79%

Up to the minute architect designed sketches,
models, and concept plans for alterations /…

74%

Guidance about improving the environmental
performance of buildings in Cooks Hill

53%

Guidance about off-street car parking in Cooks Hill

42%

Guidance about fences in Cooks Hill

21%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

%
Figure 18: Which of the following options, what would you like to see included in the DCP guidelines?
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Appendix IV- Verbatims
Values_Other.
What do you value most about being a resident of the Cooks Hill area?

Verbatim Responses
A unique working cottage area so rare in many towns and cities. Surely we have learnt from the mistakes of
other australian cities. The dollar is not the only thing we strive for I this society. A place in history is also vital.

Absence of high rise buildings
access to public transport
Ambience and 40km speed limits
Beach
Beaches
Certainty of heritage building code adherence
close to the beach
community initiatives - street art & community garden
Convenience
Cooks Hill & it's heritage qualities help to tell the history of Newcastle in a tactile & visual way. This is important
to future generations too.
Development not compatible with the area is not permitted
Friendliness
Friendlyness
good public transport
Have lived here for so long, I know just about everyone
Historical significance of area and building facades
Historical/ old and interesting area
Housing mixture
I love Cooks Hill!
Knowing next door can't be demolished and a McMansion built
low rise character
max 2 storey houses
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Mix of renters and home owners. Inner city, mix of old and new
No '"knock downs"and ugly new McMansions
no high rise/tall buildings
Not built up
Old light and shade
On the flat - no hill!
Only one multi storey building in the suburb
Proximity to beach
Proximity to beaches and pools
Proximity to facilities are changing- many are now in Charlestown
reflects some of the 1800's history of Newcastle
Relatively few high rise developments
That for 2 generations my family have lived here
The fact that high rise and multiple dwellings are restricted to existing buildings
the history of inner city Newcastle that can be seen in the early buildings
The history of the suburb and the fact that most of the buildings in Cooks Hill contribute to the streetscape. For
me heritage means cherishing our heritage. The fact that you are asking for this feedback suggests that you
wish to make changes which will adversely impact upon the heritage. Council's track record of listening and
responding to the Community is not a reassuring one. Please keep the heritage value of this suburb so the
next generations can enjoy it. Council has a responsibility to do this.
the sense of history
The variety of old homes which add character to the streetscape. This is in direct contrast to other suburbs
where the new housing consists of characterless "concrete blocks".
very diverse community
Wrought Iron

Yes_demolish_Other.
Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area should be
allowed to be demolished?

Verbatim Responses
Buildings or structures that don't fit with the character
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buildings should not be allowed to be fall into disrepair such as TPI House
buildings that were built as totaly out of character with the heritage values of the area and were allowed to be
built previous to the heritage listing.
Buildings which have been approved in the past but do not fit in with the heritage style of Cooks Hill
Built after a certain year (eg 1960)
Careful consideration of heritage values and significant assessment shouldbe carried out on each occasion.
Depends on the significance of each building and if the proposed replacement is in the character of the area.
depends on what is going to replace the original building
Each case should be considered individually with proper consultation which includes all residents landholders
in the affected heritage zone.
facade should always remain or be conserved to maintain character
following fire or other destructive act
for a new, suitably scaled and detailed, modern building
Has no heritage value
holds no aesthetic value
I dont' want peole to let good buildings go to ruin just so they could be knocked down and have some great
monstrosity built in its place.
If it is out of character of the heritage area and beyond reasonable repair
If it is unsafe fix it or yes demolish
if not a heritage building
If the property is dangerous
If you purchase a property in cooks hill you should be allowed to change the property as you see fit. There are
plenty of eye sores in cooks hill that are confined to the heritage rules and bring the suburb down. heritage
rules prevent development and growth in the suburb.
ig not a heritage listed house
not an heritage building
Only for very compelling reasons, and only after exhaustive consutation leading to broad community
concensus
poor condition of building/structural condition IF it can be safeguarded from unscrupulous owners letting their
buildings deteriorate SO THAT they can demolish & rebuild.
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Replacements must fit into character of surrounding buildings/area
Restrictions should only apply on houses that actually have specific heritage value not as a blanket over all
houses including those houses with no heritage value at all
termite infestations
these options are too limited. Should be up to a panel of randomly chosen residents.
This is an impossible question to answer out of context. If there is an earthquake again there may be real
problems. Many buildings have significant heritage value and to allow a developer to demolish a building is
not what I agree with. Cooks Hill is a low rise old suburb with beautiful historical buildings. If Council has
plans to allow demolition to change the suburb's appearance and to allow us to lose our heritage then I would
be firmly opposed to this.
to make way for community agreed infrastructure
Too subjective, all of the above could be appropriate in different circumstances, regulation by planning dept
needs to be strong
ugly newer buildings e.g. YMCA hall behind house on corner of Council & Dawson Sts
Unoccupied. Let goWhere flats/houses have been built in place of previous heritage buildings new developments in keeping with
heritage building features should be allowed to be built. This would help restore / grow the heritage appeal of
Cooks Hill.
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Additional_comments.
Are there any other comments you would you like to make in regards to the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation
Area?

Verbatim Responses
- Bins a major problem on Laman street which detract from the aesthetic appeal (littered about street).
- Property owners building into common lane ways should be stopped

1. I hate seeing garages/car ports at street level
2. Alot of newer development that is not in character with the heritage conservation area should be able to be
redeveloped to get a better design outcome - some are horrid and 'detract'
3. i think we need better guidelines of what we want to see if the site is completely redeveloped or a vacant site
is to have a new house on it. I hate a fake heritage building. sometimes modern against old is a lovely contrast.
as long as the height, bulk and scale all complement each other.
4. i would like landscaping controls to be a part of the DCP for Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area
5. I love Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area and would not want it to be anything other than what it is. I vote
for no change in this area.
6. Some guideance on how to renovate your home and keep it in accordance with the character of the area
would be useful.

1. Traffic: Traffic is increasingly detracting from the walkability and livability of cooks hill. I live on Union st and
walk up Tooke st. Tooke St is a drag strip rat run for taxi's, domino's pizza motorbikes and large volumes of
commuter traffic. This has substantially increased since the lights went in at union/parkway removing the right
turn onto union heading west. Vehicles routinely travel at 60km/h + in a what is a 40 zone, shared with the
disabled/elderly from Shedden Park and kids walking to School, Netball and Centennial park. This needs to be
looked at for a low cost solution to localize the traffic (e.g. make a dead end across Tooke at Centennial Park
by raising the speed hump a metre; and permit right turns again from parkway onto union heading west).
Similar abatement activity should be considered for Parry st between Darby and Union. I have heard some of
the older residents conceptualizing cooks hill as 'an island' with regard to traffic and this is a good way to view it
when proactively working to reduce traffic. Through traffic should be using King-Union-Parkway-Darby. The
best Sydney villages - Surry Hills, Paddington, even Redfern/Alexandria actively manage this to balance
walkability/safety with genuine vehicular traffic needs.
Thanks for the opportunity

A few seats around the streets would be good
A heritage conservation area needs to be able to evolve over time.
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A Heritage conservation is a great idea however that should not discount being able to construct modern styled
homes. Due to the already existing constraints to the infill nature of any future housing if it can comply with the
DCP housing element then it should be permissible. A architectural designed modern building adjoining a
Heritage styled building should be encouraged as a "knock off" of the old heritage elements is a poor example
of positive streetscape. Reference should be made to some global cities what have already implemented codes
like this and allow for a vibrant mix of Architecture.
If someone lives or buys in the Cooks Hill Conservation area is usually because they already like the appeal of
the area and any new dwelling will complement the streetscape. The redevelopment of the old Art Supply
building on the corner of Parry & Union street is an excellent example or how to revitalise the area.
All alterations/extensions/new constructions should be required to use building materials that are in keeping
With surrounding heritage buildings .
Council should reinstate a Heritage Officer who has some real input into new DA's and ensuring that heritage
guidelines are adhered to. If you need some examples of inappropriate extensions/ renovations 35 Parry Street
provides a perfect example of a small cottage that has been overdeveloped on a small block of land using
totally inappropriate building materials that do not blend in any way with the surrounding buildings. Other
examples of inappropriate DA approvals include those for 105 and 101 Corlette Street where approval has
been given for extensions that will markedly affect the footprint on those blocks of land. 101 Corlette Street in
particular is a major overdevelopment on a small block of land .
Another prime example of an inappropriate development in Cooks Hill is the Bimet Lodge development which
although strictly lies outside the Heritage area, will have huge impacts on the surrounding heritage area in
terms so aesthetics ( it also is an overdevelopment of a site pushed through under the guise of providing
affordable housing when in fact once approval was received this aspect of the development was changed).
This development will also have a major impact on the traffic flow in and around the Union, Corlette , Tooke,
Parry and Bruce Street areas which are already packed to capacity during weekdays as city workers park there
and on weekends during the netball season.
As a long time resident of Cooks Hill I have always been frustrated that the street appealling garden beds at
intersections were installed at 95% of the intersections within the heritage area but should be installed right
through the area (ie, all the way through to Young Street). After all, this defines the boundry of the Cooks Hill
Heritage Conservation Area. Council, please install these magnificent environmentally asthetic features where
they belong. They give the feeling of "HERITAGE" AND "CONSERVATION" to any persons as soon as they
enter the first intersection of the heritage area.
As a resident of 20 years I have grown more aware of the charm of Cooks Hill unique character ,while I agree
that people should be able to build, glaring examples of modernism should definitely not be allowed.

Be cognizant of the rights of owners to be able to maintain and develop their property along reasonable lines,
without unconnected interest groups dictating what they can/cannot do.
Being too prescriptive about materials, colour schemes etc can be problematic . A heritage area can be made
more interesting by having buildings that challenge perceptions through the use of modern materials and new
colour schemes.
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Buildings, both residential and commercial should adhere to the style of buildings already existing in the area in
order to retain the existing culture of the suburb. If people are interested in oversized and modern housing they
should reside in an area where this fits with the culture of the suburb.
Communal park areas and nature reserves should be preserved as a matter of importance.
Concerns angle parking has recently been given approval in Dawson Street, which will only lead to limited
access to residents. The decision appears to have been influenced by people who mainly do not live in the
area and will not experience the impact.
I like the idea the area continue to maintain a heritage appearance through ongoing commitment to heritage
building designs and colours.
It is important new modern building are not given approval.
Cooks Hill and the CBD of Newcastle are unique and their heritage value needs to be acknowledged and
maintained.
Cooks hill has a reputation for being a beautiful inner city suburb of Newcastle. The makeup of Cooks Hill
includes street trees, terrace houses, cafes and restaurants, parks, pubs and a solid community spirit.
By removing the listing as a Heritage Conservation Area to Cooks Hill, may allow the council to approve
developments that aren't sensitive to the areas makeup. The only people to benefit from the change are the
developers, not the residents and the community of the area.The council does not have a great track record as
far as quality is concerned, and this is the issue that concerns me the most.
Sustainable new developments should be encouraged, especially innovative designs that are sensitive to the
areas makeup. What I see happening around Newcastle and its suburbs are developments that have no style,
are done as cheaply as possible without a thought for the people that live there. The current trend for
McMansion style buildings is an example. What Cooks Hill and the greater Newcastle needs to encourage is
quality buildings, homes and streetscapes for the community. Think of small European villages where there is a
vibrancy in the air and things are done well for the good of the people, not for the profit of developers.
This whole scenario smells of another way for the council of obtaining funds for their swollen debts. Selling the
things that make our place good will not make it a better place. Cooks Hill needs to remain a Conservation
Area to control and put limits on future development so as to fit in with local makeup.
Cooks hill has maintained its unique character because of the restrictions in place. This has been quite
successful particularly when compared to other parts of Newcastle where architecture is of very mixed quality.
It is so important that new development is in keeping or complementary with the existing character.
Unfortunately once flexible, guidelines are open to too much variation.
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Cooks Hill heritage character should continue to be protected. It is asset to residents and visitors alike.
However, in recent times on street resident parking has become an issue particular for residents without off
street parking. This has spoilt the amenity and livability of the area for residents and visitors.
This has come about due to changes council has made to previously free all day parking along Parry Street
and at the National Park car park. We now have the ridiculous situation where Cooks Hill streets are clogged
with all day workers parking whilst numerous spaces remain along Parry Street and at National Park.
Council needs to give consideration to introducing, resident excepted, 2 hour time limited parking on Cooks Hill
residential streets. I know Manly council do this in high parking demand residential areas. Residents with no off
street parking are given 2 permits and residents with off street parking one permit to park on street. There is no
additional rate charge for such resident parking permits in Manly. This is reasonable and recognises the high
rate charges for these Manly residents, which are very comparable to the rate charges for Cooks Hill residents.
Council should as a matter of urgency introduce a similar system for Cooks Hill residents and perhaps other
inner city areas like the East End for example. It is unfair to pay such high rate charges and have very limited
access to on street parking in proximity to one's home.
Council's previous decision relating to all day parking charges along Parry Street and at National Park perhaps
also needs to be reviewed so that workers can access affordable all day parking.
Thank you
Cooks hill is a unique precinct. Every effort should be made to retain the heritage streetscape and

minor

cottages semis and terraces. And the sense of community that comes from low density housing tree lined
streets and mixed aged occuoancy.
Cooks Hill is full of badly designed homes that are not up to today's building standards.
Residents are held to ransom by out dated building codes that date back to the last century.
By keeping the heritage zone Newcastle council is holding residents to ransom, at the expense of the
enviroment
Cooks Hill is one of the oldest suburbs in Australia. It is important to cherish the heritage of the suburb. If
steps are taken to dilute the importance of the heritage of the area by allowing buildings with heritage
significance to be demolished or by building new buildings which are not in keeping with the heritage "feel" of
the area or are significantly higher than the low level residences currently in the area then in my opinion
Council will have been a party to the destruction of our history and the sense of pride which Novocastrians
have in their City. Please respect our heritage and take active and committed steps to do so. It is not all about
making money.
Cooks Hill is the kind of area that reflects some of our brief (non-indigenous) history. In years to come no-one
will want to visit a hotchpotch suburb that looks like everywhere
else and has no cultural integrity. (People do not travel to Europe to visit housing estates or the kind of
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suburbia we too often refer to as 'development' or 'progress'.)
I believe Cooks Hill and as much as possible of the 'old' city should be zoned Heritage and any development
must be thoroughly considered. What building that is permitted should be of excellent world-standard design.
Who can point to such an example around Newcastle Beach for instance? Very pedestrian architecture in one
of the most spectacular locations in NSW!
That is not to say there can be no change in the area but there should be strict guidelines that preclude highrise. It will be a great shame if Newcastle really does begin to look like the horrifying Gold Coast model recently
revealed by the Newcastle Herald.
One of the biggest failures of Newcastle Council over the years has been the lack of foresight as regards
parking. Recent developments mean Cooks Hill is becoming clogged with cars - e.g.: the council employees
no longer have parking stations at their disposal and the new courts have insufficient as well - and this must be
solved along with other infrastructure issues.
C.H. does have a community atmosphere worth protecting but it is not just for residents. The whole city
benefits if, like many old European cities, we preserve our quaintness, we will attract tourism into the future
and, as a Sydney refugee I know puts it, we can continue to see the sky. New York stopped destroying its
wonderful old buildings in the 1960s can't we do the same?
Cooks Hill reminds me a bit of Paddington in Sydney. The low key and heritage nature of many of the
buildings, whilst not without issues regarding maintenance and the associated costs, as well as the trees,
parks, shops and cafes, make it a very human and beautiful place to live. Keeping this largely intact will only
increase the value of it, both monetarily and socially.
Council garbage and recycling bins are often left on the footpaths all week. This detracts from the visual
amenity of the area. It is councils responsibility to resolve this amenity issue. Many properties have been
modified and this detracts from their heritage character. The modifications include the removal of Victorian
Metal Lace and replacing with modern alternatives and the inclosing of balconies.
The provision of a historical plaque scheme would identify the heritage nature of the area. One current example
relates to the area in Bull St where William Dobell lived. This could be extended to small plaques on houses
identifying the people who lived in the area in the 1800s. For example " Henry Martens employed as a Carrier
lived here in 1898 with his wife Rachel". This would remind people as to the important historical nature of the
area.
Council is far too restrictive to developments
Council should be ensuring the heritage is preserved and that the current long standing rules are followed and
not worrying about changing them.
Dawson Street is a quiet local street but has become a parking lot for people working in the city, thus creating
extreme difficulty for the residents. The council now proposes to create angle parking (against the residents
wishes) which will add a substantial traffic hazard and detract from the residents amenity. Parking forms a large
part of the street-scape.
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Each building should be reviewed on a case by case basis for both the knocking down of current buildings and
design of new buildings
Enhancing and bringing to life the history and heritage of Cooks Hill should be seen as a way to grow interest
in Newcastle itself. More could be done to interpret the history for city residents and visitors. At the moment the
stories of Cooks Hill's past are hidden.

Every effort must be made to maintains CooksHills heritage appeal
Everyone buying in Cooks Hill in the last 30 years has known about he Heritage restrictions and accepted
them. I , like most people recognise they add value and should definitely stay in place.
Existing heritage features e.g.brickwork, timber windows, terra cotta roof tiles should determine materials used
in renovations.
Overdevelopment of existing small cottages should not be allowed. Footprint should be carefully monitored.
High rise developments should not be allowed under any circumstances in Heritage precinct.
Consideration needs to be given to neighboring properties in terms of intrusion on their privacy, sunlight and
visual aesthetics .
Facades maintained on the exterior. Melbourne has new designs for managing the root system and can be
driven over easily.keep as green as possible. Love the trees.no high rises in cooks hill! Helpful to have heritage
identified on map. Have the tram go up Darby to beach. Mini zoo at honeysuckle. Love the cooks hill has many
native trees for local birds and habitat
feeling suspicious towards the councils agenda for the area in light such as decisions as the bimet lodge
development and angle parking in dawson street when it was overwhelmingly opposed by residents ……...

First, you neglected to say what DCP is on the previous question. Really, you have to have someone proof
read these surveys before you send them out. It is unprofessional to *not* have terms like DCP explained in
the question that asks for consideration of DCP guidelines. Contact me at XXXX for proofreading services.
The Union Street Towers in Cooks Hill are poorly designed and out of character to the rest of the
neighbourhood, and nothing like that should be built in Cooks Hill, or impact on Cooks Hill sight lines. I'm glad
my property is far enough away from those Towers to not impact my property value and amenity.
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Future problems in Cooks Hill is parking.. there are vehicles permanently parked on the streets, I have had
three instances of vehicles parked for months while their owner went overseas and had a nearby friend or
relative keep an eye on the vehicle. The first instance was a car in Bruce Street who was abandoned for 11
months and watched every day by the owners mother who walked by from the Housing Commission flats on
Darby Street on her way to the Methadone Chemist at The Junction. The police informed the residents that as
long as the car was registered there was nothing that could be done. The second was a ute parked in front of
my house for six months while the owner was overseas.. a next door neighbor was a relative and watched the
vehicle. The third was a car parked in front of my house for 3 months. I have also returned home to find
vehicles parked across my driveway... I would like to see resident parking permits.. Cooks Hill fills up with cars
during the day for City Workers who take the bus into town.. we have also had an accident where a mini van
drove into the back of a car ... the car was an insurance write off... and with cars parked on either side of Bruce
Street only a single vehicle could safely drive down the street... I would like to see Boats and Camper vans
banned from parking permanently in Cooks Hills streets
some outside the homes of residents. Our streets fill up
with vehicles day and night and I sometimes have problems getting my garaged car out of my driveway as cars
hang over the edge of the driveway. I have been a resident of Cooks Hill for 14 years and can see the future
and present problems in Cooks Hill as parking...
this is a problem that willl never go away until the NCC puts parking restrictions on all parts of Cooks Hill...
Germany example in friedberg in the alt stadt for restrictions on heritage conservation.
Heritage requirements should not be any less than what they currently are as the current requirements are
already too lenient and some buildings are altered to the detriment of the existing dwelling and therefore to the
Cooks Hill community.
I am extremely concerned by the current very poor behaviour of the current council and the general manager.
Most unprofessional. Newcastle needs on going maintenance and development which is in character not huge
high rise developments. I am saddened by the conduct of the mayor and general manager.
I am not in favour of changes in regulation that allow developments which detract from the character of the
area. I am also not in favour of redefining the boundaries of the Area to get around these conservation
requirements.
I believe that during the assessment of the Cooks Hill Heritage Precinct council should consult with the
National Trust and the Heritage Branch about a comprehensive assessment of the area heritage value and
future management plan. This would involve community consultation and would save time and money for the
council during future planning and development issues.
I believe that the character of Cooks Hill must be preserved, but when buildings need renewal, creative and
innovative architecture should be encouraged alongside heritage style architecture to preserve the unique mix
of building form throughout the precinct.

Heritage Conservation Area- Cooks Hill Survey Results

Page 40 of 54

I believe the popularity of Cooks Hill is much more than it's proximity to facilities and locales (although,
obviously, a big drawcard).
The physical appearance creates a unique ambiance that is ruined with the approval of new buildings such as
Eclipse (Union St).
On-going repairs and maintenance should be low impact on the original design of the building.
Obviously homeowners want to be able to adapt their homes to their lifestyle, however, there are some
adaptations that are better suited elsewhere such as Honeysuckle, The Hill or Merewether. That is not a
NIMBY comment, rather one that accepts the desire for some home-owners to have a certain type of building
as long as they accept that Cooks Hill has long ago established a desire, and appreciation, for our Heritage
Conservation Area style.
It was the unique physical and social aspects of Cooks Hill that drew me to become a resident and that
appreciation has not diminished. Any attempt to change it for the sake of change will be strongly challenged.
I cannot believe that a family of five with five separate vehicles is not approved to have off street parking. My
whole family has to park on the street, often a whole street away. This is ridiculous! These rules are making
cooks hill an undesirable suburb to live in!!! Common sense must be used. Cooks hill should not be a suburb
stuck in the past with outrageous restrictions. All owners should be given the right to alter and change their own
properties if they see fit. Lets get a bit of perspective and remember that these properties are not the
Colosseum, some are beautiful, but many are unsafe and derelict eyesores.
I find 59 and 61 Laman St and similar types of buildings detract from the character of Cooks Hill and feel they
should be replaced with more suitable buildings. I also find the leaving of rubbish such as old furniture and
appliances for collection on streets such as Corlette St for lengthy periods detracts from the character of Cooks
Hill. Perhaps there should be a better way to deal with collections in such a built up area.
I find the green areas are poorly maintained and programs run by community groups should have more public
commercial airplay.
Bring back street cleanses in trucks our gutters need regular attention
I find this survey a bit of a farce as the Cooks Hill community speak up regularly about things that directly affect
us eg. the high rise unit development opposite National Park,the removal of beautiful trees (Laman St and
recently with no warning fig trees on Bull and Parry st) and the ?sale of Park land in Laman St. I am
disappointed that Newcastle City Council do not listen to the wishes of the people and are just keen to make a
quick and easy buck regardless of the long term impacts the decision will have.
I had trouble with the last question. Why use acronym's in a survey? Why should the question have to be
completed.
Many houses in Cooks Hill are old but to not contribute to the nature of the area. I live on Railway St. I don't
know if this is in the area of conservation. But many houses here have been over renovated, poorly structured
or falling apart. I personally can not see any benefit in their protection or stifling new developments.
Every house can be debated on it's merits, An area is the sum of it's parts It's conservation while a noble idea
becomes entrenched in mediocrity.
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I have no problems with new merit based buildings in cooks hill. Faux buildings are ugly and detract from the
area. I would not like to see high rise or boring high density housing in the area but this is a subjective
viewpoint and hard to legislate. The last thing I would like to see is a " disneyfied" version of Cooks Hill. We
need new buildings from time to time to keep the place valid.
I live in Corlette Street where the trees are an absolute menace, dropping nuts that are like ball bearings and
pose a risk to pedestrians. They also attract flocks of birds and bats that defecate all over the cars in autumn.
The trees are old, part dead and ugly and should be removed to make room for more on-street parking.
Speaking of parking there should be clear guidelines on where to park. We have a short driveway and ask
visitors to park parallel to it in the street. We were told by a parking cop that this was OK yet a friend bringing
me back from hospital and doing just that was fined. Our streets are full of all day parkers so tradesmen are
reluctant to even quote on jobs in Cooks Hill. Other than that, we like the convenience of living here but not the
noisy parties.
I really like living in Cooks Hill but find that the current restrictions over any kind of development ridiculous.
Obviously there are some houses that very obviously have intrinsic heritage value i.e. Strathern Terrace. But
there are a great many that hold no such value but that any kind of development is still restricted under the
umbrella of being heritage area. Our house is an 1960s bungalow that is badly constructed on a small block
and we have a growing family that it no longer accommodates. But when we took in draft plans for a pre-DA
meeting which were designed by a heritage architect, sympathetic to the heritage of cooks hill and modelled on
the terrace houses around us. We were told that there was no way we would be allowed to demolish, even
where our plans aligned to other examples in the area.
It is my view that the restrictions do not accommodate the realities of life i.e. the majority of people have cars
but yet off-street carparking is a no go area. You either cannot have a garage at the front of your house - even
though there are many examples where this has been achieved in a non-obvious way - or like us you cannot
go over the sandstone gutters (which themselves are in a state of disrepair).
But I guess the thing that makes this so frustrating is that you need only drive minutes to Merewether, and any
ridiculous cube-like cement block can be built as a house but even a few blocks back there is no flexibility
whatsoever to allow residents of Cooks Hill to build something sympathetic to the heritage of the area (I would
be more than happy to do this to keep any development in keeping with the style of the area) but that fits their
family and life style better.
What it means that there is a good many houses that are falling into disrepair because people are so restricted
in what they can do to repair or maintain or upgrade.
What is so wrong with allowing development that is sensitive to heritage issues in this area!!
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I strongly disagree with newcastle city councils desire to remove the heritage listing for the area. A city can
have development without the destruction of heritage. What would sydney without what is left of the rocks?
Does this council also want high rise developments on The Hill..?
A newcastle values the character of cooks hill ... Let it remain.

I think a mixture of old to new buildings is tasteful say 20 to 30% for example.
you can't just have old buildings/houses everywhere the city needs to move on.
regards residential improvements it should be made a lot easier, I approached council about putting a
carport/deck in front of my house which was build in the 90's and would still fit into the areas look and walked
out of their confused overwhelmed and disheartened.
Their is a lot of penitential in this little town and a carport/deck to fit in front of an existing 90's house of that era
should be a no brainer.
Thanks
I think it's important to maintain the heritage character of the Cooks Hill area, and that building heights are
restricted. New developments should be in keeping with the current scale and character of existing buildings
I think that buildings nearby the heritage area should be sympathetic in character and height with the area so
developments such as the Bimet Lodge development which are in close proximetry to the Heritage areas
should comply to the same standards.
I think that Cook's Hill has a great mixture of houses from the 1800s to current.
Most of the recent development (with the exception of Union Towers and the Bimet site) appear to be
sympathetic to the area.They are generally low key and don't overlook or impinge on privacy.
We have approximately 11 adjacent properties to our residence and in general, we are acclimatised to each
other, and so far people have extended houses in consultation with their neighbours and council. Any new
development should be considered with a view to people's privacy and the possibility of noise factors in this
contained area. Building heights are an important consideration (cf the following ref to Bimet)
The Bimet site is already having repercussions with increased parking problems which will only get worse.
Lowlands Bowling Club tends to be noisy at times and any further development of that should be carefully
scrutinised.
I want to live an an area that has been conserved well and people feel that they have some control over new
and existing development. The existing heritage order on Cooks Hill should be retained as it is to ensure the
conservation of this unique area.
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I would like Council to pay close attention to guidelines for the Heritage Conservation Area when a DA is
placed before it and apply them.
It seems to me that ‘anything goes’, development is the most important consideration, no matter what the
outcome.
With increasing tourism, especially from cruise ships, pockets of heritage conservation in a city are attractive
incentives for visitors - they add charm and a feeling of ‘old world’, that the average person seeks out, as it tells
of another time, the ‘olden days’, a look back into the past.
If someone builds a new home in Cooks Hill it should look like a heritage or federation home not like a new
modern building they look awful, if you want a modern home live out at Fletcher or other modern areas not
Cooks Hill.
Important the council gives guidance as to what makes the character of cooks hill, and that the character of the
suburb isn't diluted gradually.
visible Colourbond fences detract from the character of the suburb.
In the past Council staff have abjectly failed to promote the ambiance of Cooks Hill. You have allowed
developments such as The Newcastle Permanent and now the new Law Court to go ahead despite their being
no requirement for parking, This means the streets of Cooks Hill become the defacto Car Park. You don't
consult the community re Darby St and waste rate payers money on embarrassing and stupid ideas like the
Piazza in Laman st and the cutting down of mature trees only to plant similar.
Staff who don't live in Cooks Hill make decisions on matters in Cooks Hill and frankly most locals think that you
are incompetent or corrupt.
introduction of parking meters in newcastle west and union street have put enormous pressure on parking in
Cooks Hill and greatly diminished quality of life for residents as well as approval of questionable developments
i.e. the Bimet lodge site which will have a negative visual impact on the heritage precinct and will increase
pressure on parking as well.
It is difficult for Council, I know, but we would like to see improvements to our drains and footpaths without
removal of trees.
It is important that Newcastle preserves relatively intact some of its older areas to showcase the diversity of
Newcastle and how it has developed from a residential perspective over the past 100 years. Cooks Hill
provides an example of such an area and it shows a wide variety of housing from terraces, workers cottages
and other styles of housing in the period since about 1915, when most of area was subdivided. This unique
feature will be lost if the area is opened up for developers to build units and modern housing, at the expense of
the dwellings now in this important conservation area. There is no reason to change the existing classification.
There is so much of Newcastle city areas that have effectively died and actually need inovative investment in
housing and unit development, hopefully keeping lots of the older charm of Newcastle. There is no shortage of
available precincts, so there is no compelling reason to target Cooks Hill for such development.
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It is important that Newcastle retains some of its older residential areas largely in 'original' form. Cooks Hill
provides a wide range of housing types reflecting historical periods and styles of residential development over
the past 100 years. Unlike many areas, which are now dominated by unit development and modern style
housing, Cooks Hill provides more of a historical space showing many profiles of development that have
occurred. However essentially it is a residential area and residents have purchased in this area because of the
care that has been taken to preserve this historical profile. It is an area that needs to be preserved to attract
residents who will work within intelligent rules to maintain this very special part of Newcastle's history, without
developer intervention. Such intervention is just not necessary.
It is important to protect the character of Cooks Hill
It is understood that communities have to evolve and update but careful consideration has to be given to what
attracts people to Cooks Hill. As older and unsafe buildings require replacement, the replacements should not
be allowed to be way out of character. A good example is the monstrosity being built on Union St across from
the park.
It should stay one. Cooks Hill is an asset to Newcastle, and attracts people to the area.
It would be a great shame if Cooks Hill lots its Heritage conservation Area. It is because of this conservation
area that Cooks Hill has been able to retain its charm. As a resident of Cooks Hill I would be horrified to see
buildings demolished and replaced with a modern home. I do hope council listens to the residence and keeps
the heritage conservation area rules in place for many years to come so we can all enjoy this special area of
Newcastle.
Its amazing to be asked my thoughts when the council has allowed such buildings as the Bimet lodge
developement (a complete overkill of the land), A stealth eradication of the fig trees (corner of bull and darby
st,and in parry st and replacement with gums and tidy parking areas,making this precinct a parking area (the
proposed angle parking for the Lowlands bowling club,what other clubs will you help like this?).
Is this survey done to appease the council and give a balanced (?????) perspective on future issues.
It's integral to maintain the integrity of the historic streetscapes in Cooks Hill, & it's wonderfully unique character
that make it such a special place to live
Keep community involved in decision making. Where there is a possibility that development is only what the
developer wants, questions should be asked. Developers are involved to make money. The community has to
lives with their wrecking of a beautiful suburb which is valued by community.
keep it low profile buildings - keep the heritage conservation - allow development on a case by case basis, but
ensure such development keeps within the heritage conserve of the area. - Build high rises at places like
Charlestown, they seem to like high rise in that area
love it!!!
Mail to: m. longworth 125 dawson st cooks hill
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More off street parking available to residents. It is ridiculous that people working in the cbd load the streets with
their cars on top of all the families that can not get off street parking for their homes. Essentially making every
street a car park. It is time to stop living in the past and start moving into the future. The cooks hill action group
has strangled this community for too long.
More street trees in areas such as RailwaySt.
Even buildings in poor condition can be restored so demolition should only be allowed if the building is
dangerous. Resident p arming is a problem especially for disabled residents. Almost impossible to park
between 12 and 2pm. Near home in Railway street.
Most of the owners who move into this area do so for the village atmosphere, the unique character of the area
and most importantly the heritage values.
Having lived here for 28 years I believe any dilution of the heritage conservation area would be a retrograde
step.
The area has been constantly under threat from developers,over the years and I believe the heritage area
should be reinforced with advice to existing and prospective owners.
Most people are happy with the current guidelines which keep the heritage character. Why are you looking to
change things?
Move the traffic out, let people park closer to work without charging (i.e. in Parry Street) and allow the rest of
Cooks hill to breathe again and become the quieter community it was only a couple of years ago

Need to have ways to ensure people don't deliberately allow buildings to fall into a bad state so that they can
knock them down.
New buildings should have a height restriction, size restriction and be in keeping with the character of the area
and the properties adjacent. Adequate car spaces should be provided to not increase the parking problems
already experienced by residents. Green space is being sacrificed at the hand of the council and there is a real
danger of council allowing developers to destroy the character and heritage of the area. This is a unique part of
Newcastle and must be preserved.
Newcastle voted for a developer as our mayor, and now we are reviewing the controls on one of our most
prized heritage areas... The writing is on the wall, I guess!!
No buildings to be demolished!
I emphatically encourage the council to ensure that current heritage values are protected for our suburb!
No further buildings to be built higher than 2 stories.
No overdevelopment of any site eg: new residence on corner of Parry and Corlette St- huge building covering
entire block,whereas before there was a small,single storey, miners cottage with a yard.The current building
totally over dominates the area now,and is ugly as well.
I would like to see the 2008 Master Plan for Centennial Park upgrade be actioned this year,and not delayed
again!
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No high rise apartments should be built, Union Towers spoils the look of the suburb and no more of this type of
development should be allowed. Parking in the suburb should be only two hours with all residents having at
least two parking stickers per house.
No high rises and sympathetic new buildings to the historic areas atmosphere. I love it and don't want it to
change much at all. Want lovers lane to stay the same. Trees and quaintness.
Off street parking is a huge issue for reidence as we often do not have access to parking in front of our houses
in office hours at the same time we were not approved to put a suitably designed car port.

only buildings that are genuinely of historical significance should be protected.
Parking is an issue - many new / proposed developments with several bedrooms have inadequate provision for
parking. Eg. only one off street parking space. These are inconsistensies in response to DAs with the CH
heritage conservation area- some have slipped through. Which are really inappropriate for the heritage area.

Paving in area needs maintainance - lots of puddles in wet weather. Bussiness in Darby st take up too much of
the pavement.
Terrible leaf litter- blocks drains and in wet weather the drains are overflowing.
Please don't let the developers in to knock down the old and replace with Mac mansions.
please keep the village atmosphere and lets not allow over developments of any type
prohibit residential owners and developers from being able to erect buildings/structures over almost every
inch/metre of a block of land,
Recent developments in Cooks Hill have shown little regard to the heritage of the area. Mansions were not part
of the working people's suburb. Cottages are being replaced with huge houses which make a token reference
to the past, ie fake wrought iron etc.
High walls and fences detract from the low profile of the fences to footpath which allow even encourage the
interaction of residents and passersby. This human connection is one of the things I love about Cooks Hill.
The increase of daily car Parker's in residential streets has put pressure on residents. A wholistic approach to
NCC area parking is overdue. Parking spaces for workers should be provided at the workplace or in outer area
open spaces with shuttle bus service into the CBD. Cooks Hill is a residential area NOT a car park angled or
otherwise.
Retain the existing Conservation area, plaese!
Should not extend north beyond Bull St on Darby St
Should not include commercial/business premises on Darby St
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Streets are a disgrace- not clean. Tree debrie, not cleaned often enough. Drains, storm water drainage is poor.
Council lets this happen in the city centre. Trees destroy the footpaths- more footpath maintenance. Injured
myself with uneven footpaths. I live on Bruce st. Not only footpaths also destroyed roads from trees.

The architecture of Cooks Hill plays an important part in building the character of the area. It certainly
influences the people who choose to come to the area and the vast bulk of the community are there because
they appreciate the character of the area. They vastly outnumber the few who want to change the streetscape.
Many such people seem more interested in how much their land value can be increased rather than what their
property add to their street.
The area needs to be protected from development that detracts from the character of the suburb, such as
commercial centres and high-rise. But such regulation should not place unreasonable restrictions or
bureaucratic hurdles on homeowners seeking to improve their houses, nor should quality, modern architecture
be discouraged.
The area should be maintained with all the character of a heritage area so that high rise developments should
be excluded.
The area has become a 'parking station' for workers in the city and also for businesses eg the Lowlands
Bowling Club who do not contribute to the area other than causing inconvenience and often disruption to the
residents who try to maintain the area and its character.
The area was made a heritage conservation area to protect it. There are scars from the last attempt by
developers still to be seen. As far as private homeowners are concerned, if they dont like the area and home
as is dont move into the area. But dont buy into it and think you can do as you like.
I do not have an email address and I believe the results of this survey should be published in the paper. I also
believe this survey should have been done by an independent - not the council given the councils pro
developer bias.
The Bimet development should never have been allowed .it is not in keeping with the character of Cooks Hill
and the extra cars will prove to be a huge problem for an already congested area .
The Bimet lodge development next to the Cooks Hill heritage area is an absolute disgrace and should never
have been approved. Four way stop signs work and are very good. The union st parkway ave no right turn
lights do no work and increase traffic in residential areas.
The CHHA is being undermined by decision of Council re number if parking spaces for 2/3 bedroom dual occ
and units. Inadequate parking allowance and increased impact of the city west are flow and avoidance of
metred parking have made cooks hill a parking garage during working hours.
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The Cooks Hill area has maintained its character and appeal to all of Newcastle residents over the past 36
years largely because of the Heritage guidelines. While heritage guidelines may be considered restrictive at
times, they allow interesting architectural additions and alterations to flourish. An example of this is using roof
spaces for additional living space instead of automatically building a second storey and thereby changing the
home altogether. The variety of building materials and styles also makes the area appealing. Allowing
increased opportunities to "knock-down and re-build" means there would be more developments such as that
allowed on the corner of Corlette and Parry St. Most Cooks Hill residents find little appeal in that particular
development. Often new buildings rely on brick or rendering for their outer finish. It would be rare if a building
was completed in weatherboard, but it is the presence of the weatherboard homes in Cooks Hill which
contribute significantly to the variety and appeal of the homes. Unless structurally unsound due to termites,
these homes can usually be restored. I have lived in theCooks Hill area for 22 years, and have fully restored
my own weatherboard home. I have also restored another property which many considered would have been
better "knocked down". It is now running as a successful boutique accommodation property in Dawson St
(Cooks Hill Chalets), and is frequented by numerous interstate and overseas guests, including bridal parties
who appreciate the home's character, high ceilings, natural light and other features not usually seen in a
modern home. These visitors cannot believe how beautiful the Cooks Hill area is, and they truly appreciate its
heritage character. I think any changes to the Heritage listing of Cooks Hill has the potential to doom Cooks
Hill to the same fate as many other featureless and characterless suburbs of Newcastle.
The council has a times approved new buildings with a garage on the front boundary . This usually distracts
from the heritage aspects of the area and also results in occupants parking vehicles across
the footpath and obstructing pedestrians.
The council also has been approving large buildings at the back of blocks where the existing residence is
heritage and at the front of the block. There seems to be a policy that each new building can be as high as the
highest similar building in the block and perhaps a little higher. What sems to be happening is that the rear
buildings are bigger than the residences and cause considerable obstruction of sunlight to adjacent properties.
Maybe it would be better to have a presribed maximum height for such buildings in each block. In some blocks
the height is not such a problem, but in others it is critical for adjacent properties.
The council needs to be consist in their standards and decisions. Guidelines need to be clear and openly
available for all residents. The use of heritage architects should not be mandatory due to their cost and lack of
availability.
The current DCP in relation to the Heritage Conservation Area is generally adequate in preserving the built
heritage.
The key issue is the that Council is not complying with it's own DCP.
There are numerous recent (ie. last 5 years) examples of innapropriate additions, infill and demolitions which,
by any reasonable test, do not satisfy the intent of the DCP.
Preserving the heritage values across the area actually increases property values. Allowing piecemeal
innapropriate development has the potential to lower the property values of the neighbourhood.
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The current DCP is clearly not being closely adhered to and a mixture of building styles is being embraced in
alterations and additions to the area. Cooks Hill is not currently a complete hodge podge of styles like
Merewether, but it is fast heading that way and losing its uniqueness. Buildings seem to be demolished
overnight and modern pastiches appear without any sensitivity to the surrounding buildings. For example, a
cottage was recently demolished at the intersection of Corlette and Parry Streets and replaced with a mansion
built right up to all four boundaries. Take a look at places like Paddington in Sydney where developments can
be modern, but must be sympathetic to the surrounding buildings (and I don't mean by copying the old
buildings).
The current heritage conservation area has made a significant contribution to preserving the character and
historical value of Cooks Hill. It is important to retain heritage guidelines with regard to DAs and proposed new
structures. Unfortunately the current DA pricess only informs immediate neighbours. All residents in the
heritage conservation area, particularly in the block affected should also be notified of each DA as should the
residents group.
The heritage conservation area is enhancing property values in Cooks Hill. The current planning guidelines
must be maintain
The heritage of the Cooks Hill area is very important and must be safe guarded - especially from new builds
which don't fit with the character of cooks hill. Guidelines are needed to preserve the character of the area. If
the character of the area is lost it will take away a major drawcard of Newcastle.
The main reason we moved to Cooks Hill is the character of the area with its unique buildings and streetscape.
Where the original buildings have been replaced with modern ones, that unique character has been damaged.
We must preserve this microcosm of what Newcastle used to look like. Once it is built over, it is gone forever.

The most important aspect of the area is the scale and density of any future development. i.e. it's appropriate
(and historically evident)to incorporate high density within the area, however these need to remain (height
wise) appropriate to neighbouring development.
The single most recognisable aspect of the area are the street trees and the amenity they provide!
The reason I, and many of my neighbours, purchased in Cooks Hill is it's unique character. The tree lined
streets, the historic architecture unspoilt for the most part by modern/unsuitable buildings. Conserving the
character of Cooks Hill is paramount.
The significance of the cooks hill heritage area is of great importance to the cooks hill community and clearly
contributes to the cultural value of the suburb. New architecture which is insensitive to the heritage aesthetic of
the suburb detracts from the value of the suburb. New developments need to be reflective and complementary
of the existing architecture. Current standards and guidelines need to remain in place and further protections
on cooks hills heritage values implemented
The streetscape of turn of the century buildings with old trees is what makes Cooks Hill a desirable place to
live. It has remained full of character because of the Heritage Conservation . There are plenty of other areas in
The Newcastle CBD that can be developed without destroying the integrity of Cooks Hill
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The time taken to get approval for repairs or simple things like a rear garage or patio is overlong.
The towers on Union Street and an eyesore and not in the character of the neighbourhood, as will be that huge
development on Union street next to Newcastle Grammar (I know that's technically not in Cooks Hill, but its just
on the boarder and I am SO GLAD it can't be seen from my house. I feel really sorry for the people in Cooks
Hill whose properties will be devalued because of their proximity to that or, of course, to the Union st towers. )
I want Cooks Hill to remain a funky, architecturally-interesting, heritage-based neighbourhood. It is a little bit
like Newtown, but with MUCH better street-scape because of the trees and the relative uniformity of low height
of the buildings and the general tight range of architectural styles.
There are buildings that must have had some changes to them that have not been approved by council. Could
they be identified and owners advised to comply?
Resident parking restrictions in the area close to King and Hunter St is pushing people into Corlette, Bruce and
Dawson St (between Tooke & Parry). From 8am to 5pm it is impossible for a resident to park in the street.
Suggest parking in city car parks be made free for full day use (charge for short term parking) and introduce
residents permits in the areas mentioned above. Many houses in this area are full of character but do not have
parking. This will improve their value.
There are different characters within the CH HCA and these should be recognised within the guidelines. e.g.
the small lot residential areas in Bruce/ Dawson/ Laman is very different to the larger lots fronting Union Street.
Street landscaping is important because it has helped to define the character of the area, and there should be
forward planning for replacing ageing trees and the services beneath them.
The design of new buildings and alterations should focus more on the bulk/ scale/ height/ setbacks rather than
on the materials/ colours/ roof pitch/ facade style. Deeper building setbacks detract from the streetscape and
only serve to point out the differences and not the complementary contribution to a HCA.
Consideration of the role of Darby Street as a special commercial centre is required when reviewing the HCA.
This needs to consider the types of commercial businesses that existing and should be encouraged, building
heights and bulk, active and walkable streets, parking and traffic flow through the Cooks Hill area.
There are a number of potential re-development sites in the CH HCA, which if properly designed and
developed, will make an important contribution to the vibrancy of Cooks Hill and may improve the streetscape.
Perhaps these can be identified and thought given to how the planning controls will influence the development
of these sites. An example of a potential development site is the YWCA on the corner of Council St and
Dawson St.
There are many ways to 'tie in' a building to fit those around it; buildings don't have to be replicas to fit in. If a
building is very old and becoming 'unuseful' in layout and design then it should be able to be improved or
replaced in a reasonable design. Any off- street parking that can be incorporated in buildings is of value to the
area.
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There are some appalling derelict rental properties that would be under heritage conservation that are literally
falling apart. Council should enforce owners to repair these properties so they at least look respectable from
the street. My neighbour has erected his own upper balcony fence made out of lattice that does not suit the
character of the house or let alone be safe.
Why hasn't the owner been fined? Or been told to repair it properly?
There have been some awful new houses built recently which do not suit the area. It seems as though these
buildings are approved yet it is difficult to get tasteful suitable alterations done to existing premises.
There should be more awareness of the Heritage Area,with signposting at its boundaries.
Putting out of unwanted household goods for casual pickup should allowed only on a short term
basis.Residents could be made aware of charities,recycling,council pickups
on request.
The conservation area contains some extremely
untidy streets.Leaf litter,which is inescapable needs regular pickup.Neglect also
brings about drainage problems and street flooding.
This area has a strong character and feel which is most certainly partly to do with the unique architecture and
building style which is becoming more scarce around our city.
There are plenty of areas which have been developed in a modern way and I think it's important to have some
variety in our city.
Personally I find older architecture more appealing to the eye as I'm sure many others do. Also the large trees
around really bring a lot to this beautiful area.
This area is unique and special. Residents and other locals value the heritage context of this area and any new
developments should compliment the existing Heritage character of this area.
This questionnaire,if acted upon has come too late as unfortunately the development of apartments on Union
St has begun.These do not add anything positive to this area.The only thing it adds is the increase in the
number of people and hence cars in an already overflowing suburb with parking problems

This survey is very poorly designed with limited options. It will give you no useful information, except to tick a
box to say that community consultation has occured.
Everyone is completely cynical about council - look at the Laman street trees, the art gallery, the rail. What is
the real agenda?
At present the system works quite well except when councils own guidelines are ignored - eg in th eunion st
development - or when owners deliberately let the house fall into a state of disrepair so that demolishing is
thought to be acceptable.
Those of heritage value should be identified and kept. The mix of old and new is good. It is a vibrant area, not
a museum.
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two storey limit must be adhered to.
We love a lot of things about Cooks Hill and one of the main things is the beautiful old style houses and
terraces. They add so much character to the area and we respect the Cooks Hill heritage area. We bought a
terrace in April last year so we looked into this a bit immediately after buying to see what we could and couldn't
do to our house. After looking into it, created a bit more of an awareness and appreciation. I understand that
some of the houses I understand are small compared to the huge block sizes they are on but it wouldn't be
right to allow them to be knocked down and start building again. It would damage the beautiful heritage feel of
Cooks Hill and turn it into the new Merewether.
We love living here because of the uniqueness of the area in regards to the buildings, streets, facilities &
businesses located in the area.
Please dont allow developments to compromise what we already have.
I know that the old bimet lodge site is outside the heritage area but we dont want a development like this, albeit
on a smaller scale, happening within our area
We must not have any over-scale buildings like that like the one under construction now next to the Grammar
School facing Union and Corlette Sts. Cooks Hill was once largely composed of workers' cottages and shops
serving residents needs, that cottage environment must be maintained and even reinforced.

We think that council should be identifying heritage buildings that are purposely being let run down by their
owners and giving notice to all owners to maintain their properties to a liveable standard. If not, fines should be
issued. This way people will not be able to use the excuse that their property is rundown that they can
demolish it and build a new structure.
Additionally, the services including water, gas, electricity and sewerage in the area cannot be upgraded, hence
we have to be watchful that we don't over populate per block.
We very much value where we live for the reasons identified earlier. Hopefully most of us have chosen to live in
this area because we value the same qualities. The controls associated with a Heritage Conservation Area are
vital to assuring us that the qualities that attracted us to buying in the area in the first place are protected.
Cooks Hill is a highly sought after area and real estate does not come up often and when it does it is snapped
up at a premium. People are willing to pay a premium not only because of its proximity to services and facilities
but because of the character of the neighbourhood and the sense of community and pride that can be
attributed in most part to the urban design elements. Unit blocks, MacMansions, blank walls, garages, large
setbacks etc. start to chip away at the fine grain, engaging neighbourhood that is Cooks Hill. I strongly believe
that the urban design qualities affect how we engage with our neighbours, our ability to feel safe and ultimately
our sense of wellbeing. Cooks Hill has a strong sense of place - like the Rocks and Paddington in Sydney, it is
unique because of its character and its history. People should be able to upgrade/alter their homes, but in
keeping with the character. If we buy into such an area, we should be willing to follow these guidelines otherwise choose to build our Mc Mansions out in the suburbs. Finally - letting our houses run down to
inhabitable states (especially investors) should not be an excuse to knock down and rebuild. Controls/
incentives should be in place to ensure that this does not happen.
When changes are required it should be respectfully of the local area.
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While conservation of our beautiful buildings is of the utmost importance I would like to see a merit based
approach to additions/extensions. In my own DA I wanted a particular roof line to make use of the limited space
my terrace has but current planning is persciptive and rigid. I feel an opportunity to complement my old terrace
with some 21st design was lost. Our homes should be able to tell a complete history of who has lived therethey should not be static.
Any new buildings however, should have a perscriptive asthetic assigned;height restrictions applied; AS WELL,
off street parking spaces for a minimum of two cars.
Why is this effort being conducted? Who is the driver of the effort? How could NCC permit the lopping of trees
done in the name safety for electricity ? How about the Council review the Coucil tree suckers interfering with
the walk paths ? Is a similar effort being conducted for other communities within Newcastle ? Review parking
allocations on Laman Plaza, as additional parallel parking would help the parking situation in Cooks Hill. Lots of
low hanging fruit for parking infringements. How about introducing alternate side of the day parking, which
would facilitate leaf and street trash removal !
Why is this survey being conducted ? Have Realtors been behind it ?
Would really like to keep the unique and aesthetically appeall of the area. To not be developed to loose that
appeal.
Yes but it's 2014 now so the guidelines need to bring in security, people don't want to leave their cars on the
street. Can't adjust your house to suit your security needs.

you used my home on your brochure without my permission. It was a surprise to see it on the brochure, a
pleasant one as I love my home, you made a great choice.
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Executive Summary
As part of the Hamilton South 'Garden Suburb' (HSGS) Heritage Conservation Area (HCA) review, a
survey of local community members was conducted to gain an understanding of what residents and
property owners value about the HSGS HCA. The survey was conducted in 8 October 2014 and
closed 24 October 2014 and received a total of 246 responses to the survey. During this time two
drop in sessions were also held.
Awareness and attitudes
• 97% are aware that they are a resident of the HCA
• 92% agree with the HSGS being a HCA
• 60% of participants with in the HSGS HCA have not lodged a development application with
Council to make changes to property in the HSGS HCA in the last 10 years
Contributory buildings
• 95% think there are buildings in the HSGS HCA' that contribute positively to the character of
the area
• 56% would find it helpful if the contributory buildings were identified on a map, 29% do not.
• 93% think new development (alterations/ additions or new buildings) should be designed to fit
the existing character of the HCA
• 55% indicated that the guidelines for development in the HSGS HCA should be merit based,
with 45% supportive of a prescriptive standard.
Top three elements most valued
• 92% streetscape and character
• 89% heritage houses and buildings
• 77% proximity to facilities and services
Top three aspects to be included in development guidelines
• 78% examples of concept plans for alterations / additions
• 69% examples of architect designed sketches
• 63% guidance about fences
Circumstances that buildings in HSGS HCA should be allowed to be demolished
• 60% building has been altered and detracts from the streetscape and area's character
• 53% poor structural conditions
• 30% poor condition of building
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Introduction
As part of the Heritage Conservation Area (HCA) Development Control Plans (DCP) review
a survey was developed to gain community feedback.
To date the Cooks Hill consultation has been completed. This study looks at The Hamilton
South Garden Suburb (HSGS) HCA, which includes parts of the following suburbs; Hamilton
South, Hamilton East, The Junction and Merewether (see figure 1).
The objectives of this review were to:
1. ensure that as the city moves towards 2030, an attractive and distinctive built
environment, focussed around people, reinforces Newcastle’s unique sense of
identity and built environment and is aligned with objective 5.1 of the 2030 Newcastle
Community Strategic Plan.
2. produce development controls that are consistent with the principles of the Newcastle
Heritage Policy, are easy to use, and unambiguous.
3. produce development controls that are supported by a clear character statement that
shapes the desired future character of each area.
4. ensure that Council’s role in regulating development in heritage areas is supported
by a framework of best practice defined by the NSW Heritage Council.
5. incorporate input from property owners, residents and industry stakeholders on how
the development controls are best structured and designed.

Report purpose
The aim of the study was to gain an understanding of what residents and property owners
value about the HSGS and how Council can enhance these values within the context of
development assessment.

Where to from here
The data will be considered in the re-formulation of the statement of significance and desired future
character statement for HSGS. These elements will be considered and incorporated into the DCP.
The information will be reported to Council as part of the review as background data. Newcastle East
and The Hill HCA will be reviewed early 2015.

Methodology
Questionnaire design
A structured questionnaire with a total of 12 questions was created. Questions were broadly
structured around three areas: awareness and attitudes, contributory buildings, and
regulation and development control. A copy of the survey is included in Appendix I.
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Survey area and sampling
The map below shows the HSGS area of focus.

Figure 1 Hamilton South Garden Suburb Heritage Conservation Area Map

Data collection
The survey was launched 8 October 2014 and closed 24 October 2014. Residents received
flyers in the mail inviting them to participate in the survey and if they required further
information to attend one of two face to face drop in information sessions. These sessions
were held at Hamilton Library on the 14 October 2pm to 5pm and 15 October 10am to 12pm
(n=22). Hardcopy surveys were made available at these sessions.
The online survey was open to Newcastle Voice residents living in the HSGS HCA (n=73)
and HSGS HCA residents (invites delivered: n=1200).

Response rate
In total, 246 responses to the survey were received. Of which 20 were Newcastle Voice
members (invited: n=73), 57 hardcopies, and 169 open sample surveys received.
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Survey Findings
While the survey was open to the broad community, the focus of this report is on HSGS HCA
residents (97% of all respondents). These results are outlined in the following sections.
Results from the 3% of respondents who are not HSGS HCA residents are presented
separately in Appendix II.

Awareness and attitude
The following results are from respondents that identified themselves as HSGS HCA
residents.
•

96%have knowledge of what a HCA means

•

97% of participants are residents of the HSGS HCA

•

92% were aware that they live in the HSGS HCA

•

92% agree with the HSGS being a HCA

•

40% of participants with in the HSGS HCA have not lodged a development application with
Council to make changes to property in the HSGS HCA in the last 10 years

Lodged a
DA to make
changes to
property in
HSGS HCA Agreement Awareness
Knowledge
in the last with HSGS of HSGS Resident of of what a
HSGS HCA HCA means
HCA
10 years?
HCA

Background: Survey participants
Yes

96%

Yes

97%

Yes

92%

Yes

92%

Yes

40%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 2 Background survey participants
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Respondents were asked what they value most about being a resident of the HSGS HCA.
The most common responses were streetscape and character (92%), heritage houses and
buildings (89%) and proximity to facilities and services (77%).

What do you value most about being a resident of the Hamilton South
'Garden Suburb' area?
Streetscape and character

92%

Heritage houses and buildings

89%

Proximity to facilities and services

77%

Parks and open space

73%

Street trees

73%

Uniqueness

69%

History of area

67%

Large block sizes

61%

Market value of my home

59%

A sense of community

54%

Layout of area

52%

Village atmosphere

38%

Other

8%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 3 What do you value most about being a resident of the HSGS HCA?
Note: Multiple responses were permitted.
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Contributory buildings
Most respondents believed that there are buildings in the HSGS HCA that contribute
positively to the character of the area (95%). When asked if it would be helpful for buildings
that contribute positively to the heritage conservation area be identified on a map, just over
half of the respondents agreed (56%).

There are buildings in
HSGS HCA that
I would find it helpful
if these buildings contribute positively
were identified on a to the character of
map
the area

Contributory buildings

Yes

95%

Yes

56%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 4 Contributory buildings
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Regulation and development control
Respondents were asked ‘under what circumstances they think buildings in the HSGS HCA
should be allowed to be demolished, the most common response was if the building has
been altered and detracts from the streetscape and area's character (60%), followed by poor
structural conditions (53%) and poor condition of building (30%).
Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the Hamilton South
'Garden Suburb' Heritage Conservation Area should be allowed to be
demolished?
Building has been altered and detracts from the
streetscape and area's character

60%

Poor structural conditions

53%

Poor condition of building

30%

Under no circumstances

18%

Should be up to the owner

8%

Other

8%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 5 Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the HSGS HCA should be allowed to be
demolished?
Note: Multiple responses were permitted.

When asked whether new developments should be designed to fit the existing character of
the HSGS HCA, the majority of respondents agreed (93%).

100%

Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or new buildings)
should be designed to fit the existing character of Hamilton South 'Garden
Suburb' ?
93%

80%
60%

Yes
No

40%

Not sure/ undecided

20%
4%

3%

No

Not sure/ undecided

0%
Yes

Figure 6 Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or new buildings) should be designed to
fit the existing character of Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area?
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Respondents were also asked their preferences in regard to standard the guidelines for
development in the HSGS HCA, with an examples given for merit-based and prescriptive
guidelines. Opinion was divided, with slightly more support for the merit based guideline
(55%) versus the prescriptive standard (45%).
Do you think the guidelines for development in the Hamilton
South 'Garden Suburb' Heritage Conservation Area should be
merit based or prescriptive standard?

45%

Merit based guidelines
Prescriptive standard

55%

Figure 7 Do you think the guidelines for development in the Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area
should be merit based (open to interpretation), or should they be based on prescriptive standards?

Respondents were asked what options they would like to see included in the DCP guidelines
for the HSGS HCA. The most common response selected was examples of concept plans
for alterations / additions (78%) followed by examples of architect designed sketches (69%)
and guidance about fences (63%).

Which of the following options, what would you like to see included in the
DCP guidelines?

Examples of concept plans for alterations / additions

78%

Examples of architect designed sketches

69%

Guidance about fences

63%

Guidance about off-street car parking

58%

Examples of concept plans for new buildings

58%

Guidance about improving the environmental…

56%

Example 3D graphic models

36%

Examples of non-architect designed sketches

35%

A fast track development approval process

29%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 8 Which of the following options, what would you like to see included in the Development Control
Plans (DCP) guidelines?
Note: Multiple responses were permitted.
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Additional comments
The graph below depicts the results from those respondents who provided a comment in
response to an open ended question asking whether they had any additional comments in
regards to the HSGS HCA. Full verbatim responses can be found in Appendix III.
The additional comments received were seperated into three main themes consisting of
heritage planning and planning regulation, built environment and development and other.
The most commented on subthemes were Maintain heritage significance / character of area
(58%), Do not remove the Heritage Conservation Area (33%), Impact of new buildings
(21%), Address increased traffic and parking issues (21%).

Other

Built environment and
development
Heritage planning and planning regulation

Additional comments
Maintain heritage significance/ character
Do not remove the HCA
Enforce stricter heritage controls
Garden Suburbs original concepts
Loosen heritage controls
Fencing controls
Impact on heritage (power lines/ tree pruning)
Consistent planning
Remove HCA
Prescriptive standard
Provide more guidance on heritage renovation
More owner control
Merit based standard
Impact of new buildings
No high density housing
No high rise/ double storey extensions
Developers
No demolition
Case by case basis for approvals
DA notifications to neighbours and residents…
Address increased traffic and parking issues
Community distrust of Council agenda/ behaviour
General negative comment
Expense of maintaining heritage
Upgrade areas facilities

53%
33%
15%
10%
6%
4%
3%
3%
2%
2%
2%
2%
1%
21%
13%
12%
9%
2%
1%
1%
21%
7%
4%
3%
1%

0%
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Maintain heritage significance / character of area 58%
"Do not allow knock down rebuild projects to build big modern rendered monoliths i.e. like in
Merewether. Lets keep the Californian bungalow look."
"All changes need to be sympathetic to the uniqueness and character of a conservation
heritage area as the majority of residents enjoy the aesthetics and feel the way it is and
oppose any watering down of regulations to allow unsympathetic changes."
"Ownership should never be an excuse to destroy the ambience of the HSCA."
Do not remove the Heritage Conservation Area 33%
"Current guidelines should NOT be relaxed. The HSGS is not a large area and Council must
play a key role in conserving this small but important area of Newcastles heritage."
"Please keep us as the "Garden Suburb" Heritage conservation area."
"Hamilton South is called the "Garden Suburb" for a reason. It needs to be protected from
over development and poor development."
Impact of new buildings 21%
"Many homes are in character and have been tuckpointed, but are degraded because
someone either stretches the current guidelines or is apparently allowed to disregard them
with poorly conceived and cheap renovations next door or across the road."
"There have been some applications for alterations to houses in the area that have been far
from sympathetic to a heritage conservation area and a plan that would encourage
development in keeping with the area would be a welcome change."
"There are some existing buildings that detract greatly from the character of the area. It is
surprising that these buildings were approved given the strict regulations in place."
Address increased traffic and parking issues 21%
"Traffic planning need to match the uniqueness of the area. Parkway avenue is one of the
main components of the heritage area and should be a collector road. Yet since the
installation of traffic lights at the intersections with in Union St and Stewart Ave, parkway ave
is treated as a sub arterial road. This is wrong!"
"Unregistered cars on the street or in driveway visible from the street, should not be
allowed."
"All day parking by office and other workers detracts from the heritage aspect of the heritage
area adjoining National Park and such parking should be restricted."
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Appendix I- Survey
Hamilton South “Garden Suburb” Heritage Conservation Area Survey

This survey focuses on the Hamilton South 'Garden Suburb' Heritage Conservation
Area. This area includes parts of Hamilton South, Hamilton East, The Junction
and Merewether.
The outcomes of this survey will allow Council to be better informed of what people
value about the heritage conservation areas and how the community feel about
heritage controls.
Please complete the survey and use the enclosed envelop to return to the team by
the 24th October 2014.

The Hamilton South 'Garden Suburb' Heritage Conservation Area Map
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AWARENESS AND ATTITUDINAL
1. Are you a resident of the Hamilton South “Garden Suburb”?
Please note: The Hamilton South “Garden Suburb” Area includes parts of Merewether, The Junction,
Hamilton South and Hamilton East.


Yes



No



Not sure

1.a If you answered ‘not sure’ above would you mind including your address below? This
information will be used to determine if you are in the heritage area or not.

My address is __________________________________________________________


I would prefer not to disclose this information

2. Before today, were you aware that the Hamilton South “Garden Suburb” is a Heritage
Conservation Area?
Please note: The Hamilton South “Garden Suburb” Area includes parts of Merewether, The Junction,
Hamilton South and Hamilton East.

Yes


No

3. Do you agree with the Hamilton South “Garden Suburb” being a Heritage Conservation
Area?

Yes


No



Not sure/ undecided

4. Have you lodged a Development Application with Council to make changes to a property in
the Hamilton South “Garden Suburb” Heritage Conservation Area in the last 10 years?

Yes


No
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5. What do you value most about being a resident of the Hamilton Area? Select all that apply

Heritage houses and buildings
8. Do you think new development
(alterations/ additions or new buildings)

Streetscape and character
should be designed to fit the existing
character of Hamilton South Garden

Uniqueness
Suburb Heritage Conservation Area?

Yes

Street trees


Parks and open space



A sense of community



Proximity to facilities and services



Village atmosphere



Market value of my home



History of area



Large block sizes



Layout of area



Other:



No

9. Do you think the guidelines for
development in the Hamilton South Garden
Suburb Heritage Conservation Area should
be merit based (open to interpretation), or
should they be based on prescriptive
standards?

Merit based guideline. Example – a
first floor addition to a single storey
building is to complement the scale of
the existing building and be
compatible with neighbouring buildings


Prescriptive standard. Example – a
first floor addition to a single storey
building is to be located at the rear
and must not be visible from the street
frontage.

CONTRIBUTORY BUILDINGS
6. Do you think there are buildings in
Hamilton South “Garden Suburb” Heritage
Conservation Area that contribute
positively to the character of the area?

Yes


No

6a. Would you find it helpful if these
buildings were identified on a map?

Yes


No

REGULATION AND DEVELOPMENT
CONTROL
7. Under what circumstances do you think

10. What would you like to see included in
the heritage development guidelines for the
Hamilton South Garden suburb? Tick all
that apply.
 Examples of architect designed
sketches
 Examples of non-architect designed
sketches
 Example 3D graphic models
 Examples of concept plans for
alterations / additions

buildings in the Hamilton South “Garden
Suburb” Heritage Conservation Area should be
allowed to be demolished?

 Examples of concept plans for new
buildings



Under no circumstances



 A fast track development approval
process

Poor condition of building



Poor structural conditions



Building has been altered and detracts
from the streetscape and the area’s
character



Should be up to the owner



Other

 Guidance about improving the
environmental performance of
buildings (eg. solar power, rainwater
tanks)
 Guidance about fences
 Guidance about off-street car parking
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11. Are there any other comments you would you like to make in regards to the Hamilton
South “Garden Suburb” Heritage Conservation Area?

Appendix II - Results non- residents
The results in Appendix II are based on respondents to the survey who were not residents of
the HSGS HCA (n=7).

Lodged a
DA to make
changes to
property in
HSGS HCA Agreement Awareness
Knowledge
in the last with HSGS of HSGS Resident of of what a
HSGS HCA HCA means
HCA
10 years?
HCA

Background: Survey participants
Yes

83%

Yes

0%

Yes

71%

Yes

71%

Yes

0%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 9 Non - resident: Background survey participants
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What do you value most about being a resident of the Hamilton South
'Garden Suburb' area?
Streetscape and character

71%

Market value of my home

57%

Street trees

57%

Heritage houses and buildings

57%

Large block sizes

43%

History of area

43%

Proximity to facilities and services

29%

Parks and open space

29%

Uniqueness

29%

Layout of area

14%

Village atmosphere

14%

A sense of community

14%

Other

14%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 10 Non - resident: What do you value most about the HSGS HCA?

Contributory buildings
There are buildings in HSGS HCA that
contribute positively to the character
of the area

100%

I would find it helpful if these buildings
were identified on a map

86%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 11 Non - resident: Contributory buildings

Hamilton South Garden Suburb Heritage Conservation Area

Page 17 of 38

Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the Hamilton South
'Garden Suburb' Heritage Conservation Area should be allowed to be
demolished?

Poor condition of building

43%

Poor structural conditions

29%

Should be up to the owner

14%

Building has been altered and detracts from the
streetscape and area's character

14%

Under no circumstances

14%

Other

14%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 12 Non - resident: Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the HSGS HCA should be
allowed to be demolished?

100%

Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or
new buildings) should be designed to fit the existing
character of Hamilton South 'Garden Suburb' ?

80%
60%

57%
Yes

40%

29%

No
Not sure/ undecided

14%

20%
0%
Yes

No

Not sure/
undecided

Figure 13 Non Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or new buildings) should be
designed to fit the existing character of Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area?
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Do you think the guidelines for development in the Hamilton
South 'Garden Suburb' Heritage Conservation Area should be
merit based or prescriptive standard?

14%

Merit based guidelines
Prescriptive standard

86%

Figure 14 Non - resident: Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or new buildings) should
be designed to fit the existing character of Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area?

Which of the following options, what would you like to see included in
the DCP guidelines?

Examples of concept plans for new buildings

57%

Examples of concept plans for alterations /…

57%

Examples of architect designed sketches

57%

Guidance about improving the environmental…

43%

Guidance about off-street car parking

29%

Guidance about fences

14%

A fast track development approval process

14%

Example 3D graphic models

14%

Examples of non-architect designed sketches

14%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 15 Non - resident: Which of the following options, what would you like to see included in the
Development Control Plans (DCP) guidelines?
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Appendix II - Flyer
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Appendix III- Verbatims
Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the Hamilton South 'Garden
Suburb' Heritage Conservation Area should be allowed to be demolished?
From experience I know that some investors or owners use the excuse of
All of the above in consultation between owner and Council
an effort to retain as much of the original facades as possible should be made or if total replacement is required
then the new building should be in keeping with the rest of the homes in the street.
As long as streetscape has/is maintained and obey all old rules and old regulations
build a new house but in the character of the heritage area
Building that are demolished must be replaced with Sympathetic Heritage Architectural design
From experience I know that some investors or owners use the excuse of
Has to be dangerous to the community
House in poor condition or poor structural condition should be remediated. Demolition should only occur in
situations of natural disaster where a property is unsalvagable. this is not the current practice as evidenced by the
developments on the western side of the Kenrick/Smith St intersection
I have lived in my home in ram Streeet from 1980 and have witnessed the care taken by manyresidents to
renovate within the provisions of the Conservation plan.In the same period other residents have pushed the margin
in regard to the bulk and positionoing of second floor additions which have compromiseh the integrity of the
streetscape and the character of the suburb. Given these circumstances and the fact that at least one houe in my
strret was demolished without Council approval or inspection I would propose that any issue oof structural safety or
poor condition of building be subject to rigorour inspection and if necessary to be demolished must be rebuilt in
character and building form to replicate the heritage conservation standards of the suburb.
If it becomes decrepit and is to be replaced by a building with similar visual streetscape
If people don't like our style of life go to Brandy Hill or build on a former unsed site
If the above conditions apply - the replacement building should be of a design that is completely in character with
the Area - in materials + design + sitting on the block
If the building doesn't contribute to the heritage character
Rather than demolition where brick condition is poor, rendering in heritage colours should be permitted
redevelopment should fit character of area
Should be able to be demolished so long as they are reconstructed to fit in with the streetscape and the areas
character.
Unless absolute iconic structure, should be up to owner
When the original dwelling/design was very poor quality and aesthetically unappealing right from the beginning.
There is no point retaining something that was never good
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Additional comments
1. Do not allow knock down rebuild projects to build big modern rendered monoliths i.e. like in Merewether. Lets
keep the Californian bungalow look.
2. With the approval of high rise at Market Town and the added traffic this will create I think we need to consider
making Smith Street and National Park Streets one way (opposite directions). I think there also needs to be a
roundabout at the junction of Parry and National Park Street.
3. When are the National Park tennis courts going to reopen. I think the previous manager of the courts was
doing a good job and should be given his job back.
1. While the heritage conservation area is a very important strategy to maintain the integrity of the area, it is
essential that the area be treated as a residential area and not a museum. Modifications to homes that are in
keeping with existing precedents in the area and that allow families to keep their children safe and older
residents to continue to live in their homes, should be allowed.
2. The expenses and difficulties related to engaging professionals, ie. architects and builders with the appropriate
"heritage" skills, to maintain 100 year old houses is a "real" problem. Not everyone living in the area has an
income sufficient to do this. For example, being unable to pay the costs of replacing crumbling chimneys which
would be cheaper to remove, should not be a reason to "push" families out of their home of many decades. An
associated chimney issue is that, with increasing amounts of dust in the air, chimneys create difficulties keeping
houses clean for residents with respiratory problems like asthma, etc. Should families have to move out of the
area because they cannot remove a chimney?
3. The modernistic extensions (which can be easily seen from the street) permitted to many homes in the area in
recent years are in contradiction to the refusal to allow attached garages which would increase security for
families. We live in an increasingly violent society - people are safer when they can move directly from an
attached garage into their home.
All changes need to be sympathetic to the uniqueness and character of a conservation heritage area as the
majority of residents enjoy the aesthetics and feel the way it is and oppose any watering down of regulations to
allow unsympathetic changes.
This has been an important issue since Council first realized the import back in 1986. Why is it being revisited
now? With McCloy underhanded dealings you can't blame Novocastrians for their skepticism. We will be keeping
a close eye on these results
All day parking by office and other workers detracts from the heritage aspect of the heritage area adjoining
National Park and such parking should be restricted. Rubbish, leaves, discarded shopping trolleys and fallen tree
branches detract from the heritage aspect of the heritage area adjoining National Park. The median strip in
Parkway Avenue used to contain flower beds which were well maintained and no doubt partly contributed to the
'garden suburb' description. These flower beds were removed many years ago and I believe they should be
replaced and planted with flowering plants.
all developments must retain the character of the area
high and medium density buildings can be left to the souther side of glebe road
All developments should be compatible with the character and streetscape of the area and not detract from this.
Already there is a problem with traffic - Also problem with car parking at your own home. Would not like to see a
Merewether high density happening in the idyllic Hamilton South heritage area which is unique to Newcastle.
Alterations/additions should be allowed to accommodate new and innovative designs that allow a flow form the
old/original section to a new, vibrant contemporary addition. As long as the origins and original aesthetic is
maintained from the front street view it can work extremely well. To keep the original frontage but make sure it is
kept in a crisp bright well maintained condition is vital to the overall appearance. we feel front fences should be
allowed to be of more than 1200mm high as this is extremely restrictive and does not offer enough privacy or
security (especially when you have small children). the result is that many residents simply grow a hedge or
screening planting 1600-2000mm high anyway. thee existing historical charm and aesthetic must be maintained
but new modern, contemporary, cutting edge architecture must also be allowed to blend with it. Simply the worst
aesthetic is a new construction or addition attempting to look like an old style. this build new to look old style is
absolutely terrible and just does not work at all. there are many examples of this type of style from 15-20 years
ago in this area and it looks terrible.
Any alterations to existing homes MUST be sympathetic to neighbouring homes.
No new development of new homes.
Tighter control of fencing and colours of exteriors.
Any new buildings should fit in with the other buildings to ensure the character of the area is maintained.
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Any proposed alterations or additions should be sympathetic and complimentary to existing buildings.
Extensions should not be high rise but on ground level at back of existing dwelling.
Developers seem to have an influence and advantage in gaining approvals, in practical terms about 95% as
compared to 5% for objectors to proposed development. Some developments that have been approved disagree
with the area
As a Heritage Conservation suburb, Hamilton South must maintain its uniqueness & historical significance by
avoiding density housing such as apartments and by ensuring that developments are sympathetic with existing
homes.
As a resident of National Park St I believe that the relevance of the Heritage Conservation classification has been
eroded by Council's inability to control traffic volumes and to limit long term parking between Parkway Avenue
and Parry Street.
Additionally, the streetscape on the eastern side of National Park St between the high school and Parry street is
so unattractive that to include the properties facing National Park street in the heritage conservation area is
pointless.
Amenity has been degraded to the extent that owners should now be able to develop their properties to provide
either the best quality of life as they see it, or to make the best economic return within the general guidelines for
residential development in Newcastle.
As Federation type
Ban on "Not in Use" buses passing through the area; ban on heavy trucks, say over 5 tonne, using the streets as
through traffic route. A reduction in speed limites to 40km/h in most streets.
Better traffic management in area, blocking off entry to streets off Stewart avenue.
All streets to be tree lined on both sides.
Car parking overspill from Newcastle West as well as from businesses and schools impinges on amenity of area
and takes away from residential nature of suburb.
Council should have clear delineation of where business centres end and prevent impingement onto residential
area.
CONFIDENTIAL. PRIVILEGE - comment removed at request of participant
Considerations should be given to the owners requests at all times.
Consistency in development approvals. Restriction (limiting) of dual occupancy and multiple occupancy. Less
parking from St Francis Xavier school on the streets. Single story, not second story for California bungalows. No
restriction on what you can do away from street sight.
Council to be consistent - there are a number of dwellings which have been allowed to be developed which are
not in keeping with the guidelines implemented by Council for the Heritage area.
Corner blocks should not be double storey as it stands out to much.
Developing the whole block with a huge house and garage and no garden should not be allowed. ie: garden
suburb (house and garden not all house).

Direct "through traffic" to use main & arterial roads.
Highlight the "Local Traffic Zone" (where speed limit is 40kph) where applicable in the Area, particularly by
increased on-pole and on-road signage.
Flexibility and not so stringent guidelines... merit based.
greater control placed on over development of Granny flats located too close to fence line of adjacent properties.

There seems to be total disregard for street speed limit which is believed to be 40 kph and does not appear to be
policed.
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Hamilton South GS was planned and designed by Architect & Planner Sir John Sulman as a high amenity/high
quality residential area focusing on a garden suburb design. Given most other Heritage areas have fallen victim
to 'unsympathetic' constructions; both in scale and design, it is vital that HSGS be retained as closely to its
original design concept as possible. Current guidelines should NOT be relaxed. The HSGS is not a large area
and Council must play a key role in conserving this small but important area of Newcastles heritage. The reason
many people are initially attracted to the suburb is because of uniform streetscapes which lend a character and
charm not found outside the area. Parkway Avenue now retains the last one of an initial three, beautiful wide
central medians in the HSGS and it now must be preserved as the last remaining example. Retention of the
symmetry of the streetscape is particularly important when considering alterations/renovations to existing
homes.
Our Heritage and its conservation is more important than money. I do believe that Newcastle needs to progress
but it also needs to preserve what is significant and important to future generations of NovocastriansHamilton
South GS was planned and designed by Architect & Planner Sir John Sulman as a high amenity/high quality
residential area focusing on a garden suburb design. Given most other Heritage areas have fallen victim to
'unsympathetic' constructions; both in scale and design, it is vital that HSGS be retained as closely to its original
design concept as possible. Current guidelines should NOT be relaxed. The HSGS is not a large area and
Council must play a key role in conserving this important part of Newcastles heritage. The reason many people
are initially attracted to the suburb is because of uniform streetscapes and a character and charm not found
outside the area. Parkway Avenue now retains the last of the initial three beautiful wide central medians in the
HSGS and should be preserved unaltered as the last example remaining. Retention of the symmetry of the
streetscape is particularly important when considering alterations/renovations to existing homes in order to
maintain the characteristic ambiance of this lovely Garden Suburb.
There is also a degree of threat to the areas ambiance due to the huge increase of day-long parked vehicles
from Marketown/SFX students/TAFE/CBD workers and impending increase of parked vehicles from the
University Campus and Law Precinct. Unless off-road parking is provided for these hundreds of extra vehicles
residents are angered this conservation suburb will soon resemble a gaint car park and all attempts to maintain
its conservation status will be wasted.
Having lived in and around this area for over fifty years, it is apparent that under-informed people are making
'heritage' decisions. i.e: a garage renovation (with proposed gable roof) is forced to change to 'reflect' the style of
the adjacent (flat roof) garage. The adjacent garage was originally a gable roof structure which was completely
demolished and replaced with a flat roof structure about ten years ago! The now 'dominant' flat roof structure is,
in fact, the impostor. This is only 1 such example, there are many others. Perhaps those currently making such
mandatory decisions should be better informed to work from an historic viewpoint, rather than a personal one (&
should be less influenced by 'militant' neighbours with hidden agendas).
Hope this survey is not a soft sell to change the guide lines to allow mega homes just back from adelaide and
stayed in a beautiful street in Hackney all lovely homes renovated to character!,,,
HS CA should not be changed, all alterations and additions to buildings and houses need to complement the
existing character of the suburb.
Ownership should never be an excuse to destroy the ambience of the HSCA
I agree with keeping the suburb a conservation area
I am against development that isn't in keeping with the original plans for the Hamilton South Heritage
Conservation Suburb in that alterations/additions/new builds should strictly comply with conversation
management strategies. This suburb is valued for the good quality original homes and it was a requirement of the
Ag Co. that homes in the area had to be of an above average quality. As very few new-builds would meet these
exacting standards both in quality and design; construction of new-builds should be minimized or at least kept in
line with heritage and conservation policy.
I am concerned by the number of attic conversions claimed to be for storage purposes which people are using as
accommodation and therefore bypassing the step in which neighbours whose properties are overlooked are
informed.
There should be more "greening" of the area.
The Valley cuts to existing fig trees are appalling and money should be spent on putting power lines underground
in inner city areas. This is the case in many cities around the world. With the future plans for housing expansion
in these areas this would be prudent.
Keep this area as a heritage conservation area.
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XXXX I live in this area and I think it is a great idea and I am very supportive of it. However, I am concerned
about the decisions of what is the architectural history of this area. I am seeing lots of lattice work put on interwar
homes that would have never had that type of decoration. People are directed to have picket fences on on
homes that would have been built with brick fence. These are mainly decorative features, however they are
historically incorrect. I can think of plenty of examples if you want me to itemise them for you. There is a great
deal of misinformation about the history of the architecture of this area. There needs to be greater consultation
with a historian at the moment it appears to be deliberate decisions of turning this interwar area into 'lattice land'
which is completely out of historical context.
If you need any further information my email is XXXX
I am filling out this survey with a degree of cynicism. There have been 2 development applications either side of
us and despite queries and objections that the developments don't even match the surrounding houses. (they are
2 story flat boxes). approval was granted.
Whilst the surrounding houses including ours, built in the 1920s. Beautiful gabled fronts, lead light windows etc. A
feature that attracted us to the area. and most certainly has cost us many thousands of dollars to maintain.
Only to have council approve 2 double story units next door. Concrete monstrosities.
I am happy to see development as long as it retains, compliments or improves the character of the area.
I would hate to see the ad hoc development, as an example, of what is now happening in ravenshaw street
between kenrick and turnbull street
I see many houses sympathetically restored and am concerned that many of the complaints you receive may be
the result of applicants considering they are enduring additional building costs or are not fully maximising their
financial gains
I believe that the Conservation Zone is inappropriate and adversly affects landowners who wish to improve thier
property. Eg It took 12 months and many $$ to have a DA approved for an extension and eventually it was
approved consistant with orginal application.
Also this survey wil produce an invalid outcome as the questions are aimed at reinforceing the Comservation
Area and provdes little imput to the alternative view that it is not required
I believe the "Area" retains charm + the ________ architects ideas of space. Having lived here for 30 years, the
neighbourhood appearance is preferable to square concrete double storey then with a double garage in the front.
The "Area" guidelines should maintain the open spaces. We/I very much VALUE the area + quality of homes,
garden + SPACE.
Cheers + good luck.

9. Prescriptive standard. Can still be visible but should blend in with the roof ____ + not be predominant at the
front. It can be done + there are good examples.
I bought in this area over 10years ago with full knowledge of the conditions and it was one of the reasons I like
the area. I have been able to complete a sensitive renovation so I don't see any problems.
I would like the heritage conditions to remain.
XXXX
I bought my house in this area with full knowledge that there were restrictions on development. I do not want this
area to end up like the other side of Glebe Road where units can be built next door, parking is limited to the
public because units are approved with only limited parking for the tenants,where units allow the occupants to
look into your yard. The character of the houses in the Garden Suburb, including renovated houses, are good
because of the heritage requirements and I know myself and my neighbours want this for our suburb and it
allows for a good family type of atmosphere in the suburb because it is basically one block of land with house
means only one family.
I cannot understand why you have the unobtrusive second story prescriptive rules for old dwellings and then
allow modern square grey boxes to be erected when a house has been demolished. New dwellings should have
some architectural features which make them blend with the features of the houses originally designed for this
area. Some of the best examples of this being well done are 55 Corona Ave, hamilton East and 30 Alexander St,
Hamilton South
I certainly wouldnt like to see high rise or high diversity building in Hamilton South
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I enjoy living in the Hamilton South Garden Suburb Conservation Area and have been part of this community for
decades. However, in recent years renovations have been made to properties within this Conservation Area,
with or without council approval, that do not comply with the council guidelines or the Heritage Technical Manual.
Such changes are negatively affecting the streetscape, thus paving the way for unsympathetic future
development and the destruction of the Heritage Conservation Area. Enforcement of the heritage guidelines
should be part of the role of the Council’s Heritage Officer. At present, I find myself surrounded by recent
changes in nearby properties, within the boundaries of the Conservation Area, such as the following: removal of
original exterior windows and doors (facing the street) with original coloured glass, replacement of original roofing
materials with inappropriate/unsympathetic materials, unsuitable modern fencing replacing old and cement
rendering of original face brick. As a resident who values the heritage character of Hamilton South, I expect
council to show an active interest in supervising the standards with which I comply.
I would not like to see any major changes to the Conservation Area Development Control Plan under the council
review. As in nearby suburbs, developers would, no doubt, like to demolish and build here on a grand scale in a
modern style because of the large blocks. While residing within the boundaries of the Hamilton South
Conservation Area, I would like to think that I am afforded some protection from being surrounded by such
developments. This is one of my main reasons for choosing to make my home in the area; I do not wish to
spend my days fighting development plans.
How democratic is the council’s process of review? Does the opinion of builders and developers who purchase,
renovate unsympathetically, sell and then move on carry the same weighting as mine? (The house across the
road from me currently falls into that category.) Having recently assisted a friend in Adamstown who was
opposing a large scale development, I was shocked to discover that the developer was allowed, by council, to
remain anonymous!
Some residents (new and old) and estate agents seem unaware of the controls in place in this area. There
needs to be better education so that the principles, upon which the controls are based, will not be eroded. At
present, I would describe Hamilton South as an endangered suburb in need of better council protection.
I feel strongly that the heritage nature of the suburbs be preserved.
I have good knowledge of the suburbs history and see the fact that many edery people still live in the suburb as
testament to its value as a desirable area. We should be guardians of this heritage. The AA company hold a
wonderful vision for this suburb and it would be a steph backward to have this ruined bu greedy investors who
just buy and sell to make money and who hae no long term commitment to the property and usually leave the
poor neighbours living alongside a building which should never have been erected/alered.Hamilton South
Garden Suburb Conservation are should be further protected via the State Conservation Heritage Register,
particularly, home and streets that have heritage value and arent seen elsewhere in Newcastle.
I know this monstrosity is not in " Hamilton South "Garden Suburb" but the huge building of flats etc in Union
Street, (next to Grammar School, opposite park) should never even have been approved. In fact, I went to a
protest meeting. It is a disgrace!
I live at XXX National park street and 7years ago a house at XX was demolished and a completely inappropriate
home approved by council. I objected strongly and was horrified and surprised when council completely ignored
the heritage nature and my objection and approved the development. This has become a joke in the area and
people still stand and scratch their heads as to why this abomination was approved. the council simply stated
that the heritage area was simply a GUIDELINE and basically the council can approve anything they like.How is
this going to change? And how is council going to make sure something like this never happens again. I Have no
problem with the house being demolished as it was in poor condition but an appropriate new dwelling should
have replaced it in keeping with the unique nature of the area. the building has ruined the streetscape of the
area and not only is it ugly it has devalued the adjoining properties. I do not want this to happen to other people
in the area. The heritage order must be strengthened and adhered to and not simply a guideline.
I love the fact that it continues the Californian type bungaloos buildings, and does not allow for the architectually
designed 2 stories boxes that take up most of the block that proliferate in the rest of the area.
I love this area and appreciate the controls placed on development. Please don't have Hamilton South turn into
another 'Merewether style' suburb of outlandish buildings and grabs for block space!
I purposely purchased a property in this area as I love the fact that I will not have a project home popping up next
door. I believe that the new buildings and renovations should represent the character of the conservation area.

Hamilton South Garden Suburb Heritage Conservation Area

Page 26 of 38

I refer to State Heritage Inventory Number 2173903 wherein it says in its Statement of Significance ..........
"The area is significant in the following respects: for its evidence of early 20th century town planning and land
development practices in Australia; as an attempt by the AA Company to establish a higher quality of urban
development, and for its association with the prominent architect and planner Sir John Sulman. This suburb is
one of the first examples of estate planning in the garden surburb movement and one of only a handful in the
Newcastle local government area. Historically the precinct is demonstrative of the economic growth occurring in
Newcastle between 1918 and the 1940s and it contributes to the urban pattern of the city and helps shape its
character. The suburb is a highly sought after residential area and is held in high regard locally."
Any change the parameters for development in this area would destroy its unique character as not only one of
the few remaining, but one of the finest examples of period town planning.
The DCP for the HS'GS'HCA should remain unchanged.
I strongly support to keep the character of our neighbourhood, weatherboard or brick cottages with amazing
architecture. It is the feel of the old family homes with so much character and old fashion family values. It would
be so sad to lose this neighbourhood to the ugly modern boxes being built in streets close by.
I think that it is absolutely shocking that a person who owns their own home must be told how they can make
their alternations, in what style they must be made, and how they must look. At the end of the day not your
neighbours nor the council are paying some of the ridiculous aspects that people are forced to do to conform to a
heritage. When we bought our home it was not deemed a heritage area and then suddenly we were lumped with
this title and to do any kind of renovation at a huge expense meant we could not renovate as we wanted to. I
have no problem if people want to keep a home for heritage purposes and they do have a place in history but
that should be a personal choice and not a choice that has been forced up us. I would be totally against the so
called Heritage Conservation Area being re-instated, because apart from all the additional costs involved it also
comes down to a personal interpretation by the so called "case workers or assessment officer" and some
unfortunately seem to enjoy the power of telling us how we can build our homes!
I think the area is magnificent and should be kept that way with sensitive development proposals. The typical
bungalow style homes with large blocks should never give way to home units, flats, duplex, etc - all designed
with the intent for a "fast developer dollar". The area is a unique part of Newcastle history and should remain so
I would hate to see the style of buildings like number X turnbull street, being allowed in this area
I would like Council to better enforce Owners to use only "Heritage" colours on houses in Heritage areas
Council needs to be flexible in allowing some owners to cement render homes where brickwork not in good
repair or where major renovations are made and rendering would be best option.
I would like to see the area stay in it current form and maintained as it forms a big part of Newcastle's history. If
new buildings or modern structures were to be built replacing existing buildings, or if new buildings were built it
would certainly detract from the area. Values also would decrease. This is a Heritage Conservation area for a
reason so lets keep it that way.
I would prefer to keep to the existing model of low density housing (no flats) and no multiple occupancy.
Having moved from Hamilton to Hamilton East I can say that Hamilton East is a much more pleasant place to
live. It is much quieter and less busy (especially at night).
Hamilton East feels a much safer place to live and we feel privilaged to live here.
We also think that it is important for Newcastle to maintain its Heritage areas and that they are an asset to the
city as a whole.
We would like to see the rule of 'new development not visible from the street' broadened. Some modifications
have been added to existing houses that, althouh not visible from the street in front of the house, are very visible
to the neighbours who live around them. For example; large extensions with skillion rooves do not match the
existing architecture and are not appropriate. Nor are elevated windows that look down into adjacent properties.
Iconic structures / spaces should be protected, but these should be clearly identified in a public process, and
identified in appropriate local / state / federal registers.
Once the above is done, then it is clear what needs to be protected, and what is open to appropriate
(re)development through a merits based assessment. Merits based assessment should not be at the mercy of an
over-zealous Heritage Officer - unless there is significant reason, then the land owner's wishes should preside.
And if necessary rate concessions available to owners if deteriorating condition is an issue - too often things are
left to fall apart because it is too costly / onerous to enact updates and repairs/alterations.
If houses in the area aren't big enough and modern enough then buyers shouldn't be looking at buying in a
conservation suburb.
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If it ain't broke don't fix it. We love where we live
If we are going to call it the garden suburb I'd like to see every street in this area planted with trees such as has
been done in Cram street.
Important to ensure that subdivision/re zoning is not allowed, part of the value and charm of this area is comfort
knowing that you will not have a huge tower block pop up over your fence
In 1994, my husband and I were part of a Hamilton South Resident Action Group, affected by the demolition of
the Seventh Day Adventist School and subsequent erection of town houses (on the site 168 - 176 Kemp St). We
were then, and are now, very keen to maintain the heritage conservation area.
In relation to Question 10, we further believe that the development approval process needs to be appropriate for
thorough consideration of all aspects of the development application
It is disappointing when home owners can change appearance of the home without council approval such as
aluminium windows and aluminium cladding and high brick fences. This happened at XX kenrick street. There is
also no definite gable on this house. Also the council can make mistakes such as what happened with the da at
XX kenrick street. This house is completely out of character.
It is important to conserve both buildings and streetscapes as the city is becoming over run with apartments and
units. Residents don't want to see the area as an extension of this.
It is the uniqueness of this suburb that my family, and our visitors to this area, enjoy so much and feel that it is a
progressive initiative that Council should maintain.
However, it is of concern that in the last couple of years a couple of residences, notably on Parkway near the
corner of National Park Street, have been allowed to construct high metal fences which are totally out of
character and stand out from the rest because of their modern character. Is Council aware of these examples?
it is very important that Parkway Avenue retains its wide central median strip and to go back to the original
concept of 'planting flower gardens' on the median as it was many years ago. The original garden beds are still in
place and can be seen under the grassed median, these could be replanted very easily. Appropriate signage
should be placed in and around Parkway Ave to indicate the 'Garden Suburb area' If we are going to get serious
about the 'Garden Suburb' then encourage more residents to become involved with 'their own contribution' to the
planting of further gardens or maybe share in some type of community garden in the median within parkway ave.
It is vital that Hamilton South garden suburb heritage area remains under conservation as it is the only remaining
Newcastle conservation area which retains it's original value and historic features. This area needs to be
conserved to it's original design.
Deeply concerned with the changes in the area that are not for the good. Concerns recently are: big commercial
buildings, increase in traffic, increase in heavy traffic, increase in businesses buying domestic properties for
commercial use and demolition of characteristic residential buildings and the erection of out of character
buildings.
It would appear as though there is a lack of consistency with planning decisions. Some neighbours have been
made to have their additions very complementary to their existing building and at similar times of approval there
are extensions that are not complementary at all e.g. XXX Dumaresq and Gordon Ave - SE side. This at the
moment is meant to refer to the 2012 guidelines which are mostly prescriptive and this does not seem to comply.
I am not saying either way is best. The problem with very prescriptive standards is that renovation/extensions
can become very expensive if working with double brick dwellings such as mine. Timber extensions can be much
cheaper and with quality work and fittings can fit in with the style. The cost of renovations/extensions also
becomes an issue as you are paying a premium price for the property to start with.
I am not in favour of demolition of buildings at the discretion of the owner as I think the suburb could become built
out with duplex or multi storey living arrangements and this would detract from what is a lovely suburb very close
to the heart of the city.
I would like to see the play equipment at Learmonth Park upgraded as the area is home to many families with
young children and there is not enough of it, especially as the sporting ovals have just been renovated and for
the amount of money we pay in rates, I don't think it is good enough.
It would be great to preserve the nature of the area through sensitive application of heritage guidelines. It is hard
to see how some of the recent developments gained council approval, e.g. XX Dumaresq Street.
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It would be nice to get out of the end of your street at peak hour! This now extends from 7.30am to 9am and then
from 3.30pm to 5.30pm. The level crossing at Stewart Avenue must go, as Stewart Ave is know a major
north/south artery, as well as leading us to the conveniences of Honeysuckle, and the CBD. The level crossing
causes a major bottleneck. I look forward it going on Boxing Day, and replaced with an integrated public
transport system, that coordinates with the traffic lights.
Underground electricity supply would also save the trees from the ugly clearance around wires that now occurs.
It would be really GOOD if council kept to their definition of "Heritage Conservation Area" when approving
development (see the introduction for your definition of a Heritage Conservation Area)
Over the past few years we have seen nothing but concrete buildings emerge from the ground - basically tar &
cement and double story!!This is certainly not part of the character of this area nor is it a welcomed development.
Basically it is an "eyesore" My experience with council on this issue is totally negative - how does the concrete
buildings fit in with the heritage of the area? Council seems to think they do - just not sure who makes these
decisions or if the person is actually aware of the area or maybe they are visually impaired. Please NO MORE of
the ugly developments that take away from the character of the area. They do not have the feel good / safe /
know your neighbour atmosphere.I love the older homes & the appropriate additions that have occurred in line
with the homes' character - notice I said HOME It can not be that difficult to design a house that fits with the
character of the area! About time that the developer dollars were put to keeping within the guidelines of a
Heritage Conservation Area and PLEASE KEEP the guidelines.

Its a beautiful suburb and I purchased a property in this area knowing that no ugly developments would occur
which you now see at Bar Beach.
Keep it simple and beautiful no highrise buildings
Keep it the same and strengthen the prescriptive guidelines so that developers cannot 'interpret' these guidelines
to the detriment of the area. Too many developments have been allowed to be done in the area that are
unsympathetic to the surrounding homes. Merit based guidelines leave too much to interpretation by 'glib
tongued' heritage architects, who just use the system to destroy the uniqueness of the area. A fine example is
the development of the Bimet Lodge land where the developer first used the SEPP then had heritage architects
use buildings such as the housing commission built in the 50s anf that abortion of a building Union Towers built
in the 70s. Notwithstanding that the Bimet development was on the edge of thew Cooks Hill HCA it still had to be
sympathetic.
Keep the character!
Leave the area as it is! Don't allow greedy developers to destroy it!
Limit through traffic i.e. avoid building developments that direct traffic through residential areas such as the
parkway avenue-stewart avenue intersection and the subsequent "rat runs".
Maintain its beauty.
Maintain the heritage area- dont allow upstairs extensions
Maintenance of existing traffic arrangements is important as controlled traffic flow compliments the character of
the area.
there are few areas like this in Newcastle , consequently it is important to maintain (and enhance)this distinctive
architectural type
Make national park st either a dead end at Parry St or make it no right turn. This will stop the use of the "garden
Suburb" as a main road
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Many! This area is built and fragile podset area. In 1900 it was swamps and -- the remains of a giant tea-(ti)-Tree
forrest (note early painting in City Hall. I saw it at Girls High Speech Day 1954). The sand hills and scrubby land - east of Union Street. When this area was built opon the early owners were much concerned with run off, and
enough garden was planned around the house to let excess rain water soak down into the sand. Gardens were
planned in the 'garden square' style - lawn, trees (often palm) narrow gardens - ofetns ferns to reflect original
vegetation types. A few roses, -- a vine of --, then -- at the back (eggs, fertilizer). There gardens have been very
resilient - see Dumaresque/Silsoe, 213 Parkway, 217 P'way. Vet's house in -- Street. Heavy rainfall is dispensed,
the large trees lower the water-table and -- salt pan formation. (the area near Pelican turn off below Belmont 5th
is a similar area. During the 1930s the fashion for -- -- gardens) displays of small -- saw cleaning, loads of
mainland soil brought in see of which enabled up washed -- till it hit the -- below the sand (-- horizon structure)
came neglected -- and blow out by sand in dry times destroys these gardens. Sum off from dry sand increases
the over built cement yard -- planted tree -- work is a disaster.
1.Temperature rise
2. Massive run off (90% often)
3. Flooding
The ease of units, flats,etc. This over with its 1919 drains and sewage system is unable to cope. There is little fall
from to the houses to the main sewer line, the disposal of disposable nappies causes trouble.Tree roots are
usually blamed but they are not the sole cause of sewer blockages. Each new infant on our work signals a
blockage until the parents understand the problem. Heavy rain can cause run off from cemented yards. Soakage
does not -- and the drains here are very sad, the area flat, and, again, no fall.
Houses and yards need to be in tune with the ecosystem. the area will be more sustainable, less prone to
temperature rise, if home of these -- are recognised. Between the rise of Newcastle as a port and 1912 the area
was a dumping ground for ships and later BHP waste.To be an -- a garden suburb it needs no more development
if people dont like it, dont come here. Do up old houses, gardens, don't cement everywhere, and relish what this
area has to give.
merit based guidlines would be to open to interpretation
there are many examples of building that have been sympathetically restored without being demolished
what is driving this survey. a pressure to allow medium density development in this area?
Must act as a buffer zone to nearby areas, visual character to be maintained, parking off street essential, all day
m v parking to be avoided, they jam out visitors, tradesman who call,trees to be replaced asap when dead or
destroyed by whatever means . reinforce the history of concept.
Never allow subdivision of presnet size blocks. Maintain backyards free of buildings. Abolish 4 way stop signs
use 2 way give way instead.
Improve visibility at intersections (vegetation and fences).
The motor traffic handbook makes no mention of 4 way stop signs. People are not instructed in their use. They
waste time, waste fuel, cause unnessary pollution are not safer than 2 way give way signs which are obeyed and
tempt motorists to ignore them.
New development should be designed to be sympathetic to the height, setbacks, bulk, scale and materials of the
existing character. No need for pretend copies of heritage.
No 8 within reason!
Intense student parking (present + future) in area (TAGE/St Francis Xavier / uni / marketown employees)
complicates residents parking, personal, visitors and workmen including assistance for aging residents particular!
Nothing needs to change it is a pleasant place to live and wide streets and parks make it terribly attractive
On vacant blocks modern designed houses should be built that contrasts tastefully with older buildings. I don't
like new buildings having to conform with older designs (they look fake) Contrasts provide variety in the
landscape.
Limit to domestic buildings of no more than two stories and promote the development of front gardens to blend in
with those surrounding houses.
One of the great features of the city of Newcastle is the vista of it from the harbour which reflects and
encapsulates the history of the city.This history and heritage enhances the quality of life in the inner city.
The Hamilton South Garden Suburb, similarly enhances Newcastle's inner suburban area. These features of
both the city and the Garden Suburb add value to the whole of the city and enrich the lives of all residents. We
would see the city as having potential to grow and expand, while at the same time attaching a proper value to our
history and heritage through the conservation of such areas and in so doing, adding value to the city for all our
citizens.
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Please do not make us another Merewether with new modern concrete buildings and the beautiful heritage
buildings slowly disappearing over time.
Please keep us as the "Garden Suburb" Heritage conservation area
please don't allow it to become another square box shaped suburb like merewether
Please keep the garden suburb unique and within keeping of history of the area or it will be lost and look just like
any other Newcastle suburb.
Please leave as is!!!,we don't want to see what has been done to the top end of Parkway Ave, or some parts of
Merewether, where good homes have been re-palced withConcrete Homes , the character is of the area is lost.
We have so many comments about how lovely this area is, thats why most people live here.
XXXX
Please maintain this standard!
Question 6: Homes or churches etc? Don't know.
Question 9: If merit based guidelines, must be same style as the old building. Modern first floor additions look
ridiculous on old buildings.
Comments: 'Guidance about fences': can't see them because of all the traffic whizzing around. There is a lot of
extra cars parking down streets near Marketown and they are there all day and the taxis can't park anywhere
except in my driveway and it's hard to get in and out. XXXX
Re: Newcastle High School
Teachers and students cars should be parked on school grounds and alleviate the parking problem on public
roads especially Parkway Ave
Re-introduce the grant for tuck- pointing to existing buildings in the HSGSHSCA!
Improving conditions to existing play area located in learmont park eg. seating, shade, more play equipment and
more appropriate ground cover.
Reverse ruling on subdivision of large blocks, where a house can be built behind the street-front house. This is
destroying the character of the area.
Second floor additions should only be approved if they are in keeping with the scale of the block. There are
several, in Parkway avenue for example, that detract from the large size blocks and make the homes look top
heavy and also crammed in against those alongside. They are also often made with timber boards on top of a
brick house. The restrictions need to be much more prescriptive.
Second storey extensions- maybe more flexibility on the the style of addition. Ie, ensure that the roofline is
reflective of the style of the house, but it doesn't have to be a box with a roof.
Several years ago,
Being in a Garden Suburb Heritage cons. Area, saved us from having an outlandish extension built next door that
would have taken away a lot of our privacy + light + been a definite blot on the land/streetscape
Should be parking time limits so owners and friends can get a say and hour limits.
Since its adoption in 2013 the conservation DCP has achieved its purpose. Ii would be unconscionable to allow
higher density development and facilitate random demolition to change the key principles of what has clearly
been accepted by the residents with a desire to maintain the cultural significance, aesthetic qualities and
ambience of the area.
Higher density will bring compromised streetscapes, and increased traffic and on street parking, both of which
are already a problem
The lack of contributor identification in the survey allows the potential for lobby groups to influence the findings of
the survey
Some of the tree pruning under electricity wires is very ugly.
Guidance could be given about the planting of more appropriate tree species under wires, so pruning is not
necessary.
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Standards need to be a mix of prescriptive and merit based. Ideally prescriptive with a detailed procedure for
any departures from the prescriptive requirements.
NCC needs to liaise with energy supply companies to exclude the requirement to install household power poles
in the heritage area (ie continue to connect power direct to the barge board of the house). Household power
poles detract very significantly from the heritage feel of the area.
Extensions to houses need to be complimentary to the architectural style of the dwelling. New builds need to be
complimentary to the architectural style of the dwelling in the vicinity. Modern architectural styles detract
significantly from the heritage feel of the area.
More guidance is necessary on the installation of solar panels etc.
stingent controls should be in place regarding sub-dividing large blocks to ensure that the area does not become
a high density ghetto of cheap housing that detracts from the lifestyle and value of current suburb and its
residents
Stop demolition of houses which are being replaced with multiple houses on the same land.
That Council and Energy Australia could come to some agreement that trees in the streets be properly pruned
and not butchered as they presently are which makes the place look quite stupid. This would go a long way
towards making the place look like a 'garden suburb'
The area has been allowed to be degraded by the NCC due to the poor planning of traffic flows around the
Marketown area.
Consultation of issues related to the adjacent National Park have been a joke and were done only to say
consultation was done.
The area is already ruined from unsympathetic development. For example, since my renovation 5 years ago
where we specifically tried to maintain the character of our home, there has been modern additions to heritage
houses, powder coated fencing protruding into the streets cape, replacement of timber windows with aluminium,
commercial style, minimalist rebuilds close to the heritage area.
I have the impression that the heritage conservation plan is all document with no materialistic results. Hence the
suburb is now a mix of developments spanning a number of decades and styles. Truly preserved heritage
houses are becoming more scattered. I think we lost control of the heritage preservation some time ago. Sadly.
The area is flat and prone to flooding. Council needs to have regard to technical Australian standards such as
"Australian Rainfall and Runoff" requirements. Recently, Council has been ignoring this and is approving
buildings which cover vast areas of the blocks, leaving no opportunity for ground absorption. This exacerbates
flooding and Council must acknowledge and accept responsibility for increasing problems in the area. This has
been the subject of written notice to Council and the technical aspects of flooding cannot be ignored in the
planning considerations for the area.
The area needs to keep its 'heritage' feel without causing major dramas when renovating or altering properties.
Simple guidelines to maintain the 'Garden Suburb' style of architecture, but not unrealistic expectations as we
move into the future.
The best thing about living in this area is that no apartments can be built in the area. I do not like developments
that allow a 2 story building with a rear balcony overlooking neighbouring properties backyards. Front fence
height should not matter provided it suits the house and area.
The current guidelines don't seem to be protecting heritage very well - too many black driveways, metal fences
and grey concrete blocks. Also it would be good to remove large boats and caravans from the suburb's street
parking. Trampolines in front yard aren't a great look either.
The current single dwelling or dwelling + granny flat should be the maximum density of development without
reduction in lot size and without high density development on sites comprising a number of existing lots.
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The demolishing of existing houses and/ or the building of multiple dwellings on blocks that were intended
originally for single family homes is changing Hamilton South. We bought in the area because we like the larger
blocks with the traditional style homes. These larger homes on bigger blocks encourages families to live in the
area. Multiple dwellings changes the character and demographics of the area. If we had wanted to live in a
higher density area we would have chosen to do so. Now, repeatedly houses are being demolished and
townhouses/ large granny flats built spoiling the feel of the suburb. I want to be able to look out onto a garden
and be surrounded by predominately the greenery and trees of my own garden and that of my neighbours. It is a
constant worry that neighbouring properties will be purchased by those out to make a quick buck and we will end
up with double storey townhouses looming over our back yard with people looking down onto our private space.
Being surrounded by bricks and concrete and all the increase in noise and parking issues that increased housing
density brings is a depressing thought. We would never have bought our house years ago if we had thought that
it was highly likely that we would have this happen in such a lovely established family home area.We accept
houses should be allowed to be extended but neighbours rights should also be protected. One hears repeatedly
that changes are made to building plans once they have been passed by council and then neighbours have no
rights to appeal against these changes that have significant unpleasant implications for them. It is so underhand
that this is allowed to happen and promotes distrust in the council building plan approval system and leads to
poor relations with ones neighbours. Hamilton South is called the "Garden Suburb" for a reason. It needs to be
protected from over development and poor development.
The 'Garden Suburb' area is a unique and valuable asset to the community, and its preservation should be
paramount in all decisions concerning the area.
We believe that the current guidelines should be maintained to preserve the history and beauty of the area.
Thank you.
The Garden Suburb has a distinctive identity that is not represented anywhere else in Newcastle and needs to be
preserved. This survey is mainly about residential dwellings however the DCP also covers street layout, view
corridors and streetscapes and the review should also consider the maintenance of these aspects. The Heritage
Conservation DPC was only adopted 11 years ago and has generally achieved its objectives.There are many
fine examples of re-development in accordance with the guidelines built in recent times Residents should be told
where the need for review is coming from and the reasons why. Is it developer greed? The medium density two
storey, smooth clad, cocked hat developments proliferating throughout the city must not be allowed in the
Conservation area. Of major importance is the protection of the aesthetic value and ambience of the area which
the eminent architect and planner Sulman set out to create in his design of the Garden Suburb. Streetscapes and
building alignments must be maintained. The iconic streetscape of Parkway Ave must be maintained and the
Norfolk Island Pines and median strip should be protected by recognition on the State Conservation List.
Provision for residents to manage trees on their properties by lopping/removal/replacement should be introduced.
Measures need to be taken to reduce traffic throughout the area particularly in Parkway Ave. All day itinerant
parking needs to be examined. The 40K speed limit in Parkway Ave adopted by Council should be implemented
immediately. Five tonne gross vehicle weight load limit in Parkway Ave adopted by Council in 2013 should be
actively policed.
The Hamilton South 'Garden Suburb' Conservation Area is a very unique and culturally valuable part of a rapidly
changing Newcastle. I would like ot see Conservation Areas established, where possible and appropriate, in
other inner and out city suburbs especially when one can identify the actual building history of the location.
Thank you.
The Hamilton South Garden Suburb Heritage conservation area is a unique area that must be preserved for
future generations. It has a beautiful street scape, especially the Parkway avenue green belt with Norfolk Pine
trees. It would be a trevesity if there was a change in focus to the development of this area and demolition of
houses were allowed for developers to erect modern houses/ multiple townhouses or units. All extensions to
existing houses should be in line with the current heritage guidelines.
I have lived in this area for 33 years and wish to enjoy the current street scape for at least another 30 years!
There is great potential for an erosion of the character of area to change dramatically if the heritage guidleines
were changed in any way.
The traffic influx currently in local streets would further increase to unreasonable levels if there were an increase
in housing density in this area. I believe we are at absolute maximum (many times above maximum) traffic levels
at present. This is a residential area of great heritage significance for Newcastle, lets keep it that way. There are
many suburbs around the heritage area that have been significantly changed in character from unslightly
development of new housing/units.(many parts of Merewether and Cooks Hill).
Let us not see this happen to the Garden Suburb.
You only have to look at all the great cities of the world that take pride in preserving their heritage areas, I would
like to think that Newcastle Council also has the vision to do this as well!
regards
XXXX
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The HS'GS'HCA is significant because it is one of the first and few examples remaining of early to mid (mid=inter
war years) 20th century town planning and land development practices in Australia. The AA Company in
association with Sir John Sulman, an eminent town planner and architect of his time, developed the Garden
Suburb with the idea that the suburb would be established as a higher quality urban development. It is one of the
few remaining examples left with this unique character set out with open spaces, good sized yards, homogenous
buildings and consistency of building setbacks.
However it is not just about conservation of buildings. It is about the conservation of these street scapes, view
corridors, open spaces and how these are to be maintained. A fine example of one remaining streetscape from
the original concept, is Parkway Avenue with its Norfolk Pines and wide median which was designed for the
Garden Suburb as a “major access from the northern and western suburbs to the beaches” ¹, and not as a main
thoroughfare either for vehicular traffic going into the city, or a route for heavy vehicles.
“The Garden Suburb Hamilton is outstanding amongst Newcastle’s suburbs for its cultural significance and
particularly for its evidence of early 20th century town planning and development practice in Australia; for its
evidence of the growth of Newcastle and its character and diversification following the establishment of the BHP
steel smelter in 1915; and for its contribution to the present day townscape.” ²
¹˒ ² MERIDITH WALKER & ASSOCIATES – HAMILTON SOUTH-EAST CONSERVATION STUDY
The Garden Suburb has historical value, aesthetic value, social value and scientific value as described in
MERIDITH WALKER & ASSOCIATES – HAMILTON SOUTH-EAST CONSERVATION STUDY pp 45 and 46
With this in mind we are opposed to any changes to the DCP or the area’s Technical Manual which would make
it easier for greedy developers to buy up properties, knock down the structures and build others that do not
contribute in any way, shape or form to the amenity of the Garden Suburb; such as what has happened in
Merewether. The Technical Manual should become more prescriptive so as to ensure that there can be no
interpretation which would be adverse to the area of what is prescribed therein.
NB: While this may be th same as the XXXX comment we are in complete agreement consequently we include
this in our submission
Regards
XXXX
The HS'GS'HCA is significant because it is one of the first and few examples remaining of early to mid (mid=inter
war years) 20th century town planning and land development practices in Australia. The AA Company in
association with Sir John Sulman, an eminent town planner and architect of his time, developed the Garden
Suburb with the idea that the suburb would be established as a higher quality urban development. It is one of the
few remaining examples left with this unique character set out with open spaces, good sized yards, homogenous
buildings and consistency of building setbacks.
However it is not just about conservation of buildings. It is about the conservation of these street scapes, view
corridors, open spaces and how these are to be maintained. A fine example of one remaining streetscape from
the original concept, is Parkway Avenue with its Norfolk Pines and wide median which was designed for the
Garden Suburb as a “major access from the northern and western suburbs to the beaches” ¹, and not as a main
thoroughfare either for vehicular traffic going into the city, or a route for heavy vehicles.
“The Garden Suburb Hamilton is outstanding amongst Newcastle’s suburbs for its cultural significance and
particularly for its evidence of early 20th century town planning and development practice in Australia; for its
evidence of the growth of Newcastle and its character and diversification following the establishment of the BHP
steel smelter in 1915; and for its contribution to the present day townscape.” ²
¹˒ ² MERIDITH WALKER & ASSOCIATES – HAMILTON SOUTH-EAST CONSERVATION STUDY
The Garden Suburb has historical value, aesthetic value, social value and scientific value as described in
MERIDITH WALKER & ASSOCIATES – HAMILTON SOUTH-EAST CONSERVATION STUDY pp 45 and 46
With this in mind we are opposed to any changes to the DCP or the area’s Technical Manual which would make
it easier for greedy developers to buy up properties, knock down the structures and build others that do not
contribute in any way, shape or form to the amenity of the Garden Suburb; such as what has happened in
Merewether. The Technical Manual should become more prescriptive so as to ensure that there can be no
interpretation which would be adverse to the area of what is prescribed therein.
Regards
XXXX
The market value of houses in the area is not about what you can do on your property but also about what your
neighbours can't do. The consistent feel of the houses complement each other and add to the overall appeal of
the area. This is one of very few areas with these type of development restrictions and for good reason. The
restrictions are well known to purchasers so I see no reason to relax them. There are a few examples in the area
that current development guidelines would not have allowed and they are further evidence that relaxing
guidelines would not be a sensible idea.
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The question regarding merit based or prescriptive standards for heritage development guidelines is
misleading.In the ideal world one would expect that merit based guidelines would respect the streetscape and
heritage aspects of the Heritage Conservation area.A drive around the strrets of Hamilton South demonstrates
that second floor additions tend to push the margins of allowable bulk,compromise adjoining buildings and
negatively influence the streetscape.
If merit based is to work there needs to be a far more consistent approach from from those officers of the Council
with the role of determining development controls.
The suburbs uniqueness needs to be protected from developers and investors whose interests are not
compatible with this conservation area. This area is important to the heritage of Newcastle and it would be folly
to see it become an extension of the CBD. With the growth of the inner city, steps must be taken to protect the
only remaining suburb that still retains most of its original character intact.
The survey has difficulties because the responses are open to deliberate misinterpretation. For example, what
one person regards as sympathetic alterations and additions to a building, which truly respect the character of
the area may not reflect reality and may undermine the values of the Heritage Conservation Area.
Although not being excessively proscriptive may be reasonable the interpretation of "Merit based" guidelines can
be a minefield and can seriously impact on the very values the Heritage Conservation Area purports to protect.
Council needs to be very mindful of this. The survey question on "merit based" guidelines versus proscriptive
standards is a one or the other choice and does not adequately take this interpretaton into account. Similarly the
question on demolition is very open to misinterpretation and abuse by the building owner/investor.
Also the recent ICAC revelations have made the community very suspicious of the integrity planning process.
Again Council needs to be very mindful of this.
The thing I value most about living in this area is the level of housing density. I appreciate that the blocks cannot
be subdivided.
The traffic flow through the conservation area destroys the aim of preserving the historic nature of the area. For
example Smith St and National Park St are now main thoroughfares. This is contrary to both streets categorized
as local streets and not roads of arterial levels.
For example in a similar area of Haberfield suburb in Sydney there are no traffic problems. The traffic moves
around the area.
The unique qualities of the area are a pleasure to live within. The sense of community and single dwellings per
block enhance the family value of the suburb.
Maintaining the current standards are a must to ensuring the desirabilty of the suburb are retained.
All or most hoises are inhabited by the owners very few rentals therfore the care and sharing of the community
has a very positive "feel" about it .
It is not broken , do not attempt to fix.
The uniqueness of the Hamilton South 'Garden Suburb Heritage Area should be maintained. The Council should
be mindful that this land was a grant made by the AA Company, utilizing Sulman & Hennessey's plans. This
area is a landmark area in the city.
The Council should uphold the vision of their predessors, and not allow developments that do not uphold the
heritage values.
The whole thing is just a scam to make the council more money, by us having to put in DA's (and get Heritage
reports that cost more than the changes we are wanting to make) for stuff that other rate payers do not have to.
Especially when our house has no heritage value at all.
Are we really going to spend money to make our houses look worse than they already are???
There are also a bunch of houses that are in the heritage area because your designers don't want to put too
much effort into their maps. The blocks aren't even on the so called heritage streets.
The heritage areas should be houses on the heritage streets rather than any block that is inside the red line.
There just shouldn't be a heritage area (maybe just heritage houses that have some significant value).
There are some existing buildings that detract greatly from the character of the area. It is surprising that these
buildings were approved given the strict regulations in place.
There have been some applications for alterations to houses in the area that have been far from sympathetic to a
heritage conservation area and a plan that would encourage development in keeping with the area would be a
welcome change.
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There is a need to preserve the history and feel of Newcastle's first planned formal suburb. As a 3rd generation
owner of a federation home in the garden suburb I enjoy the same feel and look of the suburb that my grand
mother and father enjoyed when they build the house in 1921. As part of renovations undertaken in 2006 we
restored the front verandah and fence back to original specification from a 1930's photo. This has given the
house a lift to once again fit in appropriately with neighbouring homes. It would be a significant heritage loss to
the city of Newcastle if the "Garden Suburb" Heritage Conservation Area was changed to allow all sorts of
construction styles and high density housing making the "Garden Suburb" just another mish mash of high and
low grade planning and architecture. Newcastle needs to retain some original history in the suburbs as it evolves
into a more modern and exciting city.
There needs to be better consistency with the design standards for the area. Utlising a heritage architect/expert
within council would be beneficial for PreDA meetings so the DA timeframes are not lost on inconsistent
"personal opinions" of council planners who do not have a heritage background. It is my opinion that the level of
design should not be lost by allowing "project homes" or unit developments on buffer zones near Heritage
Conservation Zone boundaries.
These surveys should only be available to rate-payer residents of the Hamilton Conservation area. The surveys
should contain the names or property identification numbers of these persons in order to keep the statistical
outcomes genuine and not susceptible to stacking.
This area is unique to Newcastle and should be maintained at all costs. Where new buildings or renovations are
permitted they should be of a design that maintains the 'feel' and character of the conservation area and exclude
any second storey.
Duplexes and other high density houses should not be permitted.
This area was supposedly a heritage area for quite a few years but has gradually become anything goes in
building requirements. Some designs are quite out of oder and building close to fence lines using up all of the
block.
This conservation area has ensured that families live in the area no high rise apartments block our back yard
sunlight all our kids run in between the back and front yards all go to the local school we enjoy a family
community I believe due to the fact it is a conservation area. Those people who have wanted to make a fast buck
from trying to develop the very large block's with apartments have not been successful and we can only hope
this continues.
this conservation area is not required
This is a unique area.
Now that it has been in place for 20 or so years it is possible to walk around the boundaries without a map, by
looking at the non-federation-type dwellings that have been erected out of the heritage area as compared to the
original architectural style.
Council's foresight in establishing this area is to be commended and has been a great success, with excellent
preservation of the characteristics of the original housing stock.
With the truncation of the heavy rail line at Wickham I foresee that many visitors from Sydney and surrounding
areas will include a stroll around this unique area to view the original architectural features.
This is a unique heritage area that I think should be maintained
This is one of the few remaining protected areas in Newcastle and guidelines must be enforced to protect it
uniqueness. EG. How have NCC allowed 179 Parkway Avenue to paint original brickwork and build a completely
unsympathetic front wall?
Traffic planning need to match the uniqueness of the area. Parkway avenue is one of the main components of
the heritage area and should be a collector road. Yet since the installation of traffic lights at the intersections with
in Union St and Stewart Ave, parkway ave is treated as a sub arterial road. This is wrong! NCC needs to adopt
and implement enforce a cohesive plan for the area. To loosen the controls on the DCP for the area at this stage
would punish those, such as myself, who invested heavily to comply with guidelines and tetan (reintroduce)
characters. NCC need to tighten the guideline and enforce them.
Traffic Control - I live in a residential street that used to be quite but is now used as a rat run to avoid traffic lights.
Residential streets are turning into major roads.
Garden Suburb/Conservation Area ????????
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TRAFFIC CONTROL:
EG: THERE DEFINITELY NEEDS TO BE A RIGHT GREEN ARROW HEADING INTO CITY FROM PARKWAY
AVE / STEWART AVE.
TRAFFIC BEFORE AND AFTER SCHOOL BUILDS UP IN PARKWAY AVE TO A DANGEROUS &
FRUSTRATING DEGREE. THERE HAVE ALREADY BEEN ACCIDENTS AT THIS INTERSECTION - DOES
SOMEONE HAVE TO BE KILLED BEFORE A GREEN RT ARROW IS INSTALLED
Traffic taming as although Smith street in which I live is a 40kilometre zone, speeding happens often and
consistently.
Trees in the area should be kept.
Do not allow multidwellings on single blocks.
Graffiti should be removed.
Pool type fencing, should not be allowed to be seen from the street, for example, not used as a front fence.
Unregistered cars on the street or in driveway visible from the street, should not be allowed.
Boats that are parked on the street, should be removed.
Household power cabling, from the street to the home should be non visible ie buried.
Aluminium windows should not be allowed.
Front gardens should have some lawn.
We do need to preserve the unique character of this area, and this can only be done by careful Council overview
with heritage consultants of building or renovation applications, and Council must alert neighbours when
development applications are lodged.
We have a wonderful asset with in this precinct and should do what we can to preserve it.
We have chosen to live in this area specifically because it is a Heritage Conservation Area. Substantial
alterations to our dwelling have conformed to the "Garden Suburb" requirements.
This limited and closed survey suggests that the continuity of the Hamilton South 'Garden Suburb' Heritage
Conservation Area is at risk.The recent decimation of our street trees is proof that any continuity of conservation
in this area is tenuous.
If this area is to maintain and reflect its history and identity, it is essential that any future developments maintain
the existing character.
We have lived in the HCA for 35 years and have seen a slow but constant degrading of the character of the
dwellings when renovated. Roof tiles have been allowed to be replaced with colourbond, brick homes have been
rendered; all styles of fences; aluminium windows etc.
This area was once very unique and the most sought after suburb because of the style of the lovely old homes.
Many homes are in character and have been tuckpointed, but are degraded because someone either stretches
the current guidelines or is apparently allowed to disregard them with poorly conceived and cheap renovations
next door or across the road.
Strong enforcement of the heritage guidelines should be mandatorily checked and enforced by council. This
appears not to have always happened in the past, and is largely left to the Council's Heritage officer to interpret.
A change of officer seems to give a change of interpretation.
We recently objected to a proposed development by a neighbour in Gordon Avenue who wants to build an
extension with roof and walls clad in colourbond/miniorb. We were told by Council that our objections (which
were all based upon the Heritage Technical Manual and previous council guidelines)were ignored. The
development was approved and was assessed to comply with Newcastle Development Control Plan 2012.
We think that Council has dropped the ball on heritage conservation in our "garden Suburb". There seems to be
a slow gradual death of standards which appear to be disregarded and not enforced.
Please lift your game so that we can leave a legacy to our children and grandchildren.
We love the area and it would significantly reduce the value of our home if the character of the area changed and
it was allowed to become the new 'Merewether' - new, ugly houses and developments. No old history to be
retained.
I would hope the council would be smart enough to no mess with this beautiful area.
We moved to this area because of the Heritage Conservation Area and were careful to ensure we bought within
the boundary. The existence of the conservation area shows sophisticated planning on the part of Council. Some
people in the area believe the conservation area affects house prices, I disagree. House prices here are strong
and people are entirely able to renovate and rebuild if needed, just within controls that ensure the area works as
a whole. West of Gordon Ave is hotch potch of new and old development and the street feel is horrible. The
current trend for excessively large houses should not be allowed to diminish our area.
Visitors from Sydney and overseas always comment on how lovely our area is and I hope Council does not give
in to pressure to reduce the controls.
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We need to keep our heritage and conserve whats left because there wont be anything of value if we keep
destroying old buildings just for investors to make money.
The traffic situation in the area is already overloaded and measures should be put in place to kurb this also.
We value the charm and appearance of the older style homes in this area and strongly express our wish for the
heritage of this suburb to be conserved. We would like all renovations to existing properties to be in keeping with
the style of surrounding homes, most particularly the view of homes from the street. Modern contempory style
homes detract from the unique charm of the Garden Suburb area and do not belong here.
We would like the heritage style retained.
Under no circumstances do we want modern and or dual developments to ruin our area.
Whilst it is excellent to invite feedback from residents, it does appear that recent development in the area has
showed a distinct lack of sympathy for the heritage of this area.
Traffic flow in this area has been reviewed by council but no feedback provided on submission of response and
no action.
I appreciate this is not the focus of this particular survey but it is extremely relevant when looking at the character
of the 'Garden Suburb' area. Greatly increased traffic is changing the face of what was a very lovely area. The
traffic volume is too high for this highly residential area which also includes two primary schools and two high
schools. There is heavy pedestrian traffic and the increased road traffic flow increases the risk of a potentially
serious accident.
Council should support residents and minimise through traffic. Residents from Merewether use local roads to
avoid traffic lights but the roads in this area were never meant to carry such high volumes of traffic.
It would be excellent if the council would review this situation with the RTA. Local Traffic signs are in very poor
repair and missing in some areas and larger vehicles are using roads in the vicinity.
Why are you reviewing the heritage controls at all? The current controls need to stay in place to protect the built
heritage.
Would strongly oppose any changes or developments which detract from the nature of the Hamilton South
Garden Suburb Heritage Conservation area
Yes, 'heritage' homes should not be demolished, with new ones which do not fit into the heritage character which
supposedly is valued by NCC in this area being built in their place.
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Executive summary
The Hill Heritage Conservation Area is an inner-urban precinct of regional and state heritage
significance and the heritage values of this area are held especially dear to local residents.
In order to gain an understanding of specifically what it is that residents and the general
community value about the HCA, a survey was conducted between the 20th March and 17th
April 2015 by Newcastle Voice. The purpose of this data is to assist in Council's review
process of all of its HCAs.
In total, 88 survey responses were received, with 73 of these stating that they were local
residents of The Hill HCA. Some key findings from these 73 resident respondents were:
• 73% were aware that The Hill is a Heritage Conservation Area;
• 97% agreed that The Hill should be a Heritage Conservation Area;
• 16% had lodged a development application (DA) for a property within the HCA in the
past 10 years; and
• The top three elements that residents valued most about The Hill were: heritage
houses and buildings (92%), streetscape and character (92%) and proximity to
facilities and services (88%).
All respondents (both residents and non-residents) agreed that there are buildings in the
HCA that contribute to the character of the area. Almost half of the resident respondents
agreed that buildings in the HCA should be allowed to be demolished where the building has
been altered or does not fit with the character of the area (47%). The majority of resident
respondents (92%) agreed that new development, including alterations and additions, should
be designed to fit the existing character of the area.
Opinion on whether the HCA development guidelines should be merit based or prescriptive
standard was divided, with 60% of resident respondents indicating a preference for the merit
based approach and 40% preferring prescriptive standards. Resident respondents were
supportive of the idea of including examples of concept plans for alterations / additions
(77%), examples of architect designed sketches (73%) and sketches, models and concept
plans for new buildings (72%) in the development control plan chapter on HCAs.
The survey results will be considered in the re-formulation of the statement of significance
and desired future character statement for The Hill HCA (see Appendix III). This reformulation will then be considered for incorporation in the DCP.

Introduction
In 2013, a process was begun to review all of the Heritage Conservation Areas (HCAs)
within the Newcastle Local Government Area, including Cooks Hill, Hamilton South 'Garden
Suburb', The Hill, Newcastle East and the Newcastle City Centre HCAs.
Having already completed consultation on the Cooks Hill and Hamilton South 'Garden
Suburb' HCAs, this report presents the findings from a community consultation effort that
was conducted as part of the review process for The Hill and Newcastle East HCAs in
March/April 2015.
As part of The Hill HCA review, it was deemed as crucial that local community members
should be consulted through information sessions and a survey. The objectives of these
HCA review and consultation processes are to:
1. ensure that as the city moves towards 2030, an attractive and distinctive built
environment, focussed around people reinforces Newcastle’s unique sense of identity and
built environment and is aligned with objective 5.1 of the 2030 Newcastle Community
Strategic Plan.
2. produce development controls that are consistent with the principles of the Newcastle
Heritage Policy, are easy to use and are unambiguous.
3. produce development controls that are supported by a clear character statement that
shapes the desired future character of each area.
4. ensure that Council’s role in regulating development in heritage areas is supported by a
framework of heritage planning best practice, as defined by the NSW Heritage Council.
5. incorporate input from property owners, residents and industry stakeholders on how the
development controls can be better structured and designed.

Report purpose
The aim of the study was to gain an understanding of what residents and property owners
value about the HCA and how Council can enhance these values within the context of
development assessment.

Where to from here?
The data will be considered in the re-formulation of the statement of significance and desired
future character statement for The Hill. These elements will be considered and incorporated
into the DCP. The information will be reported to Council as part of the HCA review as
background data.

Methodology
Questionnaire design
A structured questionnaire with a total of 12 questions was created. Questions were broadly
structured around three areas: awareness and attitudes, contributory buildings, and
regulation and development control. A copy of the questionnaire is included in Appendix I.

Survey area and sampling
The two maps below outline The Hill HCA and The Hill State suburb. Flyers (see Appendix
II) were delivered to all residences in The Hill HCA directing residents to the survey.
Newcastle Voice members (n=50) residing in The Hill were also invited to complete the
survey via email or paper survey.

HCA

Suburb

Figure 1: Survey area - map of The Hill HCA Source:
Newcastle LEP 2012, Schedule 5

Figure 2: Map of The Hill suburb Source: NSW
Statistical Information Exchange, 2015

Red striped areas: heritage conservation areas;
Light brown areas: listed general heritage items;
Light yellow areas: listed archaeological items;
Light green areas: listed landscape items.

Data collection
The Hill HCA online survey was open from the 20 March until 17 April 2015. The survey was
opened to all Newcastle Local Government Area (LGA) residents 1.
Newcastle Voice and Council’s Heritage Strategist held two information sessions at
Newcastle East Public School in the Bensley Library on Monday 23 March and Monday 30
March 2015. Hard copies of the survey where made available for participants to complete.

Response rate
In total, 88 responses to the survey were received. Of these, 83% were residents of The Hill.
24 of the 50 Newcastle Voice members residing in The Hill completed surveys.

Survey Findings
While the survey was open to the broader community, the focus of this report is on The Hill
residents (83% of all respondents). These results are outlined in the following sections.
Results from the 17% of respondents who are not residents of The Hill are presented
separately in Appendix III.

Awareness and attitudinal
•

The majority of residents of The Hill were aware that it is a Heritage Conservation
Area (83%).

•

The majority of residents agree that The Hill should be a Heritage Conservation Area
(97%).

•

The majority of residents who responded to the survey had not lodged a
development application (DA) with Council in the last 10 years (84%).

Lodged a
Resident of
DA in The Agree with Awareness The Hill
Hill HCA in The Hill
HCA (all
that The
the past 10 being a
Hill is a respondent
HCA
yrs?
HCA
s)

The Hill HCA: background

Yes

83%

Yes

73%

Yes

97%

Yes

16%

0%
Figure 3: Awareness and attitudinal
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Respondents were asked what they value most about being a resident of The Hill HCA. The
most common responses were heritage houses and buildings (92%), streetscape and
character (92%) and proximity to facilities and services (88%).
What respondents value most about The Hill HCA

Heritage houses and buildings

92%

Streetscape and character

92%

Proximity to facilities and services

88%

History of area

82%

Parks and open space

81%

Street trees

74%

Uniqueness

73%

A sense of community

60%

Village atmosphere

48%

Market value of my home

32%

Other

18%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 4: What aspects of living in The Hill HCA do you value most?
Note: Multiple responses were permitted.

Of the 18% of respondents who selected ‘Other’ as the aspect most valued in being a
resident of The Hill, the most frequently mentioned themes were the proximity/access to
facilities, employment and shops (35%), low-rise (24%) and views (18%).
Other - what resident respondents value most about The Hill HCA
Proximity/access to facilities, employment and
shops

35%

Low-rise

24%

Views

18%

Heritage preservation

12%

Low traffic

6%

Tourist appeal

6%
0%

10%

20%

30%

Figure 5: Other: What do you value most about being a resident of The Hill area?
Note: Data based on open ended responses. Multiple responses were permitted.
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50%

Sea breeze, noises and sights of harbour, low rise feel, no
obstruction from high rise"
"The preservation of this unique area for all Novocastrians"
"Access to the beach, walkability, cafes and restaurants nearby,
accessible: friends come to us instead of us needing to go to
them"

Contributory buildings
This section included two questions. The first was about whether or not respondents agreed
that The Hill HCA contains buildings that contribute positively to the character of the area.
The second question asked about whether respondents agreed that it would be helpful to
them if Council created a map of contributory buildings. The results from this section of the
survey indicated that:
•
•

100% of resident respondents felt that The Hill HCA contains buildings that
contribute positively to the character of the area.
The majority of respondents agreed that it would be helpful if a map were created to
identify contributory buildings within The Hill HCA. 84% of resident respondents
stated that they would find this helpful, 8% disagreed and 8% weren't sure.

Contributory buildings

Agree that there are buildings within
the HCA that contribute positively to
the area

100%

I would find it helpful if these
buildings were identified on a map

84%

0%
Figure 6: Contributory buildings
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Regulation and development control
This section of the survey focussed on heritage regulation and the types of controls that
respondents would like to see in chapter '5.07 Heritage Conservation Areas' of the
Newcastle DCP 2012.
Respondents were asked ‘under what circumstances do you think buildings in The Hill HCA
should be allowed to be demolished?’ The most common response was if the building had
been altered and does not fit in with the area's character (47%), followed by poor structural
conditions (40%) and under no circumstances (30%).
Circumstances under which buildings in The Hill HCA should be allowed to
be demolished
Building has been altered and detracts from the
streetscape and area's character

47%

Poor structural conditions

40%

Under no circumstances

30%

Other

26%

Poor condition of building

16%

Should be up to the owner

3
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Figure 7: Under what circumstances do you think buildings in The Hill HCA should be allowed to be
demolished?
Note: Multiple responses were permitted.

50%

Respondents that elected ‘other’ as the reason for the circumstance in which buildings in
The Hill HCA should be allowed to be demolished were asked to provide further information.
The most frequently mentioned theme was if the building has no heritage merit (14%).
Circumstances under which resident respondents believe buildings within
the HCA should be allowed to be demolished - Other themes
Has no heritage merit/ugliness (e.g. 1960s)

14%

Is unsafe

9%

At least the Façade should be
kept/reconstructed using original materials
Determined by professional panel/residents'
committee/consultation
Anything of heritage value needs to be
retained/iconic buildings
Should be assessed case by case/depends on
heritage value
Should be up to owner, within Council
requirements
Govt assistance needed to restore contributory
buildings
Govt assistance needed to prevent buildings
becoming rundown

9%
9%
9%
9%
5%
5%
5%

Mixture of all the above

5%

Stop demolition by neglect

5%

If they are a hindrance to development

5%

Replacement structures should be modern, but
using an earlier layout

5%

Maintain existing building heights

5%

Development that impacts on traffic, parking
and parklands

5%
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30%

40%
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Figure 8: Other: Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the HCA should be allowed to be
demolished?
Note: Data based on open ended responses. Multiple responses were permitted.

"Anything of historic quality needs to be preserved. I do not agree with the Burra Charter"
"If the building dates from 1960 onwards and is of no architectural merit (there are blocks of flats on
The Hill which fit this criteria)"
"More assistance for upkeep on significant terraces and buildings would help to maintain these
wonderful buildings and penalties for allowing a building to become so run down that it is deemed
unsafe"
"No other options. Could a community fund be developed to rescue abandoned and dilapidated
buildings that have a contributory character?"

When asked whether new developments should be designed to fit the existing character of
the HCA, the majority of resident respondents agreed (92%).

Do you think that new developments should be designed
to fit the existing characer of The Hill HCA?
100%

92%

80%
60%
40%
20%
5%

3%

No

Not sure/ undecided

0%
Yes

Figure 9: Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or new buildings) should be designed to
fit the existing character of The Hill Heritage Conservation Area?

Respondents were also asked about their preferences for the controls that govern the finer
details and design standards for development that occurs within the HCA. Respondents
were asked to choose between merit-based and prescriptive guidelines. Opinion was
divided, with slightly more support for the merit based guideline (55%) than prescriptive
standard (45%).
Do you think the guidelines for development in The Hill HCA should be
merit based or prescriptive standard?

45%
Merit based guideline
55%

Prescriptive standard

Figure 10: Do you think the guidelines for development in The Hill Heritage Conservation Area should be
merit based (open to interpretation), or should they be based on prescriptive standards?

Respondents were asked what options they would like to see included in the DCP guidelines
for The Hill HCA. The most common response selected was 'concept plans for alterations /
additions to existing buildings in The Hill HCA’ (77%), 'examples of architect designed
sketches' (73%) and 'examples of concept plans for new buildings’ (72%), followed by
‘guidance about improving the environmental performance of buildings' (68%).

Which options would resident respondents of The Hill like to see included in
the HCA chapter in the DCP?
Examples of concept plans for
alterations/additions

77%

Examples of architect designed sketches

73%

Examples of concept plans for new buildings

72%

Guidance about improving the environmental
performance of buildings (e.g.: solar power,…

68%

Guidance about off-street car parking

58%

Example 3D graphic models

48%

Guidance about fences

46%

Examples of non-architect designed sketches

35%

A fast track development approval process

18%
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Figure 11: Which of the following options, what would you like to see included in the Development
Control Plans (DCP) guidelines?
Note: Multiple responses were permitted.
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Additional comments
The graph below depicts the results from The Hill resident respondents who chose to
provide additional comments. In total 53 additional comments were left by residents of The
Hill HCA. Full verbatim responses including non-resident additional comments can be found
in Appendix IV.
The comments were analysed by a Newcastle Voice team member using a specialised
code-frame. The additional comments have been separated into seven main themes
consisting of; built environment and development, heritage planning and planning regulation,
cultural heritage, whole of city approach to heritage, biophysical environment, community
and social benefits of heritage and other.
The most commented on subthemes were; development in keeping with the area's character
(30%), enforcement and clarity of controls/laws/guidelines (26%) and retain charactergeneral (26%).

Percentage of commenters (n=53) mentioning key themes:

Communit Bio y benefits physical
of heritage environ.
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Figure 12: Additional comments, percentage of resident commenters mentioning specific themes

Verbatim comments:
The comments below have been selected as examples to represent sentiment on each of
the main themes. Comments received were mainly in regards to:
Development in keeping with the area's character (30%):
"No enclosing of historic verandahs should be allowed"
"Please don't allow high rise on Bishopsgate. The history and heritage are the charm of the
area. High rise and other modern development can and does occur elsewhere, please don't
allow it in The Hill"
"Building materials should reflect the surrounding area rather than the concrete boxes so
prevalent in modern housing design found in Merewether"
"I think that the residents and council should allow for development within The Hill heritage
conservation area that is sensitive to the character of the area and maintains that character
but we should not be held back by an unrealistic "don't touch anything" attitude"

Enforcement and clarity of controls/laws/guidelines (26%)
“I think it is important to hold the heritage values of The Hill in high regard, and will support
Council's endeavour to strengthen guidelines in consultation with the community"
"Yes - there have been several buildings in my street (Wolfe St) which clearly are
detrimental to the streetscape yet they were approved (by fast tracking with no
neighbourhood notification) so I have little faith in any planning protocols"
"What is regarded as a worthwhile development is very much open to interpretation and
therefore dispute. It is not, however, appropriate to have standards that are too prescriptive
for the whole area as some buildings and streetscapes within the Hill area are pretty ugly
and/or of no historical significance. To have the same standards for all buildings in the area
does seem a bit odd"
"Some rules have to apply to everyone"

Retain character (general) (26%)
"The entire feel of the area should be protected, including views and vistas, trees, walls,
gardens etc…. more uniform treatment is needed for footpaths, street furniture, kerbs and
gutters. I think that horses should be brought back into the area - allow people to use public
places to stable them (for a fee) and ride them"
"The Hill is a unique heritage area and should be protected along with the neighbouring
CBD"
"We could so easily ruin what we have in some streets or we could save what we have and
realise how lucky we are"
"…We want a living history not facadism and postmodern hotch-potch of buildings"

Other (23%)
To preserve old homes they need to be functional in today's world, for individuals and
families.
"Building of a viniculture"
"We need mixed residential, retail, commercial and entertainment to bring life and
sustainable businesses back to the area…"
"Items of 21st Century living (especially wiz bins, recycling bins) need to be stored (where
possible) away from the front aspect of the houses"

No high-rise/keep low rise (21%)
"The skyline should not be marred with high rise buildings"
"No new high rise buildings east of Darby St"
"New building/development heights here and elsewhere in the broad East End/Hill area
should be broadly similar to those of existing neighbouring buildings"
"Any new commercial or domestic building should NOT exceed the existing building height"

Views/vistas (19%)
"Need to ensure unsympathetic buildings (high rise) do not impinge on the views to the
heritage buildings of The Hill"
"The high rise development along foreshore and beach front should not be allowed to
subsume the Hill, e.g.: if the psych hospital is sold off, developments should be kept to 5-6
storeys so that The Hill is still visible from harbor level"
"I am strongly against any new development in the area where heritage buildings are
demolished and vistas to the ocean are blocked"
"Any redevelopment below The Hill heritage conservation area be sympathetic to the said
area; view corridor maintained; blending of both areas"

Expansion or adjustment of HCA boundaries (13%)
"The area must be extended over the north side of King St"
"Boundary of The Hill should begin south of Hunter St, as being "The Hill'"
"It should be extended to include significant buildings north of King St"

Appendix I- Survey
The Hill Heritage Conservation Area Survey
AWARENESS AND ATTITUDINAL
1. Are you a resident of The Hill?
 Yes
 No
2. Before today, were you aware that The Hill
is a heritage conservation area?
 Yes


CONTRIBUTORY BUILDINGS
6. Do you think there are buildings in The Hill
that contribute positively to the character of
the area?
 Yes


a.
Would you find it helpful if
these buildings were identified on a
map?

No

3. Do you agree with The Hill being a heritage
conservation area?
 Yes


No



Not sure / undecided

No



Yes



No

REGULATION AND DEVELOPMENT CONTROL
4. Have you lodged a development application
with Council to make changes to a property in
The Hill heritage conservation area in the last
10 years?
 Yes


No

5. What do you value most about being a
resident of The Hill area?
Select all that
apply
 Heritage houses and buildings


Streetscape and character



Uniqueness



Street trees



Parks and open space



A sense of community



Proximity to facilities and services



Village atmosphere



Market value of my home



History of area

 Other_____________________________
________________________________________
______________________________________

7. Under what circumstances do you think
buildings in The Hill heritage conservation area
should be allowed to be demolished?



Under no circumstances



Poor condition of building



Poor structural conditions



Building has been altered and does not fit
in with the area’s character



Should be up to the owner



Other_____________________________
_________________________________
_________________________________

8. Do you think new development (alterations/
additions or new buildings) should be
designed to fit the existing character of The
Hill heritage conservation area?
 Yes


No

9. Do you think the guidelines for development in The Hill heritage conservation area should
be merit based (open to interpretation), or should they be based on prescriptive standards?
 Merit based guideline. Example – a first floor addition to a single storey building is to
complement the scale of the existing building and be compatible with neighbouring
buildings
 Prescriptive standard. Example – a first floor addition to a single storey building is to be
located at the rear and must not be visible from the street frontage.

10. Which of the following options, what would you like to see included in the DCP guidelines?
Tick those that apply.
 Examples of architect designed sketches
 A fast track development approval process


Examples of non-architect designed
sketches



Guidance about improving the
environmental performance of buildings
(e.g. solar power, rainwater tanks)



Example 3D graphic models



Guidance about fences



Examples of concept plans for alterations /
additions



Guidance about off-street car parking



Examples of concept plans for new
buildings

11. Are there any other comments you would you like to make in regards to The Hill heritage
conservation area?

Thank you for completing the survey. Please return your completed survey to:
The City of Newcastle
Attention: Newcastle Voice
PO Box 489
Newcastle, NSW, 2300

or

drop your completed survey into the heritage conversation area review
community information session on 23 March 2015 from 6:00-7:00pm at
Newcastle East public school (Benson Library)

Appendix II - Flyer

Appendix III – Results non-residents
The results in Appendix III are based on respondents to the survey who were not residents
of The Hill HCA (17% of total survey respondents, n = 15)

Awareness and attitudinal
•

Of all non-resident respondents, 47% were aware that The Hill is a Heritage
Conservation Area.

•

Most agreed that The Hill should be a Heritage Conservation Area (93%).

•

No non-resident survey respondents had lodged a DA with Council for a property in
The Hill HCA in the last 10 years.

Lodged a DA
to make
changes to a
property in
The Hill HCA Agreement Awareness
in the last 10 with The Hill of The Hill
being a HCA
years?
HCA

The Hill HCA

Yes
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Yes

Yes

93%

0%
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Figure 13: Have you lodged a development application with Council to make changes to a property in The
Hill Heritage Conservation Area in the last 10 years?

Non-resident respondents value The Hill for its heritage houses and buildings (73%),
proximity to facilities and services (67%) and streetscape and character (67%).
What non-residents value most about The Hill HCA
Heritage houses and buildings

73%

Proximity to facilities and services

67%

Streetscape and character

67%

History of area

60%

Parks and open space

53%

Street trees

40%

Village atmosphere

33%

Uniqueness

33%

Other

27%

A sense of community

27%
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Figure 14: What do you value most about The Hill HCA?
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Contributory buildings
•

All non-resident respondents believed that there are buildings in The Hill that
contribute positively to the character of the area (100%).

•

When asked if they thought it would be helpful for buildings that contribute positively
to the heritage conservation area to be identified on a map, 87% of non-resident
respondents said yes. There were 13% that did not agree.

Agree that there a
buildings within the
HCA that contribute
positively to the area

Yes

Would find it helpful if
these buildings were
identified on a map

Contributory buildings

Yes

100%

87%

0%
Figure 15: Contributory buildings
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Regulation and development control
Non-residents were asked ‘under what circumstances do you think buildings in The Hill HCA
should be allowed to be demolished?’ The most common responses were: the building has
been altered and does not fit in with the area's character (40%), poor structural conditions
(33%) and poor condition of the building (33%).

Circumstances under which non-residents believe buildings in the HCA
should be allowed to be demolished
Building has been altered and detracts from
the streetscape and area's character

40%

Poor structural conditions

33%

Under no circumstances

33%

Other

20%

Poor condition of building

7%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

Figure 16: Under what circumstances do you think buildings in The Hill Heritage Conservation Area
should be allowed to be demolished?

The majority of non-resident respondents agreed with new developments being designed to
fit the character of The Hill HCA (73%). 13% disagreed and 13% were unsure/undecided.

Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or
new buildings) should be designed to fit the existing
character of The Hill HCA?
100%
80%

74%

60%
40%
20%

13%

13%

No

Unsure/Undecided

0%
Yes

Figure 17: Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or new buildings) should be designed to
fit the existing character of The Hill HCA?

Non-residents were asked what standard the guidelines should be for development in The
Hill HCA. The majority of respondents selected the merit based guideline (67%).

Do you think the guidelines for development in The Hill
HCA should be merit based (open to interpretation), or
should they be based on prescriptive standards?

33%
Merit based guideline
67%

Prescriptive standard

Figure 18: Do you think the guidelines for development in The Hill Heritage Conservation Area should be
merit based (open to interpretation), or should they be based on prescriptive standards?

Non-residents were asked what options they would like to see included in the DCP
guidelines. The most common response selected was examples of concept plans for
alterations / additions to existing buildings in the HCA (80%), followed architect designed
sketches, models (73%) and ‘guidance about improving the environmental performance of
buildings (67%).

Which of the following options would you like to see in the DCP
guidelines?
Examples of concept plans for alterations /
additions

80%

Examples of architect designed sketches

73%

Guidance about improving the environmental
performance of buildings (eg. solar power,…

67%

Examples of concept plans for new buildings

67%

Guidance about off-street car parking

60%

Guidance about fences

60%

Examples of non-architect designed sketches

33%

Example 3D graphic models

20%

A fast track development approval process

7%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 19: Which of the following options, what would you like to see included in the DCP guidelines?

Non-resident additional comments:
There were nine participants that left additional comments (17.3% of all 52 additional
comments) were received by non-residents (who made up 13% of survey respondents
overall).
Non-resident additional comments - ranked according to percentage value of
total number of commenters (n=9)
Enforcement and clarity of
controls/laws/guidelines

44%

No high-rise/keep low-rise

33%

Public open space/parks

33%

Setbacks, overshadowing, DCP etc.

22%

Expansion or adjustment of HCA boundaries

22%

Car parking regulation

22%

King Edward Park bowling club site

22%

Development in keeping with the area's
character

11%

Architectural significance

11%

Cathedral and Bishopscourt

11%

Overdevelopment

11%

Merit based

11%

Fast track

11%

Heritage character/historic charm

11%

UrbanGrowth/GPT site spot rezoning

11%

Sense of place

11%

Retain character (general)

11%

Other

11%

General negative comment

11%

Railway

11%

Traffic

11%
0%

10%

20%

30%

Figure 20: non-resident additional comments by percentage value of total comments (n=9)
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Enforcement and clarity of controls/laws/guidelines (44%).
"The determination of what can be/can't be built or altered needs to be consistent"
"As I live in the non-heritage area between The Hill and Cooks Hill conservation areas, I
would like to see part of this area (Railway St, Brooks St, Nesca, Kitchener, Anzac and
Lemnos Parades) become a conservation zone. This area has many of the same heritage
values as Hamilton South, being a post-world war one AA company subdivision featuring a
greater mix of housing but in the prevailing garden suburb/Californinan bungalow style.
While some of these buildings have been lost or irretrievably altered, other have not and a
merit-based approval process intended to preserve the low/medium density would, one
hopes, retain some of the original character of the neighbourhood"
No high-rise/keep low-rise; and (33%)
"The Hill and the City should be reconnected to the rail line. The Hill should not be cut off
from the harbour by high rise development"
"Do not let the area become overdeveloped with inappropriate buildings and high rise"
Public open space/parks (33%).
"Do not develop the old bowling Club. At King Edward Park, do not turn King Edward Park,
into a car park - which it is now, as a result of charging for parking in the general beach and
cbd areas. It's not conducive to business or to use by the General public- time based free
parking is enough - i.e. 2 hrs, encourages visitors and turnover"
"A further consideration is the preservation of a 'green corridor' between Civic Park and King
Edward Park via Nesca Park and trees in the nearby gardens"

Appendix IV- Verbatims
Any comments that included personal information or details of specific addresses have been
removed for your privacy. * denotes removal of comment.
Values_Other.
What do you value most about being a resident of The Hill HCA?

Verbatim Responses
Access to public transport, work, shops and cafes
Access to the beach, walkability, cafes and restaurants nearby, accessible: friends come to us
instead of us needing to go to them.
beach and baths
Buildings with low building heights
Close proximity to town and regional facilities. No through traffic.
events
I am not a resident of The Hill
National heritage value is most important
Not a resident?
Ocean views
Passive recreation, parks, walking areas, social interactions not of a commercial nature.
Proud to share our area with many tourists that walk around photographing the area.
Proximity to coast and harbour. Not over-developed
Quiet streets, not overly populated and has no major high rises
Sea breeze, noises and sights of harbour, low rise feel, no obstruction from high rise.
The preservation of this unique area for all Novocastrians
Views

Yes_demolish_Other.
Under what circumstances do you think buildings in The Hill Heritage Conservation Area should be allowed to
be demolished?

Verbatim Responses
"Commercial" concerns (development) that impact on traffic, parking and parklands, especially King
Edward Park environs.
Any building structure cannot exceed the existing building height
Anything of historic quality needs to be preserved. I do not agree with the Burra Charter.
Approval by a committee of residents and design/heritage/planning professionals
Assessment by an independent panel, including residents, planners and architects.
Building has no heritage vale
Buildings such as Bishopscourt must be retained
depends on the significance of the building and its state
Facade is to be kept or reconstructed with some original material, or building is modernist, or
reconstruction of earlier layout
heritage buildings should be maintained, modern buildings (post 1950) should be allowed to be
destroyed
if it stops development of new buildings that will bring more people to live in the area
If someone wants to demolish their house they could allow it to fall into poor condition or alter it so
that it detracts from the streetscape. So demolishing a building needs to be assessed on case by
case approach
If the building dates from 1960 onwards and is of no architectural merit (there are blocks of flats on
The Hill which fit this criteria)
Individual assessment
is incredibly ugly
Mixture of above. If a building of significance from a historical/heritage/architectural or design
viewpoint, there should be community consultation.
More assistance for upkeep on significant terraces and buildings would help to maintain these
wonderful buildings and penalties for allowing a building to become so run down that it is deemed
unsafe
No other options. Could a community fund be developed to rescue abandoned and dilapidated

buildings that have a contributory character?
Of no heritage value. For example, there are some pretty ordinary blocks of 1960s flats within the
conservation area.
Safety reasons only
Should be up to the owner as long as the owner is capable of restoration to council requirements
Unsafe and cannot be restored

Additional_comments.
Are there any other comments you would you like to make in regards to The Hill Heritage Conservation Area?

Verbatim Responses
1. Aventine site an unpleasant addition with loss of view corridor to Tyrrell st.
2. Costs of owning and maintaining heritage buildings. Some contribution from local government.
3. The Hill bowling club area appears to have been commandeered, without regard for its general
use by the public.
Any new commercial or domestic building should NOT exceed the existing building height
Any redevelopment below The Hill heritage conservation area be sympathetic to the said area; view
corridor maintained; blending of both areas.
Appropriate use of King Edward Park.
Area has mixture of traditional architecture heritage and modernist heritage. I believe modernist and
traditional architecture clash, with radically different aesthetic underpinning, and both have gone
through 'fads' based on a reaction against the other. Modernist heritage should not be preserved
around Newcastle East and beach area, but could have zones around library and art gallery in
Laman St. Also contemporary styles evolved from modernism should be banned, except in
modernist zones.
As I live in the non-heritage area between The Hill and Cooks Hill conservation areas, I would like to
see part of this area (Railway St, Brooks St, Nesca, Kitchener, Anzac and Lemnos Parades)
become a conservation zone. This area has many of the same heritage values as Hamilton South,
being a post-world war one AA company subdivision featuring a greater mix of housing but in the
prevailing garden suburb/Californian bungalow style. While some of these buildings have been lost
or irretrievably altered, other have not and a merit-based approval process intended to preserve the
low/medium density would, one hopes, retain some of the original character of the neighbourhood.
A further consideration is the preservation of a 'green corridor' between Civic Park and King Edward
Park via Nesca Park and trees in the nearby gardens.
As well as heritage building, The Hill has significant heritage values that are captured in the fine
details of the public realm e.g. stone work retaining walls vegetation etc. These values should be
recognised in the heritage conservation area, perhaps in the form of an Area Plan
Do not develop the old bowling Club. At King Edward Park, do not turn King Edward Park , into a
car park - which it is now, as a result of charging for parking in the general beach and cod areas .
It's not conducive to business or to use by the General public- time based free parking is enough - ie
2 hrs , encourages visitors and turnover
Do not let the area become overdeveloped with inappropriate buildings and high rise

Essential to retain character and dignity of the area. Please don't allow over population of the
suburb
Extremely important. Some rules have to apply to everyone.
Funds should be available to facilitate the restoration of buildings - if only the street facade - to
conservation standards.
Greater acknowledgement by NCC of the significant buildings in The Hill area and their retention
unless seriously structurally unsound
High rise is inappropriate
I am not in favour of the modern against old (unless really visually pleasing and complementary). I
am not keen on what one Prof of Architecture in the introduction to the new book on Robin Espie
Dods as "architectural schizophrenia".
I am opposed to the "Burrow" concept where new developments and alterations can't be made to
look like heritage buildings.
I am strongly against any new development in the area where heritage buildings are demolished
and vistas to the ocean are blocked.
I believe The Hill area is of great interest to all Novocastrians and to tourists. You only have to
spend a weekend in the garden to note countless people walking or driving in the area appreciating
its uniqueness.
I think it is important to hold the heritage values of The Hill in high regard, and will support Council's
endeavour to strengthen guidelines in consultation with the community.
I think that the residents and council should allow for development within The Hill heritage
conservation area that is sensitive to the character of the area and maintains that character but we
should not be held back by an unrealistic "don't touch anything" attitude. For example, it was
unrealistic and impractical to hang on to the Laman Street figs. Laman street will still be a beautiful
streetscape without them but will be safer and more sensible. This attitude should apply to other
"old and historic structures" wherever they are located.
I would allow sensitive updating of housing subject to community input that is not set in stone but
reflects community standards. Hopefully no flats like those at Rohallion and Broughton (an example
of what could be demolished with loss of heritage value).
I would like something done about the traffic screaming up The Terrace, trying to beat the traffic in
High St with sometimes dire circumstances.
I would like to nominate the Norfolk Pines and Palm trees at Bishopscourt on Brown and Tyrell
Streets, The Hill. The trees can be seen from the harbor and form an important component of the
heritage of The Hill.

It is difficult to assess the specific items in light of UrbanGrowth GPT changes to the immediate
vicinity. The Cathedral development plans pose other challenges.
IT seems so easy for an owner to put in a DA on significant heritage buildings without putting in
Section 58 or 60 or NSW Heritage until its too late. We could so easily ruin what we have in some
streets or we could save what we have a realise how lucky we are. This should be long term
thinking, not designs for individual views or a developers profit.
It should be extended to include significant buildings north of King St.
It would be an informative thing to have historical name/historical events on plaques erected on
houses of historical interest. These would be useful for people to use if they were exploring the
area, e.g.: historical "The Hill" self guided walking tours etc.
Outside external yards play an important part to the surrounding streetscape. Items of 21st Century
living (especially wiz bins, recycling bins) need to be stored (where possible) away from the front
aspect of the houses.
It's interesting that the Hill area doesn't include Newcomen street and the massive great 16 and 20
story buildings that are planned for Newcastle. It's also interesting to note that you've included the
option for DA fast-tracks. What does this have to do with heritage? You want to fast-track this
crappy building and extension (and stupid metal cross structure) the cathedral wants to put up?
Newcastle City Council is absolutely abysmal at long term thinking and respect to heritage.
Newcastle is fast becoming a 'gold-coast' style towerblock hell hole which in the long term is not a
sustainable urban renewal option.
Yes - there have been several buildings in my street (Wolfe St) which clearly are detrimental to the
streetscape yet they were approved (by fast tracking with no neighbourhood notification) so I have
little faith in any planning protocols.
New building/development heights here and elsewhere in the broad East End/Hill area should be
broadly similar to those of existing neighbouring buildings
No high rise.
No new high rise buildings east of Darby St.
Suitable trees for footpaths - providing shade and attractiveness but not large enough to encroach
upon buildings, undermine paths etc.
our history should be respected
Part of Church Street was spoilt years ago when old buildings such as Broughton and Rohallian
were sold by demolished in the 60s or 70 and ugly apartments built. I am Bishopscourt is now going
to be sold by the Anglican Church This should be retained by the Church for all sorts of reasons and
I believe the building is not under a Heritage conservation order - only the grounds and driveway.

Please don't allow high rise on Bishopsgate. The history and heritage are the charm of the area.
High rise and other modern development can and does occur elsewhere, please don't allow it in The
Hill.
Question 8: A lot of infill development pays no heed to neighbours' residential amenity, e.g.:
overshadowing, no setbacks and boundary to boundary buildings. The boundary to boundary
buildings cause problems with future building maintenance not only of those buildings, but
neighbouring ones.

Extra Comments: The Hill Conservation Area lends character and a point of difference to the inner
city. In the main Hill residents are sympathetic to the heritage philosophy and that is a basic reason
to be living in the Hill. There is considerable sense of community there too. It may be a function of
living in close proximity to others but more than likely the residents chose to live in a heritage area
rather than in a suburb filled with modern boxes and MacMansions.
Question 8: Bishopscourt, King Edward Park, Church St, Barker St, the Watt St homes, The
Terrace, Tyrell St homes should not be touched (also Brown, Perkins, Wolfe St, Newcomen, Bolton
Streets also). Cnr Church and Wolfe Street walls.
Question 8: Depends of course who decides on what is considered 'fitting in'.
Question 8: Everything on its merits.
To preserve old homes they need to be functional in today's world, for individuals and families.
Definitely merit based system, each project should be able to be judged for what it is. Parking within
heritage areas should be limited as most terrace houses rely on street parking when the street is
marked as 8hrs, should be limited to 2hrs as per Paddington in Sydney.
Question 8: 'Fitting the existing character' could result in boring boxes that are not energy efficient.
The high rise development along foreshore and beach front should not be allowed to subsume the
Hill, e.g.: if the psych hospital is sold off, developments should be kept to 5-6 storeys so that The
Hill is still visible from harbor level. Public open space should be preserved including the old bowling
club site.
Question 9: But by whom? Heritage architects?
-The destruction of historical areas/buildings views/vistas.
-I feel my entire 50 years (+) residency is being destroyed.
- The Hill is a very important historical area.
-Boundary of The Hill should begin south of Hunter St, as being "The Hill'.
-No more Rohallion/Aventine type sites on The Hill.

-I feel Newcastle East considerations are the same as The Hill (and also CBD).
- The Hill should not be destroyed as a precinct for overpowered by the buildings outside The Hill,
e.g.: cnr of Newcomen and King Streets.
-The region should be sympathetic - similar height buildings protect the heritage of the area.
- Better parking restrictions.
Question 9: Mixture of Merit and Prescriptive
The CBD Heritage Precinct has significant impacts on The Hill heritage conservation area and
should be included in the discussion and its guidelines in the DCP. I suggest looking at the
Newcastle Upon Tyne council website - www.newcastle.gov.uk . This council has very good
guidelines and DCPs etc. on heritage conservation areas. Reference:
www.newcastle.gov.uk/heritageandconservation
Question 9: Mixture of merit based and prescriptive.
The area must be extended over the north side of King St. Need to ensure unsympathetic buildings
(high rise) do not impinge on the views to the heritage buildings of The Hill.
Reinstate heavy rail to Newcastle Station
That the borders be extended to incorporate the CBD area.
The all day parking zones are not practical for residents with on street parking only. As a resident if I
have a day off work and i need to move my car in the morning (doctors' appointment etc.) when I
return there typically won't be a parking space available (city workers) in my zone leaving me no
options for my car. On these occasions, there will be plenty of parks in McCormack Avenue as this
is restricted to 1 hour parking (no city workers) but my residential parking zone does not allow me to
park in McCormack Avenue. There needs to be some allowance in each parking zone for residents
that are required to be at home during the day.
The conservation area should be respected and changes should only occur in accordance with
community values and in an open and transparent manner. The skyline should not be marred with
high rise buildings.
The determination of what can be/can't be built or altered needs to be consistent.
Building of a viniculture
The heritage architecture and streetscapes on The Hill are a unique and precious part of Newcastle
that should be protected for Novocastrians and visitors to enjoy.
The Hill and the City should be reconnected to the rail line. The Hill should not be cut off from the
harbour by high rise development.
The Hill is a unique heritage area and should be protected along with the neighbouring CBD. As the

second oldest city in Australia the heritage of The Hill and Newcastle more broadly is of national
importance. It also gives Newcastle a unique tourist quality. The heritage of the area should be
protected and should inform any new structures to be developed. Having said this there also needs
room in the guidelines to allow for new structures and innovative architecture that is of quality that
enhances the area. Innovative modern design can live side by side with heritage. I also think we
should plant more trees on the streets to provide shade and encourage beautification of our streets
by the residents. I believe existing park adn public spaces should remain so and not be sold off to
developers. The parks and public areas lend a grace to the area allows for public vistas to the
foreshore and sea and makes The Hill a unique area of Newcastle for residents of the Newcastle
and visiting Tourists.
Any modern structures allowed in the area should be of a quality that match the quality of the
surrounding heritage. I do not mean that new structures must replicate the heritage> New buildings
should exhibit innovative and clever design to contrast the old. Building materials should reflect the
surrounding area rather than the concrete boxes so prevalent in modern housing design found in
Merewether.
The historical significance is what will, in the future lead to a greater enjoyment of these areas, and
be a tourist incentive - not in the sense of commercial concerns on a large scale but greater
awareness of aboriginal, colonial and social histories. That should enhance ALL visitors! Public
transport presently totally inadequate. Problem with lack of heritage STATUS - needs more
legislative control to disallow unsympathetic development. No high rise (limit 3/4 storeys). Much
more tree planting and maintenance on street. Also tree heritage.
The landscape and waterscape is essential to maintain. Over development of the mall destroys the
heritage value. Undue influence of developers over councillors and parliamentarians must be fought
for the sake of future generations. We want a living history not facadism and postmodern hitch
porch of buildings
The new mental health building next to Newcastle Court House is an architectural blight on the
landscape.
No enclosing of historic verandahs should be allowed.
The proposed tower on the corner of Newcomen and King streets is anathema to the heritage area
that is across the road and will impact the Hill conservation area negatively. PLEASE DO NOT DO
IT!!!!!!!!
There is not enough focus on the bigger picture of urban design, and it seems rather to much focus
on architectural detail. Also more attention to the interface between the town centre and The Hill
precincts.
We have a unique opportunity in Australia to preserve the Newcastle East and The Hill areas as a
showcase to all Australians with its aboriginal and colonial sites. In the Hill area we have one of very

few belvedere parks which should be cherished and not abused.
We have to allow development in the Hill/ Newcastle East area. We need mixed residential, retail,
commercial and entertainment to bring life and sustainable businesses back to the area, The old
bowling club site is a disgrace and needs to be developed as a community facility
What is regarded as a worthwhile development is very much open to interpretation and therefore
dispute. It is not, however, appropriate to have standards that are too prescriptive for the whole area
as some buildings and streetscapes within the Hill area are pretty ugly and/or of no historical
significance. To have the same standards for all buildings in the area does seem a bit odd.
While the built environment of The Hill really isn't that old by global standards, it is one of the oldest
areas that Australia has and is worth maintaining. New developments differ greatly from this built
form and are unlikely to be reproduced. The entire feel of the area should be protected, including
views and vistas, trees, walls, gardens etc. The public domain could be upgraded and improved, in
line with a public domain plan - more uniform treatment is needed for footpaths, street furniture,
kerbs and gutters. I think that horses should be brought back into the area - allow people to use
public places to stable them (for a fee) and ride them.
Yes the current proposals of the Anglican Church threaten the Hill. these need to be openly
discussed and the Council should seek from the National Trust some guidance re the allowing of
any DA,s and proposed changes by developers who have no appreciation of the nature of the area.
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Executive summary
The Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Area is an inner-urban precinct of regional and
state heritage significance. Its unique features, its accessibility and its prominent location
mean that the area is held dear to both local and regional residents as well as visitors. In
order to gain an understanding of specifically what it is that residents and the general
community value about the HCA, a survey was conducted between the 9 March and 17 April
2015 by Newcastle Voice. The purpose of this data is to assist in Council's review process of
all of its HCAs.
In total, 102 survey responses were received, with 71 respondents stating that they resided
within the Newcastle East HCA. Some key findings from these 71 resident respondents
were:
• 97% were aware that Newcastle East is a Heritage Conservation Area;
• 99% agreed that Newcastle East should be a Heritage Conservation Area;
• 25% had lodged a development application (DA) for a property within the HCA in the
past 10 years; and
• The top three elements that residents valued most about the Newcastle East HCA
were: heritage houses and buildings (90%), proximity to facilities and services (89%)
and streetscape and character (89%).
99% of resident respondents agreed that there are buildings in the HCA that contribute to
the character of the area. Almost half of the resident respondents agreed that buildings in
the HCA should be allowed to be demolished where the building has been altered or does
not fit with the character of the area (46%). The majority of resident respondents (85%)
agreed that new development, including alterations and additions, should be designed to fit
the existing character of the area.
Opinion on whether the HCA development guidelines should be merit based or prescriptive
standard showed that 63% of resident respondents indicated a preference for the merit
based approach and 37% preferred prescriptive standards. Resident respondents were
supportive of the idea of including examples of architect designed sketches (84%) examples
of concept plans for alterations / additions (83%), and guidance about improving the
environmental performance of buildings (e.g. solar power, rainwater tanks) (64%) in the
development control plan chapter on HCAs.
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Introduction
In 2013, a process was begun to review all of the Heritage Conservation Areas (HCAs)
within the Newcastle Local Government Area, including Cooks Hill, Hamilton South 'Garden
Suburb', The Hill, Newcastle East and Newcastle City Centre.
Having already completed consultation on the Cooks Hill and Hamilton South 'Garden
Suburb' HCAs, this report presents the findings from a community consultation effort that
was conducted as part of the review process for The Hill and Newcastle East HCAs in
March/April 2015.
As part of the HCA review process, it was deemed crucial that local community members
should be consulted through information sessions and a survey. The objectives of the HCA
review and consultation processes are to:
1. ensure that as the city moves towards 2030, an attractive and distinctive built
environment, focussed around people reinforces Newcastle’s unique sense of identity and
built environment and is aligned with objective 5.1 of the 2030 Newcastle Community
Strategic Plan.
2. produce development controls that are consistent with the principles of the Newcastle
Heritage Policy, are easy to use and are unambiguous.
3. produce development controls that are supported by a clear character statement that
shapes the desired future character of each area.
4. ensure that Council’s role in regulating development in heritage areas is supported by a
framework of heritage planning best practice, as defined by the NSW Heritage Council.
5. incorporate input from property owners, residents and industry stakeholders on how the
development controls can be better structured and designed.

Report purpose
The aim of the study was to gain an understanding of what residents and property owners
value about the HCA and how Council can enhance these values within the context of
development assessment.

Where to from here?
The data will be considered in the re-formulation of the statement of significance and desired
future character statement for Newcastle East HCA. These elements will be considered and
incorporated into the DCP. The information will be reported to Council as part of the HCA
review as background data.
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Methodology
Questionnaire design
A structured questionnaire with a total of 12 questions was created. Questions were broadly
structured around three areas: awareness and attitudes, contributory buildings, and
regulation and development control. A copy of the questionnaire is included in Appendix I.

Survey area and sampling
The two maps below outline the Newcastle East HCA and State suburb. Flyers (see
Appendix II) were delivered to all residences in the Newcastle East HCA directing residents
to the survey. Newcastle Voice members (n=47) residing in Newcastle East HCA were also
invited to complete the survey via email or paper survey.

HCA

Figure 1: Survey area - map of Newcastle East HCA
Source: Newcastle LEP 2012, Schedule 5

Suburb

Figure 2: Map of Newcastle East suburb
Source: NSW Statistical Information Exchange,
2015

Red striped areas: heritage conservation areas;
Light brown areas: listed general heritage items;
Light yellow areas: listed archaeological items;
Light green areas: listed landscape items.

Data collection
The Newcastle East HCA online survey was open from the 9 March until the 17 April 2015.
The survey was opened to all Newcastle Local Government Area (LGA) residents 1.
Newcastle Voice and Council’s Heritage Strategist held two information sessions at
Newcastle East Public School in the Bensley Library on Monday 23 and Monday 30 March
2015, where Newcastle East and The Hill residents could be informed about the project and
have ask questions as well as complete a hard copy of the survey.
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Response rate
In total, 102 responses to the survey were received. Of these, 70% were residents of
Newcastle East. 26 of the 47 Newcastle Voice members residing in the Newcastle East HCA
completed surveys after invitations were sent to them.

Survey Findings
While the survey was open to the broader community, the focus of this report is on
Newcastle East residents (70% of all respondents).
The results for residents are outlined in the following sections. Those that were not residents
of the HCA (30%) (or are unsure if they are- 1%) residents of Newcastle East have been
presented separately in Appendix III.

Awareness and attitudinal
•

The majority of Newcastle East HCA resident respondents were aware that it is a
Heritage Conservation Area (97%).

•

Almost all resident respondents agree that Newcastle East should be a Heritage
Conservation Area (99%).

•

The majority of residents who responded to the survey had not lodged a
development application (DA) with Council in the last 10 years (75%).

Lodged a
Resident of
DA in
Awareness Newcastle
Newcastle Agree with
East HCA
that
East HCA in Newcastle Newcastle
(all
the past 10 East being East is a respondents
yrs?
a HCA
)
HCA

Background: Newcastle East HCA resident survey respondents (except Q1 - all
survey respondents)

Yes

70%

Yes

97%

Yes

99%

Yes

25%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Figure 3: Awareness and attitudinal
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Respondents were asked what they value most about being a resident of the Newcastle
East HCA. The most common responses were heritage houses and buildings (90%),
streetscape and character (89%) and proximity to facilities and services (89%).
What resident respondents value most about the Newcastle East HCA

Heritage houses and buildings

90%

Streetscape and character

89%

Proximity to facilities and services

89%

Parks and open space

85%

Uniqueness

80%

History of area

77%

A sense of community

77%

Village atmosphere

73%

Street trees

62%

Market value of my home

28%

Other

11%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 4: What aspects of living in Newcastle East HCA do you value most?
Note: Multiple responses were permitted.

Of the 11% of respondents who selected ‘Other’, the most frequent themes were
'proximity/access to facilities and services' (39%), 'low-rise built form' (17%),
'nature/environment', 'community' and 'tourist appeal' (each with 11%).
Other values - Newcastle East HCA
Proximity/access

39%

Low-rise

17%

Community

11%

Nature/environment

11%

Tourist appeal

11%

I'm not a resident

6%

Heritage preservation

6%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

Figure 5: Other: What do you value most about being a resident of Newcastle East area?
Note: Data based on open ended responses. Multiple responses were permitted.
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Other verbatim responses:
"Beach, river, sea breezes"
"Proximity to beaches and interesting areas for walking"
"Easy going, friendly nature of the residents. Lack of traffic. Minimal high rise buildings
"…There is significant residential amenity living close to the city, beaches, baths etc…"

Contributory buildings
This section included two questions. The first was about whether or not respondents agreed
that Newcastle East HCA contains buildings that contribute positively to the character of the
area. The second question asked about whether respondents agreed that it would be helpful
to them if Council created a map of contributory buildings. The results from this section of
the survey indicated that:
•
•

99% of resident respondents felt that Newcastle East HCA contains buildings that
contribute positively to the character of the area.
The majority of respondents agreed that it would be helpful if a map were created to
identify contributory buildings within Newcastle East HCA. 74% of resident
respondents stated that they would find this helpful, 15% disagreed and 11% weren't
sure.

Newcastle East HCA - Contributory buildings

Agree that there a buildings within
the HCA that contribute positively to
the area

99%

Would find it helpful if these
buildings were identified on a map

74%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80% 100%

Figure 6: Contributory buildings
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Regulation and development control
This section of the survey focussed on heritage regulation and the types of controls that
respondents would like to see in chapter '5.07 Heritage Conservation Areas' of the
Newcastle DCP 2012.
Respondents were asked ‘under what circumstances do you think buildings in the Newcastle
East HCA should be allowed to be demolished?’ The most common response was if the
building had been altered and does not fit in with the area's character (46%), followed by
poor structural conditions (41%) and under no circumstances (24%).
Resident respondents - Circumstances under which buildings in the
HCA should be allowed to be demolished
Building has been altered and detracts from
the streetscape and area character

46%

Poor structural conditions

41%

Under no circumstances

24%

Poor condition of building

21%

Other

14%

Should be up to the owner

11%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

Figure 7: Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the Newcastle East HCA should be allowed
to be demolished?
Note: Multiple responses were permitted.

Respondents who elected ‘other’ as the reason for the circumstances under which buildings
in the Newcastle East HCA should be allowed to be demolished were asked to provide
further information. As only 8 'other' values were received from Newcastle East HCA
residents, these have not been graphed, but have been included verbatim below.
Table 1: Other- Under what circumstances do you think buildings in the HCA should be allowed to be
demolished?

Verbatim comments, resident respondents - Other demolition values (n=8)
Buildings that are out of character of the area i.e. unsympathetic to the area only
Certainly unsympathetic and out of character additions could be removed.
Depends on the building to be constructed
Heritage terraces should be preserved if at all possible
If they will be replaced by buildings NO higher than what existed.
ONLY after a complete, all involved & all considerations taken.
Only if they are modern and then only replaced with sympathetically designed homes/buildings e.g.
Hotel Novocastrian is an ugly eye sore.
Only those of no heritage value
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When asked whether new developments should be designed to fit the existing character of
the HCA, the majority of resident respondents agreed (85%), 7% disagreed and 8% were
unsure.

Do you think that new developments should be designed to fit the
existing character of the Newcastle East HCA?
85%

Yes

7%

8%

No

Unsure

Figure 8: Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or new buildings) should be designed to
fit the existing character of the Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Area?

Respondents were also asked about their preferences for the controls that govern the finer
details and design standards for development that occurs within the HCA. Respondents
were asked to choose between merit-based and prescriptive guidelines. Opinion was divided
among resident respondents, with slightly more support for the merit based guideline (63%)
than prescriptive standard (37%).

Resident respondents - Do you think the guidelines for development in the
Newcastle East HCA should be merit based or prescriptive standard?
(n=68)

37%
Merit based guideline
Prescriptive standard
63%

Figure 9: Do you think the guidelines for development in the Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Area
should be merit based (open to interpretation), or should they be based on prescriptive standards?
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Respondents were asked what options they would like to see included in the DCP guidelines
for Newcastle East HCA. The most common response selected was 'examples of architect
designed sketches' (84%), 'concept plans for alterations / additions to existing buildings in
Newcastle East HCA’ (83%), and 'guidance about improving the environmental performance
of buildings' (64%), followed by 'examples of concept plans for new buildings’ (62%).

Which options would resident respondents of Newcastle East like to see
included in the HCA chapter in the DCP? (n=69)
Examples of architect designed sketches

84%

Examples of concept plans for alterations /
additions

83%

Guidance about improving the environmental
performance of buildings (eg. solar power,…

64%

Examples of concept plans for new buildings

62%

Guidance about off-street car parking

61%

Example 3D graphic models

48%

Guidance about fences

42%

Examples of non-architect designed sketches

41%

A fast track development approval process

23%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Figure 10: Which of the following options, what would you like to see included in the Development
Control Plans (DCP) guidelines?
Note: Multiple responses were permitted.
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Additional comments
The graph below depicts the results from Newcastle East resident respondents who chose to
provide additional comments. In total 51 additional comments were left by residents of the
HCA. Full verbatim responses including non-resident additional comments can be found in
Appendix IV.
The comments were analysed by a Newcastle Voice team member using a specialised codeframe. The additional comments have been separated into seven main themes consisting of;
built environment and development, heritage planning and planning regulation, cultural
heritage, whole of city approach to heritage, biophysical environment, community and social
benefits of heritage and other.
The most commented on subthemes were; development in keeping with the area's character
(38%), enforcement and clarity of controls/laws/guidelines (40%), retain character-general
(28%), followed by no high-rise (28%).
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Other

Bio - Whole of
Community physica
city
l
approach
and social
benefits of environ
to
Cultural
heritage
ment heritage heritage

Heritage planning and planning
regulation

Built environment and
development

Percentage of resident respondents mentioning
key themes (n=50)
Development in keeping with the area's character
No high-rise/keep low-rise
Deteriorating heritage structures/maintenance
Uniqueness
Architectural significance
Public domain - footpaths, street furniture etc
Boatmen's Row
Influence of developers on heritage outcomes
Overdevelopment
Demolition of heritage structures
Cathedral and Bishopsgate

6%
4%
4%
4%
4%
4%
2%

Enforcement and clarity of controls/laws/guidelines
Prescriptive standard
Mixture of merit based and prescriptive standard
Inter-departmental/inter-governmental approach
Fast track
Exhibition periods are too short
Heritage controls need to be water-tight
Setbacks, overshadowing, etc.
Car parking regulation
Merit based
Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy
Heritage review panel
Architect invlolvement

6%
6%
4%
4%
4%
4%
4%
4%
2%
2%
2%
2%

Heritage character/historic charm
Indigenous heritage
Residents moved here because they appreciate heritage

6%
2%
4%

38%
28%
12%
10%

40%

All 3 city HCAs are interlinked/interdependent
UrbanGrowth/GPT site spot rezoning
Views/vistas

4%
2%
2%

Public open space/parks
Trees

10%
8%

Sense of place
Walkability/convenience/village feel
Tourist appeal
Strong sense of community
Local, state and national significance

12%
10%
8%
4%
2%

Retain character
Other
General negative comment
Traffic
Comments relating to HCA review survey/consultation
General positive comment
Railway
Light rail
Consultation, social capital

28%
26%
22%
16%
8%
8%
8%
6%
4%
0%

10%

20%

30%

Figure 11 Additional comments, percentage of resident commenters mentioning specific themes
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Residents' verbatim comments:
The comments below have been selected as examples to represent sentiment on each of the
most frequently mentioned themes. Comments received were mainly in regard to:
Enforcement and clarity of controls/laws/guidelines (40%)
"Council has also allowed a mass of huge apartments that look over newcastle beach. Nil
heritage look. It's a great irony"
"Also the council has heritage buildings/structures in the area that they are allowing to fall
apart. For example the beach pavilion on newcastle beach, the newcastle baths. The council
is also wanting to remove part of the park and build a light rail station. So if the council is
going to have a value and conservation standard - they need to apply the same rigours to
themselves"
"I think it shouldn't just be people who want to develop or renovate their houses in the area
that are held to standards. There is currently no accountability for people who own heritage
houses that they let deteriorate. Look at many of the houses on Scott street as examples of
this"
"…There are a lot of examples of where council is requesting a 'heritage look' in areas
where there is limited real heritage left. For example the council wants heritage looking back
fences when most other houses in the same street have modern looking fences. It doesn't
make sense"

Development in keeping with the area's character (38%): Respondents identified how
important it is for Newcastle East not to lose its current built character.
"Keep, as near as possible, existing heights and streetscape. That does NOT mean no
development BUT NO 15 story buildings and we MUST RETAIN the green space, large
trees at and near Newcastle Station…"
"Specifically designated as a residential and tourism precinct so that whatever development
is approved must reinforce the heritage qualities of the area"
"Council could do more to preserve the heritage of the area. The recent work on the
footpaths in Stevenson Place is disgraceful, resulting in damage to some buildings with no
action by council and infrastructure which is not sympathetic to the heritage of the area. The
lack of upgrade/ maintenance/ protection of the lanes shows no care of the council in
protecting the heritage of the area. I do not want to have the area ruined by high rise
development"
"Council should be able to control development in a more ordered manner. New builds
should be sympathetic with existing builds and not overpower them"
"I think development in the area needs to be sensitive to the concept of Heritage
Conservation, it also should be integrated into and complement the village atmosphere .
There should be checks and balances in place to protect these qualities about the
neighbourhood from unsympathetic development and from future 'development ' oriented
councils. A fast track to development could be abused by individuals or organisations…It
would not be a good idea to leave development up to councils with varying philosophical
perspectives implicit in such terms as' merit ' based and 'fast track' relating to development"
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No high-rise/keep low-rise (28%)
"This is an historic area. We need to retain the low rise streetscape and encourage
maintenance and repair of houses and terraces"
"No new building should be constructed any higher than the one it replaces - except for
adding a second storey to residential buildings"
"…no high rise building should be more than 12 storeys high"

Other (26%)
"Common sense and practicality need to prevail when renovating, extending or something
else, otherwise you could go all the back to unsewered, unpowered houses with wood-fired
cooking and heating. Houses need to be liveable, lovable and safe for habitation and
enjoyment. We love living in our very old house, but it is not very functional or attractive...
yet"
"…One remembers the council intentions as reflected in their drawn up plans in the 1970s
and their underhand methods of attempting to ensure the demolition of the Victorian
Terraces on Scott St which was frustrated primarily by the resistance of Professor ***name
removed*** who owned the adjoining Terrace at the time…"
"Newcastle East could be a vibrant place to live but it must be kept in mind that it is a suburb
NOT a Retirement Village"

Retain character (general) (28%)
“…heritage content is not just buildings but is also the presence of people”
“I strongly support retention and enhancement of the current character and feel of the NE
Conservation Area”
“These are the things, being a resident, I value about Newcastle East (not necessarily in
order of importance): (a) the history/heritage feel of the area (b) the village atmosphere …
(e) the pocket parks, (f) the availability of small convenience shops and (a limited number) of
coffee shops (and the even more limited number of) restaurants and liquor outlets which add
to the village atmosphere of Newcastle East”
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Appendix I- Survey
Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Area Survey

1. Are you a resident of Newcastle East?
 Yes
 No
2. Before today, were you aware that
Newcastle East is a heritage conservation
area?
 Yes


CONTRIBUTORY BUILDINGS
6. Do you think there are buildings in
Newcastle East that contribute positively to
the character of the area?
 Yes


a.
Would you find it helpful if
these buildings were identified on a
map?

No

3. Do you agree with Newcastle East being a
heritage conservation area?
 Yes


No



Not sure / undecided

4. Have you lodged a development application
with Council to make changes to a property in
Newcastle East heritage conservation area in
the last 10 years?
 Yes


No

5. What do you value most about being a
resident of Newcastle East area?
Select
all that apply
 Heritage houses and buildings


Streetscape and character



Uniqueness



Street trees



Parks and open space



A sense of community



Proximity to facilities and services



Village atmosphere



Market value of my home



History of area

 Other_____________________________
________________________________________
______________________________________

No



Yes



No

REGULATION AND DEVELOPMENT CONTROL
7. Under what circumstances do you think
buildings in Newcastle East heritage
conservation area should be allowed to be
demolished?
 Under no circumstances


Poor condition of building



Poor structural conditions



Building has been altered and does not fit
in with the area’s character



Should be up to the owner



Other_____________________________
_________________________________
_________________________________

8. Do you think new development (alterations/
additions or new buildings) should be
designed to fit the existing character of
Newcastle East heritage conservation area?
 Yes


No

9. Do you think the guidelines for development in Newcastle East heritage conservation area
should be merit based (open to interpretation), or should they be based on prescriptive
standards?
 Merit based guideline. Example – a first floor addition to a single storey building is to
complement the scale of the existing building and be compatible with neighbouring
buildings
 Prescriptive standard. Example – a first floor addition to a single storey building is to be
located at the rear and must not be visible from the street frontage.

10. Which of the following options, what would you like to see included in the DCP guidelines?
Tick those that apply.
 Examples of architect designed sketches
 A fast track development approval process


Examples of non-architect designed
sketches



Guidance about improving the
environmental performance of buildings
(e.g. solar power, rainwater tanks)



Example 3D graphic models



Guidance about fences



Examples of concept plans for alterations /
additions



Guidance about off-street car parking



Examples of concept plans for new
buildings

11. Are there any other comments you would you like to make in regards to Newcastle East
heritage conservation area?

Thank you for completing the survey. Please return your completed survey to:
The City of Newcastle
Attention: Newcastle Voice
PO Box 489
Newcastle, NSW, 2300

or

drop your completed survey into the heritage conversation area review
community information session on 23 March 2015 from 6:00-7:00pm at
Newcastle East public school (Benson Library)

Appendix II - Flyer
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Appendix III – Results non-residents
The results in Appendix III are based on respondents to the survey who were not residents
of Newcastle East HCA (30% of total survey respondents, n = 30). This section also includes
the results from the respondent who indicated that they were not sure about whether they
were a resident of the HCA or not (n=1).

Awareness and attitudinal
•

Of all non-resident respondents, 77% were aware that Newcastle East is a Heritage
Conservation Area. The one respondent who was unsure about whether or not they
were a resident of the HCA indicated that they were not aware of the Newcastle East
HCA.

•

Most non-residents agreed that Newcastle East should be a Heritage Conservation
Area (90%).

•

1 non-resident survey respondent (3% of non-resident respondents) had lodged a DA
with Council for a property in Newcastle East HCA in the last 10 years.

Lodged a DA to
make changes
to a property in
Newcastle East Agreement with Awareness of
HCA in the last Newcastle East Newcastle East
10 years?
being a HCA
HCA

Newcastle East HCA non-residents - awareness of/agreement with HCA &
lodged a DA in past 10 years

Yes

77%

Yes

90%

Yes

3%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 12: Were you aware before today that Newcastle East is a heritage conservation area? Do you
agree with Newcastle East being a heritage conservation area? Have you lodged a development
application with Council to make changes to a property in Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Area in
the last 10 years?
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Non-resident respondents value Newcastle East for its heritage houses and buildings (83%),
streetscape and character (77%) and history of area (70%). The respondent who was
unsure about whether or not they resided in the HCA selected every value except for ‘other’.

What non-residents value most about the Newcastle East HCA (n=30)
Heritage houses and buildings

83%

Streetscape and character

77%

History of area

70%

Parks and open space

63%

Uniqueness

63%

Proximity to facilities and services

60%

A sense of community

60%

Village atmosphere

50%

Street trees

43%

Other

23%

Market value of my home

20%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 13: What do you value most about Newcastle East HCA?

Table 2 Other values

Non-resident ‘other’ values (n=7) – verbatim comments:
convict layer
Cosmopolitan , and focus on Nature
Cultural facilities including Newcastle Art Gallery
I'm not a resident of Newcastle East
low scale built form
proximity to the city centre
The Ocean
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Contributory buildings
•

All non-resident respondents believed that there are buildings in Newcastle East that
contribute positively to the character of the area (100%).

•

When asked whether they thought it would be helpful for buildings that contribute
positively to the heritage conservation area to be identified on a map, 73% of nonresident respondents said yes. 17% did not agree and 10% weren’t sure.

•

The one respondent who stated that they were unsure as to whether they resided in
the HCA or not indicated yes for both questions on the subject of contributory
buildings. This has not been represented in the graph.

Agree that there a buildings
Would find it helpful if these
within the HCA that
buildings were identified on contribute positively to the
a map
area

Contributory buildings - non-resident results

Yes

100%

Yes

73%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Figure 14: Contributory buildings
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Regulation and development control
Non-residents were asked ‘under what circumstances do you think buildings in Newcastle
East HCA should be allowed to be demolished?’ The most common responses were: the
building has been altered and does not fit in with the area's character (50%), poor structural
conditions (47%), poor condition of the building (23%) and other (23%).
•

The one respondent who stated that they were unsure as to whether they resided in
the HCA or not indicated both poor condition of the building and poor structural
conditions as grounds for demolition.
Non-residents: under what circumstances do you think buildings in the
Newcastle East HCA should be allowed to be demolished?

Building has been altered and detracts from
the streetscape and area character

50%

Poor structural conditions

47%

Poor condition of building

23%

Other

23%

Under no circumstances

20%

Should be up to the owner

10%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

Figure 15: Under what circumstances do you think buildings in Newcastle East Heritage Conservation
Area should be allowed to be demolished?

Those non-residents who selected ‘Other’ were required to enter a written response. These
are included verbatim below:
Non-resident respondents: Demolition of buildings in Newcastle East HCA,
Other values (n=7)
safety concerns
Safety reasons only
There should be penalties for allowing a building of heritage value, to deteriorate to
the point where it is unsafe
Only if it to be replaced with a building of significant architectural and community value
After rigorous justification based on above issues.
Any building, no matter what condition, can be repointed or restored. There is no
excuse for demolishing of historic structures.
Building that adds little to the local character
Table 3

The majority of non-resident respondents agreed with new developments being designed to
fit the character of Newcastle East HCA (80%). 13% disagreed and 7% were
unsure/undecided.

Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or
new buildings) should be designed to fit the existing
character of Newcastle East HCA?
100%
80%
80%
60%
40%
13%

20%

7%

0%
Yes

No

Unsure

Figure 16: Do you think new development (alterations/ additions or new buildings) should be designed to
fit the existing character of Newcastle East HCA?

Non-residents were asked what standard the guidelines should be for development in
Newcastle East HCA. The majority of respondents selected the merit based guideline (63%).
Do you think the guidelines for development in Newcastle
East HCA should be merit based (open to interpretation),
or should they be based on prescriptive standards?

37%

Merit based guideline
63%

Prescriptive standard

Figure 17: Do you think the guidelines for development in Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Area
should be merit based (open to interpretation), or should they be based on prescriptive standards?

Newcastle East HCA DCP Review

Page 23 of 35

Non-residents were asked what options they would like to see included in the DCP
guidelines. The most common response selected was examples of concept plans for
alterations / additions to existing buildings in the HCA (80%). This was followed by architect
designed sketches (77%) and guidance about improving the environmental performance of
buildings (73%).
•

The one respondent who stated that they were unsure as to whether they resided in
the HCA or not chose four of the available options. The options selected were:
- 3D graphic models,
- concept plans for alterations/additions,
- guidance about the environmental performance of buildings, and
- guidance about off-street car parking.

Non-residents - Which of the following options would you like to see in the DCP
guidelines? (n=30)
Examples of concept plans for alterations / additions

80%

Examples of concept plans for new buildings

80%

Examples of architect designed sketches

77%

Guidance about improving the environmental
performance of buildings (eg. solar power,…

73%

Guidance about off-street car parking

53%

Example 3D graphic models

53%

Guidance about fences

43%

Examples of non-architect designed sketches

30%

A fast track development approval process

13%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Figure 18: Which of the following options, what would you like to see included in the DCP guidelines?
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Additional comments - non residents
While non-residents made up 30% of total survey respondents, only 14 additional comments
(22% of all 64 additional comments) were received by this group.

Biophys Whole of
Community ical
city
Benefits of Environ approach to
Heritage
ment
heritage

Cultural
heritage

Heritage planning and
planning regulation

Built Environment and
Development

Non-resident additional comments (n=14 commenters) ranked by category and percentage
of commenters mentioning key themes
Development to be in keeping with area's character

21%

Influence of developers on heritage outcomes

14%

New buildings to be modern, not faux heritage

14%

Contributory buildings

14%

Car parking regulation

7%

Public domain - footpaths, street furniture etc

7%

Setbacks, overshadowing, etc.

29%

Enforcement and clarity of controls/laws/guidelines

14%

Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy

7%

Mixture of merit based and prescriptive standard

7%

Heritage controls need to be water-tight

7%

No high-rise/keep low-rise

7%

Individual heritage items

7%

Informational/educational signage

7%

Colonial heritage

7%

Indigenous heritage

7%

UrbanGrowth/GPT site spot rezoning

14%

Don't conserve buildings that have no heritage merit

7%

Trees

21%

Local, state and national significance

14%

Sense of place

7%

Other

Other

29%

Retain character

14%

Traffic

7%

Comments relating to the survey/consultation process

7%
0%

10%

20%

30%

Figure 19 Appendix IV- Verbatims (all respondents)
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Appendix IV - Verbatims
Any comments that included personal information or details of specific addresses have been
removed for your privacy. * denotes removal of comment or section of comment.
Values_Other.
What do you value most about being a resident of Newcastle East HCA? (n=15)

Verbatim Responses
Beach, river, sea breezes
Beaches
close to beach
convict layer
Cosmopolitan , and focus on Nature
Cultural facilities including Newcastle Art Gallery
easy going, friendly nature of the residents. Lack of traffic. Minimal high rise buildings
I'm not a resident of Newcastle East
lack of high rises
low scale built form
Proximity to beaches and interesting areas for walking
proximity to the city centre
Showing the area off to visitors is a great pleasure
The heritage areas of Newcastle (Newcastle East, Hill, Cooks Hill, Hamilton) are tourist attractions
and have future potential to be of great value to the city and its environs. There is significant
residential amenity living close to the city, beaches, baths etc. Also, we USED to have excellent
public transport which precluded the need for private vehicle ownership. Sense of community.
The Ocean
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Yes_demolish_Other.
Under what circumstances do you think buildings in Newcastle East Heritage Conservation Area should be
allowed to be demolished? (n=15)

Verbatim Responses
After rigorous justification based on above issues.
Any building, no matter what condition, can be repointed or restored. There is no excuse for
demolishing of historic structures.
Building that adds little to the local character
buildings that are out of character of the area ie unsympathetic to the area onlt
Certainly unsympathetic and out of character additions could be removed.
Depends on the building to be constructed
Heritage terraces should be preserved if at all possible
If they will be replaced by buildings NO higher than what existed.
ONLY after a compete, all involved & all consderations taken.
Only if it to be replaced with a building of significant architectural and community value
Only if they are modern and then only replaced with sympathetically designed homes/buildings
e.g.Hotel Novocastrian is an ugly eye sore.
only those of no heritage value
safety concerns
Safety reasons only
There should be penalites for allowing a builing of heritage value, to deteriorateto the point where it
is unsafe

Additional_comments.
Are there any other comments you would you like to make in regards to Newcastle East Heritage Conservation
Area? (n=64)

Verbatim Responses
1: Can NCC consider adding plaques to historic buildings with a brief description of why the
structure is a heritage building?
2: The dreadful tree-cutting in Newcastle by Ausgrid must stop. Can electricity wiring in very
sensitive heritage/beautiful Newcastle streets be re-located underground?
Do not conserve everything that has no merit.
Ie if. Holdings are dark and dingy, with inadequate light and air, a that refer to living ,otherwise
buildings of historical significance like goals , lighthouses etc must remain true to their purpose at
the time
More trees
No huge 'high rise' in it or in the eastern part of the CBD.
Please remember that the area was 'saved' by Jack Mundie back in the 70's, and that the East End
should be conserved for future generations, not just developers eager to turn a quick dollar!
Previous DCP (40?) for City East is a good basis for a new control plan. New developments should
not attempt to replicate heritage buildings, but complement the scale and character. Intactness of
Newcastle East is important.
Question 8: Loaded Questions
Question 9: I think we can mix heritage and modern so long as the modern is first class example of
its kind, e.g.: new UTS by Gehry.
No spot development - Projected towers don't just diminish the heritage areas but negate identity of
area. Back to 2012 plan please, that we agreed to, protect difference of the area. How can we
understand who we are if we destroy our history?
The area is important for residents but t has local heritage significance to the entire LGA.
Possible assessment for state level significance desirable.
A study to identify potential individual heritage items and contributory buildings desirable as well
The height of the proposed GPT buildings is too high and will detract from the overall look of the
city's east end.
There needs to be flexibility in any guideline document that attempts to describe how a building can
be altered. One size does not fit all and early advice may assist this process. Owners and their
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designers need some certainty as they progress a design for a new infill building or major alteration
and addition. A plan of contributory and non contributory buildings in the area would be a benefit.
This may also need further definition of poorly altered buildings that could be restored and buildings
that have such an intrusive impact that they require major alterations or removal.
This is such a unique area and could so easily be lost to profit a develper or individual with shortterm or 'non-community' views
While I understand heritage is important, please do not let heritage matters hold up progress of our
city.
Yes - I lived in Newcastle East for over 20 years and whilst the heritage content is valuable and
should be conserved as much as possible, there have been many stupid, self-interested and
autocratic decisions made about what people can and can't do regarding their individual properties
and in designing for the area in general. Whilst the streetscape is interesting, it could be improved
substantially with more street trees placed in better positions, a WISER approach to parking spaces
and regulations the sensible design of useful balcony spaces, exterior painting for old and new
structures, scrapping ridiculous mindset on bitumen footpaths, street lighting, shop awnings etc., to
mention just a few.
There has been NO consideration given to aboriginal history.
The definition of Heritage seen quite questionable based on what base. The wims of local heritage
experts?? who appear toget drunk on the power of dictating what an owner can/ can't do to a
building which is has had major alterations over centuries
1. I think DAs should be approved on a mixture of prescriptive and merit based assessment. The
choice in the question required one or the other. If a mix is not possible, I would go for prescriptive.
2. These are the things, being a resident, I value about Newcastle East (not necessarily in order of
importance): (a) the history/heritage feel of the area,
(b) the village atmosphere,
(c) the consistent heritage architecture of iconic streets such as Stevenson Place and Boatman'
Row,
(d) the wonderful, heritage roofline of Newcastle East,
(e) the pocket parks,
(e) the availability of small convenience shops and (a limited number) of coffee shops (and the even
more limited number of) restaurants and liquor outlets which add to the village atmosphere of
Newcastle East.
All new building and alterations and additions to buildings in heritage conservation areas should be
designed by a qualified professional Architect and approved by an appropriately qualified review
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panel.
At a time when many of the historic properties are under threat eg sale of the Bishopscourt property
[a building designed and built in the 1920's and now under threat from developers} and the very
unfortunate redesign of the Cathedral are being reconsidered for purpose by their owners. Other
individual properties are being allowed to deteriorate and the council should contemplate action
against their owners.
At present it is a good place to live
Council could do more to preserve the heritage of the area. The recent work on the footpaths in
Stevenson Place is disgraceful, resulting in damage to some buildings with no action by council and
infrastructure which is not sympathic to the heritage of the area. The lack of upgrade/ maintenance/
protection of the lanes shows no care of the council in protecting the heritage of the area. I do not
want to have the area ruined by high rise development.
Council should be able to control development in a more ordered manner. New builds should be
sympathetic with existing builds and not overpower them.
Deterioration in traffic management
Increase traffic flows
Roads have not been planned to cater for increased recreational and event usages
Better interface with and internet connection with the CBD
I don't believe there should be a fast track DAs to give the community enough time to present a
case against any DAs
I love the area just as it is so development should be kept to a minumum
I strongly support retention and enhancement of the current character and feel of the NE
Conservation Area.
I think development in the area needs to be sensitive to the concept of Heritage Conservation, it
also should be integrated into and complement the village atmosphere . There should be checks
and balances in place to protect these qualities about the neighbourhood from unsympathetic
development and from future 'development ' oriented councils . A fast track to development could be
abused by individuals or organisations. One remembers the council intentions as reflected in their
drawn up plans in the 1970s and their underhand methods of attempting to ensure the demolition of
the Victorian Terraces on Scott St which was frustrated primarily by the resistance of Professor
***name removed*** who owned the adjoining Terrace at the time. It would not be a good idea to
leave development up to councils with varying philosophical perspectives implicit in such terms as'
merit ' based and 'fast track' relating to development.
I think it's really important to ensure residents have access to street parking through permits issued
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by council.
I think that the preservation of the area is to be commended. NCC's interest in resident's opinions is
appreciated.
I want Newcastle East kept Low Rise!! In keeping with NURS 2012
Important that creep of development does not slowly destroy what is important as the Heritage
Content. And heritage content is not just buildings but is also the presence of people.
In this tight urban area noise is significant. All including Council need to respect the presence of
residents. Council is particularly at fault in allowing un-restricted noise in the nearby open space
areas. This is a big issue which officers refuse to acknowledge.
In the past there has been regrettable attention from Council during alterations to and construction
of new dwellings - often have been involved in"browbeating" for officers to inspect what is clearly
NOT following existing guidelines during above!!
It is a great asset and should be promoted to citizens and travlers alike
It s unique and should be protected from over development.
It seems they council only focuses on development applications to obese heritage. There are a lot
of examples of where council is requesting a 'heritage look' in areas where there is limited real
heritage left. For example the council wants heritage looking back fences when most other houses
in the same street have modern looking fences. It doesn't make sense.
Council has also allowed a mass of huge apartments that look over newcastle beach. Nil heritage
look. It's a great irony.
Also the council has heritage buildings/structures in the area that they are allowing to fall apart. For
example the beach pavilion on newcastle beach, the newcastle baths. The council is also wanting to
remove part of the park and build a light rail station. So if the council is going to have a value and
conservation standard - they need to apply the same rigours to themselves.
I think it shouldn't just be people who want to develop or renovate their houses in the area that are
held to standards. There is currently no accountability for people who own heritage houses that they
let deteriorate. Look at many of the houses on Scott street as examples of this.
It would be tragic for the future development of Newcastle as a tourist venue as well as friendly
living community for uncontrolled development to occur. All should be based on retention of existing
character and structures.
Keep as much green space and trees as possible
Limit the height of buildings
Keep, as near as possible, existing heights and streetscape. that does NOT mean no development
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BUT NO 15 story buildings and we MUST RETAIN the green space, large trees at and near
Newcastle Station. The Station could look like the Viaduct Basin low level development in Auckland
with shops and Restaurants. also they have a tram!!
The Heritage Buildings MUST be kept and NOT dwarfed by new developments around them .. ie
say Customs House. "The look back' from the foreshore should be open, without high rise and so
you can see the heritage. If we must change from heavy rail, run the light rail up the existing
corridor. Buses running around are noisier and dirtier fouling Heritage Buildings. WE MUSY NOT
loose buildings like are in the James Fletcher Hospital Watt Street complex.
More parking
New buildings should not diminish existing heritage buildings including height of new buildings and
overall aesthetic. The heritage of the area is very special and it is extremely important that it is
maintained and preserved.
Newcastle East could be a vibrant place to live but it must be kept in mind that it is a suburb NOT a
Retirement Village
No high rise as this would overcrowd and destroy the friendly community
No new building should be constructed any higher than the one it replaces - except for adding a
second storey to residential buildings.
The conservation area should include the heritage buildings in the CBD as well - and no high rise
building should be more than 12 storeys high.
not enough is being done to protect the heritage,or calm down the traffic,nobbys road has become a
rat run,and some kid is going to be killed.Why are newcastle council so powerless when it comes to
these issues
Poor landscaping & connectivity to foreshore.
Council staff are poorly trained with limited ability ,and very few are in it for the long haul.
Council fails to use all the expertise available in the community
You need to harness the residents to develop a sense of place for all.
Question 8: Individual Merits
Common sense and practicality need to prevail when renovating, extending or something else,
otherwise you could go all the back to unsewered, unpowered houses with wood-fired cooking and
heating. Houses need to be livable, lovable and safe for habitation and enjoyment. We love living in
our very old house, but it is not very functional or attractive... yet.
I don't understand the 'streetscape and character' of ridiculously high-rise buildings. I am proregeneration, livability and progress, but not a fan of ugly, out-of-place development.
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Question 8: MOST DEFINITELY
Question 9: A bit of both
Question 10: Footpaths in keeping with heritage area
Planning, traffic, heritage departments should be coordinated having interdepartmental meetings so
that they know and have consensus on development in keeping with the heritage areas.
There should be an extension for submissions. Public meeting only held last Monday night (which
was a good presentation).
Question 9: Mixture of both merit and prescriptive.
Single storey additions need to prescriptive as council are prejudice towards developers and do not
adhere to the current DCP controls. For example the DA next to our house ***(address removed)***
- we now have solar access for only 1/2 hour x 2mtr sq in our backyard (DCP states we should have
minimum 2hrs). We presented our opposing shadow diagrams which council excluded in your report
to counsellors. Our diagrams showed that the DA architect conveniently excluded the house behind
us in shadow diagrams but included it in streetscape diagrams. Your council planners ignored our
diagrams and did not present them. Our solicitor advised us that we could take the case to Supreme
court and would be highly like to win but would cost us $50K for your incompetence at council. You
cannot be trusted to use the guidelines to protect the community and their neighbours. This would
not have happened in Glebe, Tasmania or any other historical area. Fort Drive now will have 4 out 8
of the houses on the street new thanks to NCC. You are allowing what heritage is in area to be so
diluted it will not be unique. If you buy in a heritage area you should expect heritage restrictions.
This survey is 12 months too late for us but I hope in the future from this survey you can't do what
you did to us to someone else. If you allow hybrid extension you will loose the heritage charm of the
area.
Some new buildings in this area seem completely out of place and I don't understand how they were
ever approved.
Specifically designated as a residential and tourism precinct so that whatever development is
approved must reinforce the heritage qualities of the area.
street traffic (traffic flow) must be strictly monitored to allow for ongoing 'village' feel to the east end.
with recent traffic diversion due to upgrading works at Nobbys etc, significant increase in fast traffic
on Scott St east of Zaara St, all travelling well above 40km/h and sometimes reckless driving as
well. The idea should be to keep traffic in the residential areas to a minimum and enforce a 40km/h
speed limit, while directing tourist/visitor traffic to the outer ring ie. Shortland esplanade, foreshore
road.
The area is slowly being modernised there has been modern buildings built that do not blending into
the surroundings. Traffic is been forced into the streets as they travel to the beaches leading to the
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lost of the village atmosphere. The parks are great.
The former LEP should be adhered to. No high rise in old centre
The new road diversion along Nobbys road has made it too dangerous for elderly
residents,children,mothers with prams and visitors to cross to the bus stops and parks. We need
speed humps and crossings to slow the cars down especially turning left from Scott onto Nobbys Rd
. The cars fly around and then speed up. Also some terraces have been sitting in a state of neglect
with their owners living in Queensland and renting them out for years. They should be made to keep
their property in a state of repair. The buildings spread termites to neighbouring propertiesand lower
the standard of the whole area -especially along Scott St.
The problem with off street parking and the requirement of owners to have off street parking is
ruining the streetscape. Often all one needs at the front of an altered or new building is a garage.
When the original houses were built there was no need for such provisions. Also I feel that
government is wanting to remove heritage conservation from the planning statutes. Many heritage
areas in Newcastle have in the "old" housing stock so that the "big end of town" particularly sees
these areas as being ripe for redevelopment and of course as a consequence real estate and
business interests are keen to have entire areas bulldozed or demolished as was the case in
Newcastle East in the early 70s. They did not succeed then so now it is being done by stealth.
Overseas, heritage buildings are greatly valued.
The time limit for residents to oppose DA is too short (21 days) as they need time to prepare &
consult with other neighbours and professionals (architects, planners) as the controls are more
detailed for the area. A longer period should be allowed for Heritage DAs. The DA lodger has had
months to prepare for the DA when the residents only has days to prepare a case. totally one sided
DAs have a greater importance than the area as a whole. I truly thought that only DAs out of the
view of streetscape was allowed.. ie. first floor addition to a single storey building is to be located at
the rear and must not be visible from the street frontage..I was totally wrong when I purchased my
house..as it is merit definitely not prescriptive...
Why has council/heritage council allowed the building of a modern building on an aboriginal site in
Bond st?
There have been some shocking DAs approved in Newcastle east which detract from the
environment, and impinge on neighbours. I hope that there can be better conservation stds applied
in the future.
There needs to be a strong statement about the desired "feel" and long term goal, which might
identify what is not to happen (ie changes to height regulations or shadow effects). The heritage
plan needs to strongly identify what is not to happen and mistakes that have been made.
There also needs to strong evidence that the heritage plan is inter-departmental.
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This is an area of historical and architectural importance. IT attracts tourism. It should be preserved
from the greed of developers that we have witnessed in the disgraceful land grab of the railway.
This is an historic area. We need to retain the low rise streetscape and encourage maintenance and
repair of houses and terraces.
Too much Council interference by personnel who are not leaders in their field.
Very important to keep this unique area protected
we chose to live here because of the heritage aspects, and low rise.
Yes - the development applications that have been approved for Boatmans Row make a joke of the
Heritage Plan and value of Newcastle East.
No high rise should be allowed in the area. Improved public transport should be included in this plan
plus the historical railway station should be re-instated!!
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Development Control Plan Reviews:
Heritage Conservation Areas –
The Hill and Newcastle East HCA
Information Session Results
April-May 2015

Community information sessions
As part of the review of The Hill and Newcastle East HCAs, two community information
sessions were held (details below).
Session 1: Newcastle East Public School:
Bensley Library

Monday 23rd March 2015, 6-7pm

Session 2: Newcastle East Public School:
Bensley Library

Monday 30th March 2015, 6-7pm

About:
Both sessions served residents of The Hill HCA and Newcastle East HCA. Many of those
who attended the second session were members of the Newcastle Inner City Residents
Alliance (NICRA).
The purpose of the community information sessions was to:
• provide the community with information about the heritage conservation area reviews
and resident surveys that were being undertaken by Council, and;
• to answer any questions the community had about the Newcastle East and The Hill
heritage conservation area reviews.
The information sessions ran according to the following structure:
•
•
•

6pm start: welcome, Acknowledgement of Country and introduction by Newcastle
Voice officer - 5mins
Presentation by Council's heritage planner: background information, technical
information and scope - 15 mins
Discussion - 40 mins

Attempts were made by the presenter and facilitator to keep discussion within the project's
scope. This meant that certain topics raised by attendees that were not relevant to the HCA
review were discussed briefly and then 'parked' for later investigation or one-on-one
discussion outside of the meeting.

Attendance:
The two community information sessions drew a total of 71 registered attendees, with 47
registering for the first session and 24 registering for the second. A headcount at the first
session indicated that 51 community members attended that session. Another headcount at
the second session indicated that 28 attended. It appeared that these eight extra people
were latecomers who did not sign-up on arrival and it is therefore probable that 79 people
attended the sessions overall.
•
•

Council's Strategic Planning Manager attended the first session to provide specialist
information and input into the discussion and;
Council's Strategic Planning Team Coordinator attended both sessions in order to
provide specialised strategic planning input.

Summary of discussion topics:
Session 1
Discussion topics:
•
•
•
•

•

Discussion about the reasons and scope for citizen involvement in the HCA DCP
review process. Many attendees appeared unsure about what was being asked of
them.
Some attendees were very sceptical at the beginning. A good presentation from
Council's heritage planner turned the mood around and by the time the discussion
period began, comments were mostly constructive.
One key theme was corruption and the community's subsequent lack of trust in
Council to do a good job at preserving heritage into the future. It was resolved that
Council needs to gradually re-build trust.
Discussion moved onto specific items such as the Bishopscourt house and grounds,
Christ Church Cathedral development and high-rise/spot re-zoning in the mall. One
particular issue for residents was the impact of the buildings that could be
constructed as a result of the NSW Department of Planning and Environment
approved spot rezoning, particularly the impacts that the new height limits could have
on The Hill HCA as well as Newcastle's heritage overall. Also on the topic of this spot
re-zoning, residents stated that the consultation being conducted by Council was
meaningless, and that "we're wasting our time here" (referring to the fact that the
DCP is a guideline only and that the State Government has powers that can over-ride
Council's controls).
People were generally worried that the State has the real power when it comes to
planning and heritage but that it also has the wrong priorities.

Session 2
Discussion topics:
•
•
•

•
•

•

The Californian bungalows on Brooks St should be included as part of the HCA.
Views to and from the HCAs are important for preserving their heritage character
People wanted clarity on how much influence the community can have on this
project. Many were doubtful about the strength of DCPs and the consistency of their
implementation. Staff needed to reiterate what kind of input was being sought from
the community as part of the review.
People wanted information on how to add an item to the heritage register.
Discussion around precedence: Once a poor development is allowed, more can be
justified -> a downhill spiral begins and it becomes increasingly difficult to justify an
area's heritage significance. Planner's response to this comment was that each DA is
assessed on its own merits, and that this shouldn't actually occur.
Cathedral development, Bishopscourt and King Edward Park bowling club site were
raised by a few people, discussed briefly and 'parked' for later.

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
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Newcastle City Centre - East End Building Heights
Summary of Proposal
Proposal

The Planning Proposal intends to:
a) amend the Height of Building Map to apply a maximum
building height of 24 metres to land bound by Hunter,
Newcomen, King and Perkins Streets; and
b) insert subclause (4) into clause 7.9 Height of buildings to
permit building heights up to 40m AHD in certain
circumstances.

Property Details

Lot

DP

0
1
B
A
31
32
A
1
10
10
1
1
1
1
1
1
275
276
277
27
77
500
500
500
1
1
100
1
2
1
1

SP67009
77846
388647
388647
864001
864001
89504
84577
1043870
749730
610140
749729
819134
819134
819134
41290
59039
1080615
1080614
1080612
1080613
879162
879162
879162
718456
998359
810457
735255
336771
819134
723967

House
No
103
105
109
111
121
137
147
151
153
159
163
169
66
70
74
92
92
92
92
92
92
98
100
102
104
106
108
110
114
1
3

Street Name
HUNTER
HUNTER
HUNTER
HUNTER
HUNTER
HUNTER
HUNTER
HUNTER
HUNTER
HUNTER
HUNTER
HUNTER
KING
KING
KING
KING
KING
KING
KING
KING
KING
KING
KING
KING
KING
KING
KING
KING
KING
MORGAN
MORGAN
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Street
Type
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST

1

100
2
98
96
0
15
16
17
1
1
1
B
1
Applicant Details

1098095
331535
1098034
1098068
SP66170
67530
67530
67530
331535
84634
195975
89504
122381

3
3
3
3
16
16
16
16
22
14
15
21
31

MORGAN
MORGAN
MORGAN
MORGAN
NEWCOMEN
NEWCOMEN
NEWCOMEN
NEWCOMEN
NEWCOMEN
THORN
WOLFE
WOLFE
WOLFE

ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST
ST

Newcastle City Council

Background
In December 2012 the Department of Planning and Infrastructure released the Newcastle
Urban Renewal Strategy (NURS) for public comment. The Strategy was prepared in
collaboration with the Newcastle City Council. It was released as an "evidence based"
document and supported by extensive technical work in the areas of economics, transport,
heritage and design.
The Department received 420 submissions during the public exhibition period. While many
submissions raised concerns about the truncation of the rail line, the Strategy on the whole,
was well received by the community.
The GPT Group and Urban Growth NSW made a joint submission in relation to land the
NSW government owns with the GPT Group in the city centre. The submission requested
increased building heights on its site including a significant increase on three development
sites within its landholding. The requested height limits were:
•
•
•

RL 69.5 for site at the corner of King and Perkins Streets, which was 42.5 metres
higher than what was exhibited
RL 54.5 for the site in Wolfe Street, which was 27.5 metres higher than what was
exhibited, and
RL 58.5 for the site at the corner of King and Newcomen Streets, which was 34.5m
higher than what was exhibited.

In addition to the three 'tower' sites, height limits were increased on other lots to 27 metres
and 35 metres. In March 2014, the Department of Planning publicly exhibited the requested
increased height limits along with other changes to the Strategy.
266 individual submissions, a petition with 500 signatures and an online petition with 676
submissions were received (Newcastle City Centre Finalisation Report June 2014). The
majority of submissions objected to the proposed heights on the GPT/Urban Growth site.
Concerns raised included:
•

the potential impacts of the proposed building heights on views, the skyline,
overshadowing and heritage character
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•

the short exhibition period, which was only for 16 days.

Following the exhibition, the Department recommended to the Minister for Planning that the
height limits for two of the tower sites be set to match the parapets of the Christ Church
Cathedral nave (58.9m). It also recommended that a 10% variation be allowed if a design
competition was held.
These recommendations were accepted by the Minister for Planning and the amendments
were made to the Newcastle LEP 2012 in July 2014. Table 1 lists the original heights limits
for the tower sites under the Newcastle LEP 2012, the heights proposed by the Newcastle
Urban Renewal Strategy 2012, the requested heights by the landowners, the gazetted
building heights and the intended heights by this planning proposal.
Table 1 Building heights on three tower sites
Site

Height under
Newcastle LEP
2012 prior to the
NURS
Corner King and 24m + cl 7.9(4)*
Perkins Streets
Wolfe Street
24m + cl 7.9(4)*
Corner King and 24m + cl 7.9(4)*
Newcomen
Streets

Height
exhibited
in NURS

Gazetted
height

27m

GPT/Urban
Growth
Submission
request
69.5m

58.9m

Height
intended by
this Planning
Proposal
24m + cl 7.9(4)

27m
24m

54.5m
58.5m

54.5m
58.9m

24m + cl 7.9(4)
24m + cl 7.9(4)

2

*cl. 7.9(4) permits heights up to 40mAHD provided the site is greater than 10,000m and the development does
not adversely impact on views to and from Christ Church Cathedral and the Hunter River foreshore.

In addition, the Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy 2012 recommended that clause 7.9(4) be
deleted from the LEP. This clause applied to the GPT / Urban Growth site and allowed a
maximum height of 40m AHD for a consolidated site area in excess of 10,000m2, subject to
the height not unreasonably impacting on view corridors to and from Christ Church Cathedral
and the Hunter River foreshore.
The Minister for Planning also accepted this
recommendation and subclause (4) was removed from the Newcastle LEP 2012 as part of
the amendments made to implement the Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy 2012.
Due to the inconsistencies between the gazetted building heights and the Newcastle Urban
Renewal Strategy 2012 and concerns raised by the community and Council's Urban Design
Consultative Group, Council at its meeting of 9 December 2014, considered a Lord Mayoral
Minute and resolved to (amongst other things):
1

Write to the Minister for Planning and request that the Newcastle LEP 2012 be
amended with respect to building heights for the lands and buildings to the southern
side of Hunter Street Newcastle, between Perkins and Newcomen Streets extending
south to King Street, together with two sites to the northern side of Hunter Street at the
intersection with Market Street, by returning those building heights to those previously
endorsed by the community and amend the Height of Building Map to include a
maximum permissible height of 40 AHD over the land.

2

Should the Minister decline this request, Council prepare a planning proposal to the
Newcastle LEP 2012 to reflect amendments to the Height of Building Map to include a
maximum permissible height of 40 AHD to reflect these amendments.
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Council wrote to the Minister on 13 January 2015 to formally request that the Newcastle LEP
2012 be amended. The Minister for Planning responded on 5 March 2015, declining the
request.

Site
The site is approximately two hectares in area and is bounded by Hunter, Newcomen, King
and Perkins Streets, Newcastle. See Figure 1 Local Context of the Site.
The site area is characterised by land which falls from The Hill northward to the harbour
edge, by the orthogonal grid of streets, relatively small regular city blocks, by a rich variety of
architectural heritage and relatively smaller scale buildings. See Figure 2 Air photo of the
site.
The three specific tower sites where heights have been significantly increased are at the
corner of King and Perkins Streets, Wolfe Street and the corner of King and Newcomen
Streets. These sites are comprised of the following lots:
Tower site 1 at the corner of King and Perkins Streets: part of Lot 1 DP 749729.
Tower site 2 in Wolfe Street: part of Lot 1 DP 749729.
Tower site 3 at the corner of King and Newcomen Streets: Lot 1 DP 723967, Lot 1 DP
331535, Lots 96 and 98 DP 1098068 and Lot 1 DP 819134.

Figure 1 identifies the location of these three sites.
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Figure 1: Local Context of Site

Site
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Figure 2: Air Photo of Site.

Site
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Part 1 - Objectives or Intended Outcomes
The objectives of the Planning Proposal are to:
•
•
•
•
•

support the initiatives outlined in the Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy 2012
reinforce, support and protect the unique heritage landscape of the City
respect the unique topography of the area and existing urban form of The Hill and
Christ Church Cathedral
facilitate revitalisation of Newcastle City Centre by enabling a balanced mix of retail,
commercial and residential development in both the medium and longer term
promote heritage tourism.

The intended outcomes of the planning proposal are to have building heights in place that
allow for a vertical mix of land uses and are of an appropriate height and scale to respect the
heritage of the area and maintain the dominant landscape of the Cathedral on the hill. This
will be achieved by limiting building heights to the top of the hill and base of the Cathedral.

Part 2 - Explanation of Provisions
The intended outcomes will be achieved by:
1.

Amending the Height of Building Map to apply a maximum building height of 24 metres
over the site and to label the area as "Area C".

2.

Amending clause 7.9 Height of buildings by inserting subclause (4):
The height of a building on land identified as “Area C” on the Height of Buildings Map
may exceed the maximum height shown for that land on that map if:
(a)
(b)
(c)

the site area concerned is greater than 10,000 square metres, and
the height of any building on that land will not exceed 40 metres
Australian Height Datum, and
the consent authority is satisfied that the development will not impede or detract
from the view from the Christ Church Cathedral to the Hunter River foreshore
or from the Hunter River foreshore to the Christ Church Cathedral.
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Part 3 – Justification
Section A - Need for the planning proposal
1.

Is the planning proposal a result of any strategic study or report?

Yes. The Planning Proposal is based on the Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy 2012 as it
was originally drafted and exhibited. This Strategy is a robust evidence based strategy
supported by detailed technical studies, site specific modelling and has broad community
support. The Strategy and this planning proposal are mechanisms to deliver a solid basis for
the long term renewal of the city centre.
Council's Urban Design Consultative Group (Council's constituted SEPP 65 panel)
considered the proposed changes to planning controls for the city centre at its meeting held
on 16 July 2014. It briefed Councillors on the outcomes of its deliberations at the Council
meeting held on 9 December 2014.
Specifically, in relation to the site bounded by Hunter, Newcomen, King and Perkins Streets,
the Urban Design Consultative Group meeting minutes record:
The proposed amendment to the 2012 LEP represents a very substantial change in the
permitted building heights and types of development. This would bring about a significant
departure from the urban design strategies of successive planning control instruments that
have been in place in the city over several decades, which have consistently focused upon
maintaining and enhancing the legibility of the unique land form of the Hill with its finegrained, generally low scale development.
In particular the fabric of the city has evolved on the basis of an urban form which is focused
on, and steps up to the historic hilltop form of Christ Church Cathedral. The Cathedral
dominates the existing topography of the city providing a cohesive focus for development of
the lower lands to the north, cascading down to the harbourside. Because of both the
relatively low scale of and generally sensitive development in the past, and the introduction
of the innovative DCP 30 ‘Urban Design Guidelines’ in 1993, these unique qualities have
been maintained.
This part of the urban fabric of Newcastle is reflective of other long-valued international
cityscapes and their relationship to iconic buildings. Comparable examples include the
section of the City of London that is focused on St Paul’s Cathedral; Philadelphia, USA
focused on that city’s town hall; and the riverside cities of Bristol UK focused in its Gothic
Style University Tower, and Edinburgh focused on the topography and structure of Edinburgh
Castle. In Paris a tower block in the 1970’s was so visually intrusive in the Montmartre area
that all future high-rise building were required to be located in La Defense, outside the central
city perimeter. We should learn from all of these international examples that the precious
character of a historic city can be readily destroyed or compromised or by the introduction of
tall or insensitive buildings
The distinct urban form at the centre of the city of Newcastle is a critical part of the historic
character and visual identity of the region, and it is the Group’s view that it must be respected
by any new development. In Newcastle the adopted urban strategy is for tall towers to be
located at Wickham, where they will not be intrusive and destroy the unique qualities of the
historic city.
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The proposed increase in permissible heights on three sites to permit tall residential towers
above retail podiums is of particular concern, due to its impacts upon the legibility of the
landform and character of this important part of the heart of the city. While it is suggested
that certain limited view corridors to and from the Cathedral can be preserved under the
controls, this ignores the more significant visual perception of the area as part of a broader
panorama.
The three tower sites are the former David Jones car park (corner King and Perkins Streets);
the former David Jones Food Hall site in Wolfe Street; and the elevated site at the corner of
Newcomen and King Streets, opposite the Newcastle Club and Cathedral Park. The Group
is of the view that the existing LEP represents the maximum heights that these sites can be
developed to without serious negative visual impact on the overall area. Broadly, this control
is a maximum above ground height of 24metres, with a provision for development on the
Newcomen Street site not exceeding AHD 40 because of its elevated ground level.
In relation to permitted FSR controls for the area, it is noted that the current instruments
effectively provide for a “bonus” FSR of up to 4:1 if employment generating activities such as
commercial and retail are proposed for the area, with a lesser density being applicable to
residential development. It appears that the proposed amendments to the LEP will permit
the higher FSR of 4:1 for residential development, and that this density may be averaged out
across all of the GPT/UrbanGrowth NSW land holdings over three street blocks. The result
of this will be actual FSR levels in the order of 10:1 on the nominated sites permitting
increased heights. The Group considers such residential densities to be quite inappropriate
for this area. Furthermore, it appears probable that these sites will be used in future as
precedents for permitting much higher densities being applied to nearby sites under different
ownership.
The proposed strategy of granting Development Approval to a broad Masterplan for the area,
to be followed by more detailed staged Development Applications for individual sites, means
that documentation at Master Plan stage is unlikely to be sufficient in detail to permit a
thoroughgoing assessment of residential amenity, streetscape quality and functional aspects
such as retail servicing and traffic issues.
With respect to a rationale for the proposed very significant departure from existing height
and density controls for the area, the Group does not believe the available evidence supports
any claim that viability of the retail and commercial components of development of the site is
dependent upon the inclusion of a large quantum of residential units within the development
area itself. The Eastern peninsular of the city has benefited from a number of substantial
additions to residential and tourist accommodation over the last six years in particular, and
this in combination with developments currently under consideration will supplement the
existing residential catchments for retail and services in the CBD.
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Previous Council planning controls
Successive planning instruments in place in the Newcastle city centre since the late 1980s
have consistently focused on maintaining and enhancing the legibility of the unique land form
of the Hill with its fine-grained character and human scale. The Cathedral dominates the
existing topography of the city, providing a cohesive focus for development of the lower lands
to the north, cascading down to the harbourside. Controls were put in place after the
earthquake of 1989 to limit building heights to the top of the hill and base of the Cathedral
and ensure the distinctive landscape profile of the city centre and views of the Cathedral
were unimpeded from across the city and beyond. This part of the fabric of Newcastle is
reflective of other long-valued international cityscapes and their relationship to iconic
buildings e.g. the City of London that is focused on St Paul’s Cathedral as mentioned in the
Urban Design Consultative Group's report.
Prior to the City Centre DCP being made by the Secretary as part of the amended planning
framework proposed in the Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy 2012, Council's development
controls for the site were contained in section 6.01 Newcastle City Centre - East, of the
Newcastle DCP 2012.
The DCP controls were amended after the Newcastle City Centre LEP 2008 was gazetted to
remove the height limits from the DCP and transfer them to the Height of Buildings Map
associated with the Newcastle City Centre LEP 2008. A blanket 24m height limit was set for
the site.
A new clause was introduced into the Newcastle City Centre LEP 2008 that allowed building
heights up to 40m AHD on the site in certain circumstances
The section on view corridors remained in the DCP. In relation to view corridors the DCP
stated:
The most important of these views have been identified and used to regulate height limits
and building form, subsequently ensuring any new development maintains and reinforces
their existence.
They are not individually named as each corridor has been incorporated into the overall
height limits.
Prior to the Newcastle City Centre LEP 2008, the height limits for the site (contained in the
DCP) were:
•
•
•

corner of King and Newcomen Streets 13m and 16m*
Between Wolfe and Perkins Streets 25m*
Remainder of the site 19m or 22m

*Building height was measured as metres above the level of the public street immediately
adjacent to that part of the site.
Council's adopted Heritage Strategy 2013-2017 provides for the following vision for heritage
in Newcastle:
As we move towards 2030, the City of Newcastle will be a leader in local government
heritage management by providing outstanding services to the community in a manner
which is economically sustainable and respects the diversity and significance of local
heritage to the people of Newcastle. The City of Newcastle's heritage assets will be well
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managed and presented, reinforcing the city's attractiveness as a heritage tourism
destination and strengthening its reputation as a smart, liveable and sustainable city.
For urban renewal to occur in Newcastle, it is essential to maintain the unique physical
character of the city. New development must strengthen and support its defining features
such as the Cathedral on the Hill and unique streetscapes of the East End and the Hill. The
planning proposal intends to establish 24 metre building heights in order to protect the
distinctive character of the Newcastle City Centre.
Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy 2012
The Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy 2012 was supported by detailed technical studies
including an economic assessment (undertaken by Hill PDA), commissioned by the
Department of Planning to examine specific sites for potential redevelopment in the city
centre. The purpose of the assessment was to compare the redevelopment outcomes under
the existing Newcastle built form controls with revised height, density, car parking and land
use mix controls. It made a number of recommendations in relation to the site bounded by
Hunter, Newcomen, King and Perkins Streets. These include:
•

That the Christ Church Cathedral is a Newcastle icon and should be protected and
preserved in any renewal initiatives.

•

That the built form of the Hunter mall precinct is intended to provide a vertical mix of land
uses to allow the more profitable residential uses to subsidise the commercial/retail floor
space and to encourage the re-purposing of heritage buildings.

•

The Commercial Core Zone could remain. However, a Mixed Use Zone which would
permit a vertical mix of uses may also be appropriate in order to encourage
redevelopment and revitalisation of this part of the City Centre.

•

There are various examples where increasing density on the fringe of a centre has led to
revitalisation of a centre's core and contributed to the sustainability of retail uses (south
of King Street and in the East End).

•

Whist residential remains the most viable landuse; the ability of the City Centre to
accommodate retail and commercial floorspace needs to be preserved.

A reduction in building height is appropriate for the site to remain consistent with the
Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy 2012. The proposed 24 metre height limit on the site will
ensure that an appropriate built form and mix of land uses that allows for city centre
revitalisation while ensuring that maximum building heights do not detract from the character
of this very sensitive part of the city.
2.

Is the planning proposal the best means of achieving the objectives or intended
outcomes, or is there a better way?

Yes. The planning framework must support the initiatives outlined in the Newcastle Urban
Renewal Strategy 2012. The amendment to the height of buildings map to 24 metres and
the reinstatement of clause 7.9 (4) is the best and only way of achieving this outcome. There
are no other mechanisms in the Newcastle LEP 2012 which can achieve the same
outcomes.
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Section B - Relationship to strategic planning framework
3.

Is the planning proposal consistent with the objectives and actions contained
within the applicable regional or sub-regional strategy (including the Sydney
Metropolitan Strategy and exhibited draft strategies)?

Lower Hunter Regional Strategy (2006)
The Lower Hunter Regional Strategy applies to the land. The aim of this Strategy is to
ensure that adequate land is available to accommodate the projected housing and
employment growth in the Hunter Region over the next 25 years.
The Strategy promotes Newcastle as the Regional City of the Lower Hunter and contains job
and dwelling projections for the Newcastle city centre of 10,000 additional jobs and 4000 new
dwellings.
The proposal will reinforce the City of Newcastle as a Regional City with a commercial centre
focus as identified in the Lower Hunter Regional Strategy. It promotes mixed use
development and supports a medium to long term approach to ensuring that an appropriate
balance between residential and employment growth is achieved. The Newcastle Urban
Renewal Strategy as originally exhibited identified sufficient capacity to accommodate
housing and employment targets under the Lower Hunter Regional Strategy. This proposal,
being consistent with the Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy 2012 will therefore not
compromise these targets.
4.

Is the planning proposal consistent with the local council’s Community Strategic
Plan, or other local strategic plan?

Newcastle 2030 Community Strategic Plan
Council adopted the Newcastle 2030 Community Strategic Plan in February 2011. The Plan
was revised and updated in 2013. The planning proposal aligns with many of the strategic
directions but is particularly relevant to implementing the following:
Liveable and Distinctive Built Environment
Objective 5.1 A built environment that maintains and enhances our sense of identity
In preparing the Community Strategic Plan, the Newcastle community said that:
We want an attractive city built around people. We want urban form on a human scale
providing physical and social connections. We want urban form that supports us in living
sustainably, encourages safe activity, invites people in and enhances our sense of place.
Newcastle's renewal will depend on its unique physical character being maintained. New
development must strengthen and support its defining features such as the Cathedral on the
hill. The reduction of building height to 24 metres is consistent with this objective for the
following reasons:
•

The community has overwhelmingly been in favour of maintaining the existing 24 metre
building heights to allow the historic East End to remain intact and for the iconic view
corridors to the Cathedral to be protected. The Department of Planning’s Newcastle City
Centre Finalisation Report mentioned a total of 266 submissions received together with
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a written petition signed by over 500 people and an online petition with 676 signatures in
relation to the exhibition of the Newcastle Urban Renewal SEPP. These submissions
were received within an unusually short timeframe for public comment.
•

The report stated that the majority of submissions were concerned about the heights
proposed for parcels within the Hunter Street Mall/East End Precinct – on the corner of
King and Perkins Street, King and Newcomen Streets and on Wolfe Street. The
submissions cited a number of reasons for their concern, including impacts of building
heights on the city skyline, views to significant landmarks such as the Christ Church
Cathedral, overshadowing, and the general heritage and character of the city centre.

For Urban renewal to occur in Newcastle, it is essential to maintain the unique physical
character of the city. New development must strengthen and support its defining features
such as the Cathedral on the Hill and unique streetscapes of the East End and the Hill. The
planning proposal intends to establish 24m building heights in order to protect the distinctive
character of the Newcastle City Centre.
5.

Is the planning proposal consistent with applicable State Environmental Planning
Policies?

Consistency (of the planning proposal) with State Environmental Planning Policies is outlined
in the table below.
Table 1 - Consideration of State Environmental Planning Policies
Name of SEPP
State Environmental Planning Policy No 1
(Development Standards)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 14
(Coastal Wetlands)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 15
(Rural Landsharing Communities)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 19
(Bushland in Urban Areas)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 21
(Caravan Parks)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 26
(Littoral Rainforests)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 29
(Western Sydney Recreation Area)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 30
(Intensive Agriculture)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 32
(Urban Consolidation)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 33
(Hazardous and Offensive Development)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 36
(Manufactured Home Estates
State Environmental Planning Policy No 39
(Spit Island Bird Habitat)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 44
(Koala Habitat Protection)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 47
(Moore Park Showground)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 50
(Canal Estate Development)

Applicable
No

Consistency
N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A
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Name of SEPP
State Environmental Planning Policy No 52
(Farm Dams and Other Works in Land and
Water Management Plan Areas
State Environmental Planning Policy No 55
(Remediation of Land)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 59
(Central Western Sydney Economic and
Employment Area)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 62
(Sustainable Aquaculture)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 64
(Advertising and Signage)
State Environmental Planning Policy No 65
(Design Quality of Residential Flat
Development)

Applicable
No

Consistency
N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

Yes

State Environmental Planning Policy No 70
(Affordable Housing (Revised Schemes))
State Environmental Planning Policy No 71
(Coastal Protection)

No

Yes. Council's SEPP 65 Panel
provided comments on the increased
height limits and this planning proposal
is consistent with those comments.
Any future development of the site will
be assessed where relevant in
accordance with the SEPP provisions.
N/A

State Environmental Planning Policy
(Affordable Rental Housing) 2009
State Environmental Planning Policy
(Building Sustainability Index: BASIX) 2004
State Environmental Planning Policy
(Exempt and Complying Development
Codes) 2008
State Environmental Planning Policy
(Housing for Seniors or People with a
Disability) 2004
State Environmental Planning Policy
(Infrastructure) 2007
State Environmental Planning Policy (Major
Development) 2005
State Environmental Planning Policy
(Mining, Petroleum Production and
Extractive Industries) 2007
State Environmental Planning Policy
(Miscellaneous Consent Provisions) 2007
State Environmental Planning Policy (Rural
Lands) 2008
SEPP (State and Regional Development)
2011
State Environmental Planning Policy
(Three Ports) 2013
State Environmental Planning Policy
(Urban Renewal) 2010

No

Yes - the reduced building heights will
allow for a more suitable type of
development given its type, location
and design and its relationship with the
surrounding area.
N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

N/A

Yes

Yes - the planning proposal intends to
give effect to the initiatives of the
urban renewal strategy that was
prepared by the Director-General of
the Department of Planning and
Infrastructure under the Urban
Renewal SEPP.

Yes

Planning Proposal - Newcastle City Centre Urban Renewal - East End Building Heights

14

6.

Is the planning proposal consistent with applicable Ministerial Directions (s.117
directions)?

Consistency (of the planning proposal) with State Environmental Planning Policies is outlined
in the table below.
Table 2 - Consideration of Section 117 Directions
S117 Direction

Applicable

Consistent

1.1 Business and Industrial Zones

Yes

Yes- the planning proposal is consistent as
it aims to facilitate revitalisation of
Newcastle City Centre by enabling retail
and commercial floorspace in the
Newcastle City Centre; encouraging
tourism and enabling residential
development in the medium and long term.

1.2 Rural Zones

No

N/A

1.3 Mining, Petroleum Production and
Extractive Industries

No

N/A

1.4 Oyster Aquaculture

No

N/A

1.5 Rural Lands

No

N/A

2.1 Environment Protection Zones

No

N/A

2.2 Coastal Protection

Yes

Yes - the planning proposal is consistent
with the principles of the Coastal Design
Guidelines for NSW

2.3 Heritage Conservation

Yes

The planning proposal will better support
the re-purposing of heritage items within
the site and support heritage based
tourism.

2.4 Recreation Vehicle Areas

No

N/A

1. Employment and Resources

2. Environment and Heritage

3. Housing, Infrastructure and Urban Development
3.1 Residential Zones

No

N/A

3.2 Caravan Parks and Manufactured
Home Estates

No

N/A

3.3 Home Occupations

No

N/A

3.4 Integrating Land Use and Transport

Yes

Yes - the planning proposal is not
expected to have additional impact on
traffic or vehicular and pedestrian access.

3.5 Development Near Licensed
Aerodromes

No

N/A

3.6 Shooting Ranges

No

N/A

Yes

Yes - the land is characterised by Class 5
Acid Sulfate Soils.

4. Hazard and Risk
4.1 Acid Sulfate Soils
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S117 Direction

Applicable

Consistent

4.2 Mine Subsidence and Unstable
Land

Yes

Yes - the proposal is reducing the scale
and type of development on the land. Any
future development on the site will be
referred to the Mine Subsidence Board for
comment.

4.3 Flood Prone Land

Yes

Yes - a small portion of the site is affected
by flooding. The proposal is not rezoning
the site or increasing the density of
permissible uses.

4.4 Planning for Bushfire Protection

No

N/A

5.1 Implementation of Regional
Strategies

Yes

Yes - the proposal will provide for a
sufficient supply of commercial, retail and
residential floor space to meet the
employment and service centre functions
of a Regional City

5.2 Sydney Drinking Water
Catchments

No

N/A

5.3 Farmland of State and Regional
Significance on the NSW Far North
Coast

No

N/A

5.4 Commercial and Retail
Development along the Pacific
Highway, North Coast

No

N/A

5.5 Development in the vicinity of
Ellalong, Paxton and Millfield
(Cessnock LGA)

No

N/A

5.6 Sydney to Canberra Corridor
(Revoked 10 July 2008. See amended
Direction 5.1)

No

N/A

5.7 Central Coast (Revoked 10 July
2008. See amended Direction 5.1)

No

N/A

5.8 Second Sydney Airport: Badgerys
Creek

No

N/A

6.1 Approval and Referral
Requirements

No

N/A

6.2 Reserving Land for Public
Purposes

No

N/A

6.3 Site Specific Provisions

No

N/A

5. Regional Planning

6. Local Plan Making
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Section C - Environmental, social, and economic impact
7.

Is there any likelihood that critical habitat or threatened species, populations or
ecological communities, or their habitats, will be adversely affected as a result of
the proposal?

The site is currently developed for urban purposes and the planning proposal has no
potential for critical habitat or threatened species, populations or ecological communities, or
their habitats, to be adversely affected.
8.

Are there any other likely environmental effects as a result of the planning
proposal and how are they proposed to be managed?

Mine Subsidence
The site is located within the Newcastle Mine Subsidence District. The planning proposal
intends to return height controls to previously gazetted limits. Consultation with the Mines
Subsidence Board can occur prior to public exhibition as determined by any Gateway
conditions.
Hydrology and Water Management
Part of the site adjoining Hunter Street is identified as being located within a flood prone
area. The planning proposal is not rezoning, intensifying or otherwise altering land uses
permitted within this area.
Bushfire
The site is not identified as bushfire prone land on either the Newcastle Bushfire Prone Land
Map 2009 or the Draft Newcastle Bushfire Prone Land Map 2014.
Heritage
The site is located within the Newcastle City Centre Heritage Conservation Area. Several
listed heritage items exist both within the site and in the nearby vicinity. This includes Christ
Church Cathedral, which is listed on the State Heritage Register. The intention of the
planning proposal is to reduce the current building heights in order to encourage a scale of
development consistent with the heritage character of this area.
Contamination
As this planning proposal intends to reduce building heights, there are no implications with
regard to SEPP No 55 (Remediation of Land). Future Development on the site will, however,
be required to undertake the necessary due diligence studies, reporting and, if necessary,
remediation.

Planning Proposal - Newcastle City Centre Urban Renewal - East End Building Heights

17

Traffic Impacts and Vehicular and Pedestrian Access
The planning proposal is not expected to have additional impact on traffic or vehicular and
pedestrian access.
9.

Has the planning proposal adequately addressed any social and economic
effects?

Yes, the planning proposal intends to reinstate planning controls that have long standing
acceptance by the community and have been tested through different development cycles.
These controls were also tested and modelled by the Department of Planning in the
preparation of the Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy 2012 and this planning proposal is
aimed at ensuring that the initiatives outlined in this Strategy are achieved.
The GPT Group/Urban Growth submission requesting the significant increase to the building
heights did not supply similar testing or modelling. The submission was simply based on a
desire to separate retail/commercial development from residential uses and supply a
residential density to support the retail and commercial development. However, there has
been no evidence submitted as to what level of residential density is required to support the
retail/commercial within this site or that it all must be contained within the site.
The social and economic effects of the three tower sites go deeper than merely an opinion
on whether tall buildings are aesthetically appropriate for the site. Development of three
towers in this location may hinder City Centre revitalisation in the following ways.
1.

Establishment of a limited view to Christ Church Cathedral from limited vantage points

In response to concerns raised about the height controls on views to Christ Church Cathedral
the Department of Planning identified that the most iconic view of the Cathedral was from
Stockton (approximately one kilometre away) and that provided buildings did not exceed the
height of the Cathedral tower, the Cathedral would remain the dominant building on the
skyline. It therefore established that height limits in the East End could be to the parapet of
the Cathedral's nave. The Department further noted that this height limit could be exceeded
by 10% if a design competition was held.
This is a significant change to the view of the Cathedral which up until that time had been
considered to be from the base of the Cathedral, as evidenced from the existing skyline and
from many vantage points across the City. The precedent this sets for the city is significant
and should be subject of discussion with Newcastle residents.
The Cathedral on the hill is Newcastle's point of difference from other cities and should be
protected and preserved in any renewal initiatives as proposed in the Newcastle Urban
Renewal Strategy and discussed by Council's Urban Design Consultative Group (see quoted
meeting minutes cited earlier in this planning proposal).
2.

Change in function from city centre to residential

The Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy considered that this site could be zoned either B3
Commercial Core or B4 Mixed Use. This precinct was intended to offer a range of
retail/entertainment/leisure uses. The introduction of the residential towers and reduction in
retail/commercial uses to less than 50% of what was proposed by GPT in 2008/09 in effect
changes the nature of this precinct from the intended retail / leisure / entertainment precinct
to primarily residential. Reducing the building height, particularly of the three residential
towers, will support a more appropriate mix of uses for this city centre location and better

Planning Proposal - Newcastle City Centre Urban Renewal - East End Building Heights

18

assist the creation of a leisure / entertainment precinct in this area as detailed in the
Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy.
3.

No link to achieving the initiatives identified in the Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy
2012

The provision of three stand-alone residential towers will allow these sites to be sold and
developed on their own with no requirement to repurpose heritage buildings in Hunter Street
or provide mixed use development or any of the initiatives outlined in the Newcastle Urban
Renewal Strategy. The "capturing" of the FSR from other sites to the tower sites, further
reduces the viability of other sites being redeveloped. The proposed reduction in building
height on the three tower sites will ensure a more equitable distribution of height and FSR
across the site and the City and provide incentives for the restoration of heritage buildings.
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Section D - State and Commonwealth interests
10. Is there adequate public infrastructure for the planning proposal?
Yes. Reducing building heights and the inclusion of clause 7.9(4) will not create any
additional public infrastructure demand.
The amendment to Newcastle LEP 2012 to more than double the existing heights to allow for
residential development, did not address whether existing public infrastructure, such as
public transport, roads, utilities, waste management and recycling services, essential
services such as health, education and emergency services would be adequate to serve or
meet the needs of the proposal.
11. What are the views of State and Commonwealth public authorities consulted in
accordance with the gateway determination?
No public authorities have been consulted at this stage. However extensive consultation
was undertaken by the Department of Planning when preparing the Newcastle Urban
Renewal Strategy and the planning proposal is consistent with this Strategy.

Consultation will be undertaken in accordance with the requirements of the Gateway
determination.
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Part 4 – Mapping
The planning proposal seeks to amend the following maps within Newcastle LEP 2012.
• Height of Buildings Map
The Matrix below indicates (with an “X”), which map sheets (of Newcastle LEP 2012) are to
be amended as a result of this planning proposal (eg. FSR_001C)
FSR

LAP

LZN

WRA

001
001A
001B
001C
001D
002
002A
002B
002C
002D
002E
002F
002G
002H
003
004
004A
004B
004C
004D
004E
004F
004FA
004G
004H
004I
004J
004K
Map Codes:

ASS

HOB

LSZ

LRA

CL1

HER

URA

X

X
FSR
LAP
LZN
WRA
ASS
HOB
LSZ
LRA
CL1
HER
URA

=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=

Floor Space Ratio map
Land Application Map
Land Zoning Map
Wickham Redevelopment Area Map
Acid Sulfate Soils Map
Height of Buildings Map
Lot Size Map
Land Reservation Acquisition Map
Key Sites Map & Newcastle City Centre Map
Heritage Map
Urban Release Area Map

The following maps illustrate the proposed amendments to the Newcastle LEP 2012 maps:
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Map 1 - Existing Height of Buildings Map (004G)
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Map 2 - Existing Height of Buildings Map (004K)

Planning Proposal – Newcastle City Centre Urban Renewal - East End Building Heights
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Map 3 - Proposed Height of Buildings Map (004G)

Planning Proposal – Newcastle City Centre Urban Renewal - East End Building Heights
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Map 4 - Proposed Height of Buildings Map (004K)

Planning Proposal – Newcastle City Centre Urban Renewal - East End Building Heights
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Part 5 – Community Consultation
The planning proposal is considered as low impact in accordance with the Department of
Planning and Infrastructure’s guideline, ‘A guide to preparing local environmental plans’. As
it is:
•
•
•
•
•

consistent with the pattern of surrounding land use zones and land uses
consistent with the strategic planning framework
presents no issues with regard to infrastructure servicing
not a principal LEP
does not reclassify public land.

However, the change in building height and mix of residential to commercial uses is a
complex matter with significant planning implications for the Newcastle City Centre and had
significant community interest. It is therefore proposed that the planning proposal be
publically exhibited for 28 days.

Planning Proposal – Newcastle City Centre Urban Renewal - East End Building Heights
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Part 6 – Project Timeline
The project is expected to be completed within <<number>> months from Gateway
determination. The following timetable is proposed:
Task

Planning Proposal Timeline
Feb
16

March
16

April
16

May
16

June
16

July
16

Aug
16

Sept
16

Oct
16

Nov
16

Dec
16

Jan
16

Issue of Gateway
Determination
Prepare any
outstanding
studies
Consult with
required State
Agencies
Exhibition of
planning proposal
and technical
studies
Review of
submissions and
preparation of
report to Council
Report to Council
following exhibition
Planning Proposal
sent back to
Department
requesting that the
draft LEP be
prepared

Planning Proposal – Newcastle City Centre Urban Renewal - East End Building Heights
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Voluntary Planning Agreement for Train Support
Facility Project
Dated

Parties
Aurizon

Aurizon Operations Limited ACN 124 649 967
of Level 14, 175 Eagle Street, Brisbane Qld 4000

Council

Newcastle City Council
of 282 King Street, Newcastle NSW 2300

Background
A

Aurizon was granted the Infrastructure Approval for the TSF Project at Hexham by the Minister
for Planning and Infrastructure on 10 October 2013 pursuant to section 115ZB of the Act.

B

Condition C39 of the Infrastructure Approval requires Aurizon to make any development
contribution to Council by way of a planning agreement under section 93F of the Act.

C

By letter to Council dated 5 March 2015, Aurizon offered to enter into this Agreement with
Council in accordance with the requirements of condition C39 of the Infrastructure Approval.

D

Council has accepted the offer made by Aurizon and the parties enter into this Agreement to give
effect to the requirements of the Infrastructure Approval and the agreement reached between
them in connection with the Development.

Agreed terms
1

Definitions and interpretation

1.1

Definitions
In this Agreement the following definitions apply:
Term

Definition

Act

means the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act
1979 (NSW).

Agreement

means this Planning Agreement.

Business Day

means a day that is not a Saturday, Sunday or public
holiday in Newcastle, NSW.

Claim

means any claim, action, proceeding or demand,
however it arises and whether it is present or future,
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Term

Definition
fixed or unascertained, actual or contingent.

Deposit

means the non-refundable deposit payable by Aurizon to
Council under clause 8 of this Agreement, which forms
part of the Development Contribution.

Depositholder

means Council’s trust fund which must be administered
in accordance with section 411 of the Local Government
Act 1993 (NSW) solicitor or any other agent nominated
by Council in written notice to Aurizon.

Development

means the development known as the TSF Project as
authorised by the Infrastructure Approval.

Development Contribution

means the monetary contribution detailed in Schedule 2
to be applied towards the upgrade of the Tuxford Park
Oval, which includes the Deposit.

Dispute

means a dispute about the terms and operations of this
Agreement.

Explanatory Note

means the note exhibited with a copy of this Agreement,
when this Agreement is made available for inspection by
the public in accordance with the Act, as contemplated
by clause 25E of the Regulation.

GST Act

means the A New Tax System (Goods and Services Tax)
Act 1999 (Cth).

Infrastructure Approval

means the infrastructure approval granted by the
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure on 10 October
2013 under section 115ZB of the Act for the
Development.

Land

means the land the subject of the Infrastructure
Approval as set out in Schedule 3.

Minister

means the Minister administering the Act.

Party

means a party to this Agreement, including their
successors and assigns.

Parties

means the parties to this Agreement.

Planning Agreement

means the provisions of this Agreement under which
Aurizon is required to make the Development
Contribution in connection with the carrying out of the
Development, and includes any provisions that are
incidental or supplementary to those provisions.

Progressive or Periodic Supply

means a Taxable Supply that satisfies the requirements
of section 155-6 GST Act.

Public Purpose

means any purpose that benefits the public or a section
of the public, including but not limited to a purpose
specified under s 93F(2) of the Act.

Regulation

means the Environmental Planning and Assessment
Regulation 2000 (NSW).

Supplier

means the entity making the Supply.

TSF Project

means the development of a train support facility to be
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Term

Definition
constructed by or on behalf of Aurizon on land owned by
Aurizon at Hexham, which will be used to undertake
train provisioning services and refuelling.

Tuxford Park Oval

1.2

means the Tuxford Park Oval located at King Street,
Shortland, 2307. The park is owned and maintained by
Council and is used for recreational and sporting
purposes.

Interpretation
In this document:

2

(a)

a singular word includes the plural and vice versa;

(b)

a word which suggests one gender includes the other gender;

(c)

a reference to a clause, schedule, annexure or party is a reference to a clause of, and a
schedule, annexure or party to, this document and references to this document include
any schedules or annexures;

(d)

a reference to a party to this document or any other document or agreement includes the
party’s successors, permitted substitutes and permitted assigns;

(e)

if a word or phrase is defined, its other grammatical forms have a corresponding
meaning;

(f)

a reference to a document or agreement (including a reference to this document) is to
that document or agreement as amended, supplemented, varied or replaced;

(g)

a reference to this document includes the agreement recorded by this document;

(h)

a reference to legislation or to a provision of legislation (including subordinate legislation)
is to that legislation as amended, re-enacted or replaced, and includes any subordinate
legislation issued under it;

(i)

if any day on or by which a person must do something under this document is not a
Business Day, then the person must do it on or by the next Business Day.

(j)

a reference to a person includes a corporation, trust, partnership, unincorporated body,
government and local authority or agency, or other entity whether or not it comprises a
separate legal entity; and

(k)

a reference to ‘month’ means calendar month.

Application of the Agreement
This Agreement applies to:
(a)

the Land; and

(b)

the Development.
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3

Planning Agreement under the Act
This Agreement constitutes a planning agreement within the meaning of section 93F of the Act.
Schedule 1 demonstrates how this Agreement complies with each of the requirements of Division
6 Part 4 of the Act.

4

5

Application of sections 94, 94A and 95EF
(a)

This Agreement does not exclude the application of sections 94, 94A and 94EF of the Act
to the Development.

(b)

The Parties agree that pursuant to the conditions of the Infrastructure Approval, sections
94 and 94A of the Act do not currently apply to the Development.

Provision of Development Contribution
Subject to this Agreement, Aurizon will pay the Development Contribution to Council:
(a)

under the specification in column 1 of Schedule 2;

(b)

in the amount referred to in column 2 of Schedule 2; and

(c)

at the time referred to in column 3 of Schedule 2.

6

Development Contribution to be made under this Agreement

6.1

Tuxford Park Oval upgrade
The Parties agree that the Development Contribution is to be applied to the upgrade of the
Tuxford Park Oval.

6.2

Documentation required
Following execution of this Agreement, Council is required to submit to Aurizon:

6.3

(a)

a draft work plan detailing the proposed works that will be undertaken by Council to
upgrade Tuxford Park Oval (Draft Work Plan); and

(b)

a tax invoice for the amount of the Development Contribution.

Acceptance of Work Plan
(a)

Within 10 Business Days of Aurizon receiving the Draft Work Plan, Aurizon, acting
reasonably, must provide notice to Council as to whether it:

(b)

34305177v10

(i)

accepts the proposed works as described in the Draft Work Plan; or

(ii)

proposes amendments to the Draft Work Plan.

If Aurizon accepts the Draft Work Plan without amendments, the Draft Work Plan
provided by Council becomes the Final Work Plan (Final Work Plan) from the date that
notice is provided by Aurizon in accordance with clause 6.3(a)(i).
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(c)

6.4

Alternatively, if amendments to the Draft Work Plan are required by Aurizon, the Parties
must work together to reach agreement as to the works to be undertaken by Council.
The Final Work Plan must be provided to Aurizon within 10 Business Days of it being
agreed by the Parties.

Time of payment
Within 10 Business Days of Council providing Aurizon with the Final Work Plan and the tax invoice
as required by clauses 6.2 and 6.3, Aurizon will transfer the Development Contribution (less the
amount of the Deposit which has already been paid) into a bank account nominated by Council.
The Development Contribution is paid for the purposes of this Agreement when cleared funds are
deposited by means of electronic transfer into a bank account nominated by Council.

6.5

7

No liability for maintenance
(a)

Aurizon’s Development Contribution towards to the upgrade of the Tuxford Park Oval is
capped at $260,000;

(b)

Aurizon accepts no liability for any ongoing maintenance of Tuxford Park Oval before or
after the carrying out of the upgrade works; and

(c)

Council will indemnify Aurizon for any Claims arising with respect to the upgrade works
undertaken at Tuxford Park Oval.

Enforcement
(a)

Without limiting any other remedies available to the Parties, this Agreement may be
enforced by either Party in any court of competent jurisdiction.

(b)

Nothing in this Agreement prevents:
(i)

a Party from bringing proceedings in the Land and Environment Court to enforce
any aspect of this Agreement or any matter to which this Agreement relates; or

(ii)

the Minister from exercising any function under this Act or any other statute or
law relating to the enforcement of any aspect of this Agreement or any matter to
which this Agreement relates.

8

Security

8.1

Deposit
Upon execution of this Agreement, Aurizon must provide the Depositholder with a Deposit in the
amount of $26,000 as security for the payment of the balance of the Development Contribution,
by a payment method agreed between the Parties in writing.

8.2

Release of Deposit
The Depositholder must release the Deposit:
(a)

34305177v10

to Council’s consolidated fund immediately after Aurizon pays the balance of the
Development Contribution in accordance with clause 6.4; or



Voluntary Planning Agreement for Hexham Train Support Facility Project

5

(b)
8.3

to Aurizon if this Agreement is terminated for any reason, other than breach of the
Agreement by Aurizon.

Forfeit of Deposit
If Aurizon fails to pay the balance of the Development Contribution required to be paid under
clause 5 in accordance with the terms of the Agreement, Council may terminate this Agreement
by written notice to Aurizon and recover the Deposit from the Depositholder.

9

Registration
The Parties agree not to register this Agreement under section 93H of the Act.

10

Dispute resolution

10.1

Not Commence
A party may not commence any court proceedings relating to a Dispute under this Agreement
unless it complies with clause 10.

10.2

Written Notice of the Dispute
A Party claiming that the Dispute has arisen about or under this Agreement must give written
notice to the other Party specifying the nature of the Dispute.

10.3

Attempt to Resolve
On receipt of notice under clause 10.2, the Parties must endeavour in good faith to resolve the
Dispute expeditiously using informal dispute resolution techniques such as mediation, expert
evaluation or other techniques agreed by them.

10.4

Mediation
It the Parties do not agree within seven days of receipt of notice under clause 10.2 (or any
further period agreed in writing by them) as to:
(a)

the dispute resolution technique and procedures to be adopted;

(b)

the timetable for all steps in those procedures; and

(c)

the selection and compensation of the independent person required for such technique,

the Parties must mediate the dispute in compliance with the Mediation Rules of the Law Society
of New South Wales (or any replacement). The Parties must request the President of the Law
Society of New South Wales or the President’s nominee to select the mediator and determine the
mediator’s remuneration.
10.5

Costs
Each Party to the Dispute must pay its own costs of complying with clause 10. The Parties to the
Dispute must equally pay the costs of the mediation including without limitation the fees of any
mediator and the cost of room hire.
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10.6

Court proceedings
If the Dispute is not resolved within 42 days after the notice is given under clause 10.2, then any
Party which has complied with clause 10 may in writing terminate any dispute resolution process
commenced under clause 10 and may commence court proceedings about the Dispute.

10.7

Not use information
The Parties acknowledge the purpose of any exchange of information or documents or the
making of an offer of settlement under clause 10 is to attempt to settle the Dispute. No Party
may use any information or documents obtained through any dispute resolution process under
clause 10 for any purpose other than in an attempt to settle the Dispute.

10.8

No prejudice
Clause 10 does not prejudice the right of a Party to institute court proceedings for urgent
injunctive or declaratory relief about any matter arising out of or relating to this Agreement.

11

Costs
Aurizon agrees to pay Council’s reasonable costs not exceeding $5,000 for negotiating and
executing this Agreement and any document related to this Agreement.

12

GST

12.1

Definitions
Any terms capitalised in clause 12 and not already defined in clause 1.1 have the same meaning
given to those terms in the GST Act.

12.2

GST inclusive
The consideration for a Supply made under or in connection with this document includes GST.

12.3

Taxable Supply
If a Supply made under or in connection with this document is a Taxable Supply, then at or
before the time the consideration for the Supply is payable the Supplier must give the Recipient a
Tax Invoice for the Supply.

12.4

Warranty that Tax Invoice is issued regarding a Taxable Supply
Where a Tax Invoice is given by the Supplier, the Supplier warrants that the Supply to which the
Tax Invoice relates is a Taxable Supply and that it will remit the GST (as stated on the Tax
Invoice) to the Australian Taxation Office.

13

Explanatory Notice to the Agreement
Under clause 25E(7) of the Regulation, the Parties agree that the Explanatory Note is not to be
used to assist in the interpretation of this Agreement.

34305177v10



Voluntary Planning Agreement for Hexham Train Support Facility Project

7

14

General

14.1

Amendments
This document may only be amended by written agreement between all parties.

14.2

Assignment
A party may only assign this Agreement or a right under this Agreement with the written consent
of the other party, whose consent may not be unreasonably withheld.

14.3

Counterparts
This document may be signed in any number of counterparts. All counterparts together make
one instrument.

14.4

No merger
The rights and obligations of the parties under this Agreement do not merge on completion of
any transaction contemplated by this Agreement.

14.5

14.6

Entire agreement
(a)

This Agreement supersedes all previous agreements about its subject matter and
embodies the entire agreement between the Parties.

(b)

To the extent permitted by law, any statement, representation or promise made in any
negotiation or discussion, has no effect except to the extent expressly set out or
incorporated by reference in this Agreement.

Further assurances
Each Party must do all things reasonably necessary to give effect to this Agreement and the
transactions contemplated by it.

14.7

Representations and warranties
The Parties represent and warrant that they have the power to enter into this Agreement and
comply with their obligations under this Agreement and that entry into this Agreement will not
result in the breach of any law.

14.8

Confidentiality
(a)

The Parties agree that the terms of this Agreement are not confidential and that this
Agreement may be treated as a public document and exhibited of reported without
restriction by either Party.

(b)

Any information disclosed by a Party under this Agreement:
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must be kept confidential unless it is already available in the public domain; and

(ii)

may only be used to attempt to resolve a Dispute.
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14.9

No waiver
(a)

The failure of a Party to require full or partial performance of a provision of this
document does not affect the right of that Party to require performance subsequently.

(b)

A single or partial exercise of or waiver of the exercise of any right, power or remedy
does not preclude any other or further exercise of that or any other right, power or
remedy.

(c)

A right under this Agreement may only be waived in writing signed by the Party granting
the waiver, and is effective only to the extent specifically set out in that waiver.

14.10 Governing law and jurisdiction
(a)

New South Wales law governs this Agreement.

(b)

Each Party irrevocably submits to the exclusive jurisdiction of the New South Wales
courts and courts competent to hear appeals from those courts.

14.11 Severability
A clause or part of a clause of this Agreement that is illegal or unenforceable may be severed
from this document and the remaining clauses or parts of the clause of this document continue in
force.
14.12 Notice
A notice, consent or communication under this Agreement is only effective if it is:
(a)

in writing, signed by or on behalf of the person giving it;

(b)

addressed to the person to whom it is to be given; and

(c)

given as follows:
(i)

delivered by hand to that person’s address;

(ii)

sent by prepaid mail (or by prepaid airmail if the person is overseas) to that
person’s address;

(iii)

sent by fax to that person’s fax number where the sender receives a transmission
confirmation report from the despatching machine indicating the transmission
was made without error and showing the relevant number of pages and the
correct destination fax number or name of recipient; or

(iv)

sent by email to that person’s email address.

14.13 When is notice given
A notice, consent or communication given under clause 14.12 is given and received on the
corresponding day set out in the table below. The time expressed in the table is the local time in
the place of receipt.
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If a notice is

It is given and received on

Delivered by hand or sent
by fax

(a)

that day, if delivered by 5.00pm on a Business Day; or

(b)

the next Business Day, in any other case.

Sent by post

(a)

three Business Days after posting, if sent within Australia;
or

(b)

seven Business Day after posting, if sent to or from a
place outside Australia.

(a)

as soon as the sender receives an email receipt or other
written confirmation or verbal confirmation from the
recipient to the sender indicating that the email was
received

Sent by email

14.14 Address for notices
A person’s address and fax number are those set out below, or as the person notifies the sender:
Name

Aurizon Operations Limited ACN 124 649 967

Attention

Kevyn Neale

Address

Level 2, 192 Ann Street, Brisbane, QLD 4000

Fax

02 4929 0412

Email

Kevyn.Neale@aurizon.com.au

Name

Newcastle City Council

Attention

[#Council to confirm appropriate contact person]

Address

282 King Street, Newcastle NSW 2300

Fax

02 4974 2222

Email

[#Council to confirm appropriate email address]
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Schedule 1
Requirements of Division 6 Part 4 of the Act

Subject and subsection of the Act

The planning agreement

Planning Instrument or Development Application
(Section 93F(1))
Aurizon has:
(a)

sought a change to an environmental planning
instrument;

No.

(b)

made, or proposes to make, a development
application; or

Yes.

(c)

entered into an agreement with, or is otherwise
associated with, a person to whom paragraph (a) and
(b) applies.

No.

Planning Instrument or Development Application
(Section 93F(1))
For the purpose of being used or applied towards a Public
Purpose, Aurizon has:
(a)

dedicated land free of cost;

(b)

paid a monetary contribution; or

(c)

provided any other material public benefit.

No.
Yes.
No.

Description of the land to which the Agreement
applies (Section 93F(3)(a))

See Schedule 3.

The scope, timing and manner of delivery of
contribution required by the Planning Agreement
(Section 93F(3)(c))

See clauses 5 and 6.

Applicability of Section 94 of the Act

The application of section 94 of the Act
is not excluded.

(Section 93F(3)(d))
Applicability of Section 94A of the Act
(Section 93F(3)(d))
Applicability of Section 94EF of the Act

The application of section 94A of the Act
is not excluded.

(Section 93F(3)(d))

The application of section 94EF of the
Act is not excluded.

Mechanism for dispute resolution

See clause 10.

(Section 93F(3)(f))
Enforcement of the Planning Agreement

See clauses 7 and 8.

(Section 93F(3)(g))
Registration of the Planning Agreement

See clause 9.

(Section 93F(3)(g))
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Schedule 2
Development Contribution

Purpose of Development
Contribution

Development Contribution

Date for payment of
Development Contribution

Upgrade of Tuxford Park Oval
under in accordance with the
Final Work Plan.

$260,000.00

The Deposit is to be paid upon
execution of this Agreement.
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The balance of Development
Contribution to be paid within 10
Business Days of receipt of the
Final Work Plan and invoice in
accordance with clauses 6.2 and
6.3.
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Schedule 3
Land

The land the subject of the Infrastructure Approval is a 255 hectare site located on the western side of
the New England Highway and the Great Northern Railway, on the following land parcels in the City of
Newcastle local government area:
1

Lot 101 DP 1084709;

2

Lot 102 DP 1084709;

3

Lot 2 DP 735456;

4

Lot 10 DP 735235;

5

Lot 104 DP 1084709;

6

Lot 113 DP 755232;

7

Lot 1 DP 155530;

8

Lot 12 DP 1075150;

9

Lot 1 DP 1062240;

10

Lot 311 DP 583724; and

11

Lot 1 DP 128309.
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Execution
EXECUTED as an agreement

Signed by
Aurizon Operations Limited ACN 124 649 967 by its
duly authorised officer in the presence of:





Signature of witness

Name of witness (print)





Signature of Authorised Officer

Full Name of Authorised Officer

Office Held

Signed by
Newcastle City Council in accordance with a
resolution passed on



Signature of authorised person



Signature of authorised person



Name of authorised person



Name of authorised person



Office held



Office held
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ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
24 NOVEMBER 2015

CCL 24/11/15
CCL 24/11/15 - ENDORSEMENT OF PLANNING AGREEMENT - HEXHAM
TRAIN SUPPORT FACILITY

Attachment B:

Summary of submissions

Attachment B - Summary of Submissions - Exhibition of Planning Agreement for Hexham
Train Support Facility

Submission Received
From
Shortland United Junior
Football Club Inc

Comments

Council Response

Shortland United Football Club are the
majority user of the Tuxford Park
facilities.

Noted

Shortland United Junior Football Club
Noted
consists of 11 teams in 2015 with over
150 members (players). The club begins
operation at Tuxford Park in February
each year with registration and finish in
September. We are on park for over 8
months training mid week and playing
most weekends and utilise the entire
lower portion inclusive of driveway access
and adjacent area for car parking.
The majority of our Committee and
Noted
members are locals who live nearby and
have been involved with the club for at
least 10 years. The current committee
has been steering operations for over five
years. Our Committee and members also
consist of persons involved with Land
Development and Construction such as
Civil Engineering, Surveying and
Construction Specialists so we feel we
are an ideal source of communication
regarding the proposed upgrade.
We note that a Draft Work Plan will be
undertaken by Council. Our Club wish to
be involved in that process where
deemed appropriate and offer our
informed opinion for the upgrade prior to
completion into a Final Work Plan.

Council can consult
with the Shortland
United Football Club
during the
preparation of the
Project Charter.

MARKED UP
COPY

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING
24 November 2015

CCL 24/11/15
Guraki Committee Review

Attachment A:
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1

Interpretation

1.1

Unless context determines otherwise, the following definitions apply to this constitution:
1.1.1

Act means the Local Government Act 1993 (NSW).

1.1.2

Chairperson means the Chairperson of the Committee.

1.1.3

Council means The City of Newcastle Council and where appropriate includes its
administration.

1.1.4

Deputy Chairperson means the person who may act for the Chairperson in the
absence of the Chairperson.

1.1.5

Facilitator means a Council officer appointed by the General Manager to fulfil the
tasks set out in clause 6.3.1.

1.1.6

General Manager means the General Manager of The City of Newcastle and
includes his / her delegate.

1.1.7

General Resources means resources which may be used as resolved by the
working party to facilitate the working party’s terms of reference.

1.1.8

Open Voting means voting by show of hands using a single non-transferable vote
system. This means each voter casts one vote for one candidate in a multicandidate race. In the event of a tied vote, a second round run-off vote is held
between the tied candidates. If the vote remains tied, the Chairperson shall have a
second and casting vote.

1.1.9

Quarantined Resources means resources that must be used for a specified task,
project, issue or cost.

1.1.10

Report means a form of submission to Council on strategic matters.

1.1.11

Resources means funds, the time and effort of Council officers, access to Council
services and contractors and access to assets of Council.

1.1.12

Secretary means a Council officer appointed by the General Manager to fulfil the
tasks set out in clause 6.3.2.

1.1.131.1.12
Selection Panel means the panel consisting of the Councillors elected to
the committee by Council pursuant to clause 8.2.1. to nominate the community
representatives.
1.1.141.1.13
Voting Member means a committee member elected or appointed pursuant
to clause 6.1.
1.1.151.1.14
Working Party Operating Procedures means The City of Newcastle’s
Working Party Operating Procedures.

2

Strategic alignment

2.1

This committee aligns with strategic priorities identified inby Council's Newcastle
Community Strategic Plan (Newcastle 2030) and Council's Reconciliation Action Plan. from
time to time.

2.2

This committee will be responsible to Council.

3

Establishment and dissolution

3.1

This committee was established by resolution of Council dated 17 November 2009.

3.2

This committee will be known as the Guraki Aboriginal Advisory Committee.

3.3

This committee will disband and cease to function on 5 August 20152 or as otherwise
determined by Council.
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4

Terms of reference

4.1

The terms of reference of the committee are:
4.1.1

To give life to Council’s 1998 Ccommitment to the Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander Ppeoples of the City of Newcastle.

4.1.2

To provide strategic advice and guidance with relation to Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander mattersissues.

4.1.3

To engage Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in Local Government.

4.1.4

To raise broad communitylocal awareness of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
culture and themesissues.

4.1.5

To provide a united voice for the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples of
the City of Newcastle.

4.1.6

To investigate, consider and prepare applications for Ffederal and Sstate
government funding, grants and sponsorships.

4.2

This committee will investigate, consider, and provide expert advice on Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander mattersissues within the terms of reference set out in this clause.

4.3

This committee will, where considered beneficial, work collaboratively with Council’s other
committees to consider mattersissues that are within the terms of reference ofr more than
one committee.

4.4

This committee will, where deemed necessary, form working parties to investigate,
consider, and provide advice on, defined tasks and themesissues.

4.5

This committee provides a forum for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander input into
Council’s decision making process, and is constituted to compliment Council’s other
consultative mechanisms.

4.6

The committee will consider mattersissues within its terms of reference which are referred
to it by Council.

5

Delegated functions

5.1

In accordance with this constitution and sections 355 and 377 of the Act, Council delegates
to the committee the power to advise Council.

5.2

Unless specifically delegated by this constitution or other instrument:
5.2.1

The committee cannot make decisions on behalf of Council; and

5.2.2

The committee (or any of its members) cannot direct any Council officer in his or
her duties.

5.3

In carrying out its functions, the committee must at all times recognise that primary
responsibility for management of Council rests with Council and the General Manager.

6

Administrative and facilitative support

6.1

The following persons will be members of the committee but will not be Voting Members:
6.1.1

The General Manager;

6.1.2

Council’s Directors; and

6.1.3

Council officers appointed pursuant to this clause 6.

6.2

The persons listed at clause 6.1 will be entitled to attend and participate in all meetings of
the committee and may not be excluded from any meeting or part thereof except by
direction of the General Manager.

6.3

The General Manager will appoint Council officers to fulfil the following roles:
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6.3.1

6.3.2

6.3.3

The Facilitator will have the following functions:
(a)

Facilitate discussion at committee meetings, provide input to meetings
and be an active (non-voting) member of the committee;

(b)

Focus the committee on its terms of reference and agenda items;

(c)

Act as the communication link between the committee and Council;

(d)

Manage the resources available to the committee;

(e)

Where appropriate, liaise closely with the facilitators of Council’s other
committees to assist collaboration between committees, the sharing of
information and the efficient use of Council and committee member
resources; and

(f)

Work closely with the Chairperson to administer the committee and its
meetings. This will include preparation of agendas and business
papers, minutes, organising meeting venues and other administrative
tasks associated with the Committee.

The Secretary will provide administrative support to the committee. The Secretary
will have the following functions:
(a)

Prepare agendas;

(b)

Maintain the register of members;

(c)

Maintain the committee’s register of delegations;

(d)

Maintain the committee’s financial records;

(e)

Take minutes at committee meetings and prepare them for
dissemination;

(f)

Accept and collate committee business papers prepared or submitted by
Council officers, committee members, working parties and stakeholders;

(g)

Make agendas, minutes and committee business papers available to
committee members, Councillors and relevant Council officers;

(h)

Make committee governance papers (including but not limited to this
constitution and Council’s applicable guidelines/policy documents)
available to committee members, Councillors and relevant Council
officers;

(i)

Book meeting venues and organise the provision of any necessary
equipment; and

(j)

Provide administrative assistance to the Facilitator.

The Facilitator and Secretary will be suitably qualified Council officers and the
positions may be shared amongst a number of suitably qualified Council officers.

7

Resources

7.1

Council will provide the venue and business papers for all committee meetings.

7.2

Access to resources may be provided to the committee:

7.3

7.2.1

By Council’s annual Operational Plan Delivery ProgramManagement Planand / or
budgetary provisions; or

7.2.2

By determination of the General Manager from time to time.

Resources:
7.3.1

Will be identified as general resources or quarantined resources; and
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7.3.2
7.4

7.5

May by determination of the General Manager be no longer made available if, in
the General Manager’s opinion, the resources are not being used effectively.

The committee may by resolution request access to resources in addition to those provided
by Council pursuant to clause 7.2. Such requests must be made on the following terms:
7.4.1

Before voting on a proposed resolution seeking access to resources, the
committee must first liaise with the Facilitator to determine whether such resources
might be available in accordance with Council’s Operational PlanDelivery
ProgramManagement Plan, budgetary considerations and strategic objectives.

7.4.2

After considering the Facilitator’s response to the proposed resolution, the
committee may resolve to request in writing that Council provide the committee
with resources.

7.4.3

Such requests must be by way of report to the General Manager and must specify
the resources requested and the reason for the request.

7.4.4

The Facilitator may prepare a comment on the report, which will be provided to the
General Manager in conjunction with the report. Such note may support or not
support the application for resources.

The General Manager will reply in writing to the committee’s requests made pursuant to
clause 7.4. If resources will not be made available, the reply will specify why the request
has been declined. If resources are to be made available, the reply will specify:
7.5.1

The nature of the resources made available;

7.5.2

Whether such resources are general resources or quarantined resources; and

7.5.3

Any timeframe within which the resources will be made available.

7.6

Resources allocated to the committee will be managed by the Facilitator.

8

Membership

8.1

Council shall appoint Voting Members of the committee in accordance with this clause 8.

8.2

The committee shall consist of nine Voting Members, being:
8.2.1

Three Councillors elected by Council in accordance with clause 10,

8.2.2

Nine SixAboriginal and Torres Strait Islander community and stakeholder members
as determined by the General Manager and the selection panel.

8.3

The stakeholder members appointed pursuant to clause 8.2.2 may be substituted with
alternate nominees at the discretion of the nominating organisation. The membership of a
stakeholder member appointed pursuant to clause 8.2.2 shall terminate on that person
ceasing their employment / affiliation with the nominating organisation.

8.4

Members will remain members of the committee until the earlier of:
8.4.1

5 August 20152;

8.4.2

The committee is disbanded under clause 3.3; or

8.4.3

Their membership is otherwise terminated.

8.5

The membership of Councillors appointed pursuant to clause 8.2.1 will be terminated
immediately if that member is no longer a Councillor.

8.6

If a Voting Member resigns their membership, or otherwise has their membership
terminated:
8.6.1

If the Voting Member was appointed pursuant to clause 8.2.1, Council will elect a
replacement member to the committee in accordance with clause 9.7;

8.6.2

If the Voting Member was a stakeholder member appointed pursuant to clause
8.2.2 by a stakeholder organisation who has not provided an alternate nominee,
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the General Manager in consultation with Councillors will determine a replacement
stakeholder organisation to nominate a member to the committee; and
8.6.3

If the Voting Member was a community member appointed pursuant to clause
8.2.2, the selection panel will nominate a replacement community member to the
committee.

8.7

The name and organisation (if relevant) of a member will be public knowledge and will be
entered into the committee register, an excerpt of which will appear on Council’s website.

9

Selection Panel

9.1

The selection panel for the purposes of clause 8.2.2 will consist of the three Councillors
elected to the committee by Council pursuant to clause 10.

9.2

The selection panel will nominate the committee’s members under clause 8.2.2 in
accordance with this clause 8.3.

9.3

The General Manager will determine the membership criteria.

9.4

Expressions of interest for community representatives will be called for by way of notice:
9.4.1

In a newspaper circulating in the Newcastle area;

9.4.2

On Council’s website; and

9.4.3

By way of any other medium deemed appropriate by the Facilitator.

9.5

Community member applicants will be assessed against the membership criteria by the
selection panel. Such assessment may include an interview with the applicant and
checking of references and qualifications.

9.6

Stakeholder members will be nominated by the General Manager in consultation with
Councillors. The General Manager will determine the number of Stakeholder members.

9.7

The selection panel will by agreement or vote (each member having one vote on each
prospective nominee) nominate Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander community members
to the committee.

10

Councillor representatives

10.1

Council will elect Councillor members to the committee in accordance with this clause 10.

10.2

Council will call for nominations for Councillor committee members.

10.3

Council will elect Councillor committee members from the nominees by Open Voting. The
three candidates with the most votes will be declared the Councillor committee members.

11

Chairperson and Deputy Chairperson

11.1

The Chairperson will be elected by the committee from the Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander community and stakeholder members of the committee.

11.2

The Deputy Chairperson will be elected by the committee from the Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander community and stakeholder members of the committee, immediately
following election of the Chairperson.

11.3

Elections for the Chairperson and Deputy Chairperson shall be held at the first meeting of
the committee in each calendar year.

11.4

If at any time the position of Chairperson becomes vacant, the Deputy Chairperson will
become the Chairperson and a by-election will be held for the position of Deputy
Chairperson. If the position of Deputy Chairperson becomes vacant, a by-election will be
held for the position of Deputy Chairperson.

11.5

The Facilitator shall administer all elections.
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11.6

If there are more than two nominees for any position, the nominee garnering the lowest
number of votes will be eliminated and a further round of voting will take place to elect the
position. This process will continue until a nominee is elected.

11.7

If at an election of the Chairperson or Deputy Chairperson two or more candidates receive
the same number of votes and no candidate received a greater number of votes, the
Councillor members of the committee present at the meeting shall each have one vote as a
casting vote. If there remains an equality of votes, the Chairperson or Deputy Chairperson
will be determined by the drawing of lots.

11.8

The Chairperson will act as chairperson for meetings of the committee. If the Chairperson
is absent from a committee meeting, the Deputy Chairperson will act as chairperson for that
meeting. If both the Chairperson and Deputy Chairperson are absent from a meeting, the
Facilitator will nominate a member as chairperson for that meeting.

12

Meetings

12.1

Meetings must be held at least four times a year, as determined by the committee.

12.2

Additional meetings may be scheduled by:
12.2.1 The General Manager;
12.2.2 The Facilitator;
12.2.3 The Chairperson; or
12.2.4 The committee by resolution.

12.3

The Facilitator may, in consultation with other committee facilitators, schedule joint
meetings with other Council committees to consider issues of shared interest.

12.4

When scheduling a joint meeting pursuant to clause 12.3, the facilitators will determine
which committee shall be the lead committee for the meeting and therefore which
committee Chairperson, Facilitator and Secretary shall administer the meeting.

12.5

The Facilitator will determine the agenda for meetings.

12.612.5
The lead committee Facilitator Secretary will prepare the agenda and collate any
necessary business papers prior to the meeting.
12.712.6

The order of business for meetings will be as follows:

12.7.112.6.1 Open meeting.
12.7.212.6.2 Account of those present or in attendance.
12.7.312.6.3 Apologies and leave of absence.
12.7.412.6.4 Adoption of previous minutes.
12.7.512.6.5 Declaration of pecuniary and non pecuniary interests relating to the business
of the meeting.
12.7.612.6.6 Business arising from previous meeting.
12.7.712.6.7 Items submitted by Council.
12.7.812.6.8 Items submitted by the Facilitator.
12.7.912.6.9 Items submitted by committee members.
12.7.1012.6.10

General Business.

12.7.1112.6.11

Actions arising from meeting.

12.7.1212.6.12

Confirmation of details of next meeting.

12.7.1312.6.13

Close meeting.
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12.812.7
Any member may seek to place an item on a meeting agenda by providing to the
Facilitator in writing at least ten days prior to the day of the meeting:
12.8.112.7.1 Details of the item;
12.8.212.7.2 Any relevant business papers in relation to the item; and
12.8.312.7.3 Any requests that a non- member addresses the meeting in relation to the
item.
12.912.8
The Facilitator may reject any agenda item submitted by a committee member if, in
the opinion of the Facilitator, the agenda item:
12.9.112.8.1 Is not within the terms of reference of the committee;
12.9.212.8.2 Has an unlawful purpose;
12.9.312.8.3 Is vexatious; or
12.9.412.8.4 Except in event of properly recurring matters, is substantially the same as a
matter considered by the committee in the previous six months, or twice within the
previous two years, unless significant new material is provided to the Facilitator.
12.1012.9
If any proposed agenda item is rejected by the Facilitator, the Facilitator will inform
the committee of such rejection (and the reasons for it) in writing at the time of the meeting
for which the agenda item was proposed.
12.1112.10
The Facilitator Secretary will provide notice of meetings (including the agenda and
business papers) to members at least seven days prior to the day of the meeting. The
notice, agenda and business papers may be transmitted to members electronically.
12.1212.11
A quorum is required for a meeting to be convened. A quorum is constituted by
attendance of a majority of the Voting Members of the committee.
12.1312.12

Any non-member may be invited to attend a meeting and speak at that meeting by:

12.13.112.12.1

The committee by resolution;

12.13.212.12.2

The General Manager;

12.13.312.12.3

The Facilitator; or

12.13.412.12.4

The Chairperson.

12.1412.13
Unless otherwise resolved by the committee, all meetings of the committee will be
open to the general public.
12.1512.14
Any resolution to close a meeting (or part thereof) to the public must state the
reason for such closure. A meeting may only be closed for so much of the meeting as
comprises consideration or receipt of:
12.15.112.14.1

Personal information relating to any particular person;

12.15.212.14.2
Information that would, if disclosed, confer a commercial advantage
on a person with whom Council is conducting (or proposes to conduct) business;
12.15.312.14.3
disclosed:

Commercial information of a confidential nature that would, if

(a)

prejudice the commercial position of the person who supplied it;

(b)

confer a commercial advantage on a competitor of Council; or

(c)

reveal a trade secret;

12.15.412.14.4
law;

Information that would, if disclosed, prejudice the maintenance of

12.15.512.14.5

Matters affecting the security of Council or any person;

12.15.612.14.6

Sensitive information concerning issues of Aboriginal significance; or
- 10 -

12.15.712.14.7
Any other highly sensitive information which Council or the
committee by resolution determines it is appropriate to keep confidential.
12.1612.15
The Chairperson will be responsible for keeping order at the meeting, including
determining the order of speakers, accepting motions from members, and where necessary
placing reasonable restrictions on speakers, including as to their number and the time given
to them to speak.

13

Motions and resolutions

13.1

Motions put to the committee must be consistent with this constitution, and in particular the
committee’s terms of reference (clause 4). The Chairperson may reject any motion that he
/ she considers inconsistent with this constitution.

13.2

Motions shall be moved and seconded before they are debated by the committee. Any
Voting Member may move or second a motion. Any motion that is not seconded will lapse.

13.3

The mover and seconder of a motion shall have a right to speak in favour of a motion. A
minimum of two members will be allowed to speak against a motion. The mover of the
motion shall have a right of reply.

13.4

The Facilitator, the General Manager and Council’s Directors shall have a right to speak to
any motion.

13.5

Additional speakers shall be allowed to speak to the motion at the Chairperson’s discretion.

13.6

Once the Chairperson has given the mover of a motion his or her right of reply, a motion
shall be put to the meeting and determined by a simple majority vote by those Voting
Members present. Each Voting Member shall be entitled to one vote. In the event of a tie,
the Chairperson shall have a second and casting vote.

13.7

If a motion is adopted by the committee, it shall constitute a resolution of the committee.

13.8

The committee may make resolutions in relation to the operation of the committee and the
resources available to it.

13.9

The committee may by resolution constitute a working party in accordance with clause 15.

13.10 The committee may by resolution make recommendations to Council however the
committee may not make decisions binding on Council unless specifically authorised to do
so.
13.11 Recommendations to Council must be provided by way of report. All reports must be in the
form approved by the General Manager and prepared in accordance with clause 16.

14

Minutes

14.1

Minutes of all committee meetings will be recorded by the FacilitatorSecretary and settled
by the ChairpersonFacilitator.

14.2

As soon as practicable following the meeting to which they relate, draft minutes will be:
14.2.1 Recorded in Council’s electronic data management system; and
14.2.2 Made available to committee members.

14.3

As soon as practicable following the adoption of minutes, the adopted minutes will be:
14.3.1 Recorded in Council’s electronic data management system;
14.3.2 Made available on Council’s website; and
14.3.3 Made available to committee members.

14.4

The committee may by resolution pursuant to clause 12.15, deem the relevant minutes of
that meeting (or part thereof) to be confidential.
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14.5

A resolution designating minutes (or part thereof) to be confidential may detail
circumstances (or if practical a date) where those minutes (or part thereof) will no longer be
considered confidential.

14.6

If minutes are deemed confidential, they will not be made available on Council’s website
under clause 14.3.2.

14.7

If a member (other than a member appointed under clause 6.1) discloses any part of
minutes deemed confidential to a person other than to a committee member, that member
shall have committed an act of serious disorder and the provisions of clause 18.6 will apply.

14.8

If a Councillor member has committed an act of serious disorder pursuant to clause 14.7,
the committee must refer that act of serious disorder to Council.

15

Working parties

15.1

The committee may by resolution set up working parties to consider defined topics or
issues or undertake specific tasks.

15.2

Every working party shall operate in accordance with:
15.2.1 This clause 15;
15.2.2 The resolution establishing the working party; and
15.2.3 The Working Party Operating Procedures.

15.3

A resolution of the committee establishing a working party shall set out the following:
15.3.1 The terms of reference of the working party;
15.3.2 The Coordinator(s);
15.3.3 The Chair, who may not be a Council officer;
15.3.4

The resources, if any, that the committee will allocate to the working party;

15.3.5

The committee members who will be working party members;

15.3.6

The non-committee-member working party membership including:

15.3.7

(a)

Persons who will be invited to be working party members (by name or by
group / association; or

(b)

The number of non-committee members to be invited to be working
party members by an expression of interest process.

Any other matters relevant to the working party.

15.4

Council officers may not be voting members of working parties.

16

Reporting

16.1

All recommendations must be by way of report in the proper form, setting out the
committee’s resolution.

16.2

The committee may submit reports to Council on strategic matters.

16.3

If a report has been prepared by a working party, committee member or Council officer, the
committee may by resolution determine to:
16.3.1 Adopt the report;
16.3.2 Call for expressions of interest from members to prepare a report on the matter for
submission to Council or the Facilitator; or
16.3.3 Not adopt the report.

16.4

At his or her discretion a Council officer may prepare a report or provide reasonable
assistance to the committee member preparing a report.
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16.5

The committee must provide all reports to Council to the Facilitator and General Manager
for review and comment before submission. The Facilitator and General Manager may:
16.5.1 Provide a commentary note regarding the report, which must be annexed to the
report; or
16.5.2 If the report deals primarily with operational matters, decline to submit it to Council.

16.6

In addition to individual reports prepared pursuant to this clause 16, the committee shall
provide an annual report to Council on the committee’s activities. Such report shall be
prepared by the Facilitator.

17

Conduct

17.1

Committee members appointed under clause 8.2.2 are considered “delegates” of Council
for the purposes of the Act.

17.2

All committee members are subject to the terms of, and shall act in accordance with,
Council’s Code of Conduct and Media Policy. The conduct provisions of this constitution
are supplementary to, and do not replace, Council’s Code of Conduct and Media Policy.

17.3

All nominee committee members shall sign a Committee Member Undertaking (in a form
similar to that annexed to this constitution) and abide by its terms. If any nominee
committee member refuses to sign a Committee Member Undertaking, he or she shall not
be considered for membership of the committee.

17.4

If any member has a conflict of interests (as defined in Council’s Code of Conduct) in
relation to a matter, that member must manage their conflict of interests in accordance with
the provisions of Council’s Code of Conduct. Failure to manage a conflict of interests in
accordance with the provisions of Council’s Code of Conduct may be considered an act of
disorder or an act of serious disorder.

17.5

A Voting Member’s membership of the committee may be terminated by the Chairperson
due to the member’s non-attendance at three consecutive meetings of the committee
without:
17.5.1

Prior notification to the Secretary of their non-attendance; and

17.5.2

The granting of leave by resolution of the committee.

18

Acts of Disorder

18.1

During a meeting, a person has committed an act of disorder if that person:
18.1.1 Assaults or threatens any person;
18.1.2 Insults or makes personal reflections on or implies improper motives to any other
member or person;
18.1.3 Says or does anything that is inconsistent with maintaining order at the meeting or
is likely to bring Council or the committee into contempt or disrepute;
18.1.4 Moves or attempts to move a motion or an amendment to a motion that has an
unlawful purpose or that deals with a matter that is outside the terms of reference
of the committee, or addresses or attempts to address the committee on such a
motion, amendment or matter;
18.1.5 Disturbs the orderly conduct of the meeting; or
18.1.6 Breaches this constitution.

18.2

If a person commits an act of disorder, the Chairperson may:
18.2.1 Require that person to apologise without reservation for the act of disorder; and /
or
18.2.2 Require that person to withdraw a motion or amendment; and / or
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18.2.3 Expel that person from the meeting.
18.3

Any member may call the Chairperson’s attention to an act of disorder.

18.4

If in the opinion of a committee member the Chairperson commits an act of disorder, any
member may move a motion of disorder against the Chairperson and the committee may by
resolution require the Chairperson:
18.4.1 To apologise without reservation for the act of disorder; and / or
18.4.2 To withdraw a motion or amendment.

18.5

If a person has committed an act of disorder and is expelled from a meeting by the
Chairperson, the person must immediately leave the meeting. If the person refuses to
leave a meeting when expelled, the meeting must be adjourned until the expelled person
has left the meeting.

18.6

If in the opinion of the Chairperson, a Voting Member:
18.6.1 Commits an act of serious disorder or repeated acts of disorder;
18.6.2 Refuses to leave a meeting when expelled; or
18.6.3 Says or does anything that is likely to bring Council or the committee into serious
contempt or disrepute,
The Chairperson may refer the act of serious disorder to Council.

18.7

If in the opinion of any member, the Chairperson:
18.7.1 Commits an act of serious disorder or repeated acts of disorder; or
18.7.2 Says or does anything that is likely to bring Council or the committee into serious
contempt or disrepute,
That member may move a motion of serious disorder against the Chairperson. If a motion
of serious disorder against the Chairperson is passed, the meeting will be immediately
closed and the matter referred to Council.

18.8

If an act of serious disorder is referred to Council pursuant to clause 18.6 or 18.7, Council
may:
18.8.1 Require the person to apologise without reservation for the act of serious disorder;
18.8.2 Withdraw the committee membership of the person; and / or
18.8.3 Where the Chairperson or Deputy Chairperson has committed an act of serious
disorder, remove the Chairperson or Deputy Chairperson from their position.

18.9

In relation to any person who commits an act of disorder in a meeting and is not a member,
the Chairperson may:
18.9.1 Exclude such person from a meeting;
18.9.2 Direct that such person not be admitted to any further meetings of the committee;
and / or
18.9.3 Suspend the meeting until such person is removed from the meeting.

18.10 If the Chairperson declares a person has committed an act of disorder, any member may
move dissent to dispute the Chairperson’s declaration. If a motion of dissent is carried by a
majority of Voting Members, the declaration of disorder will be overturned.
18.11 Any motion or declaration of disorder or serious disorder must clearly set out the behaviour
alleged to constitute disorder or serious disorder and must be recorded in the minutes.
18.12 Any motion moved pursuant to this clause 18:
18.12.1 Must be accepted by the Chairperson;
18.12.2 Must be moved but does not require a seconder;
- 14 -

18.12.3 May be moved without notice; and
18.12.4 May not be amended, except to provide clarification as to detail.
18.13 Only the mover of the motion and the person alleged to have committed the act of disorder
may speak to a motion moved pursuant to this clause 18, and no further discussion will be
allowed.
18.14 The Chairperson must put a motion moved pursuant to this clause 18 to the meeting
immediately after the person alleged to have committed the act of disorder has spoken to it
under clause 18.13.

19

Public Comment

19.1

The Chairperson is the official spokesperson on committee business. In the absence of the
Chairperson (as noted by resolution of the committee or apology of the Chairperson), the
Deputy Chairperson is the official spokesperson on committee business.

19.2

The committee, through its official spokesperson, may discuss matters of interest with the
media and general public unless disclosure of certain information contravenes the
committee’s obligations of confidentiality, the Code of Conduct, privacy or duty of care, or
could infringe any laws or regulations.

19.3

The Facilitator and Council’s Communications Unit will assist the official spokesperson in
his or her dealings with the media and general public. Media activities must be coordinated
by Council’s Communications Unit.

19.4

Committee members are entitled to enter into debate in their private capacity provided they
clearly state that their comments are their personal opinion and that they do not represent
Council or the committee.

19.5

If a committee member not being the official spokesperson represents or implies that he or
she is speaking on behalf of the committee, that committee member may have committed
an act of disorder to which clause 18.2 applies.
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Newcastle City Council
………………………… Committee / Working Party Member Undertaking
I, ………………………………………………………………………………, declare as follows:
1. I wish to become a member of the committee / working party.
2. I understand the importance attached to my role as a member of the committee / working party.
3. I will contribute to the committee / working party for the benefit of the people of the City of
Newcastle.
4. I have read, understood and agree to be bound by the terms of:
a. The Constitution of the Committee
b. The Working Party Guidelines; and
c. The Newcastle City Council Code of Conduct.
for the duration of my membership of the committee / working party.
5. I understand that my personal information (including my name and organisation (if relevant))
will be public information, will be entered into the committee register and may be published on
Council’s website.

………………………………
Signature

………………………………
Date

………………………………
Witness
………………………………
Witness Name (print)

Guardian Consent (required if member under 18)
I, ………………………......... am the legal guardian of the above named person.
I consent to the above named person becoming a member of the above named committee /
working party.

………………………………
Signature

………………………………
Date

………………………………
Contact number
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1

Interpretation

1.1

Unless context determines otherwise, the following definitions apply to this constitution:
1.1.1

Act means the Local Government Act 1993 (NSW).

1.1.2

Chairperson means the chairperson of the Committee.

1.1.3

Council means The City of Newcastle Council and where appropriate includes its
administration.

1.1.4

Deputy Chairperson means the person who may act for the chairperson in the
absence of the chairperson.

1.1.5

Facilitator means a Council officer appointed by the General Manager to fulfil the
tasks set out in clause 6.3.1.

1.1.6

General Manager means the General Manager of The City of Newcastle and
includes his/her delegate.

1.1.7

General Resources means resources which may be used as resolved by the
working party to facilitate the working party’s terms of reference.

1.1.8

Open Voting means voting by show of hands using a single non-transferable
vote system. This means each voter casts one vote for one candidate in a multicandidate race. In the event of a tied vote, a second round run-off vote is held
between the tied candidates. If the vote remains tied, the Chairperson shall have
a second and casting vote.

1.1.9

Quarantined Resources means resources that must be used for a specified
task, project, issue or cost.

1.1.10

Report means a form of submission to Council on strategic matters.

1.1.11

Resources means funds, the time and effort of Council officers, access to
Council services and contractors and access to assets of Council.

1.1.12

Secretary means a Council officer appointed by the General Manager to fulfil the
tasks set out in clause 6.3.2.

1.1.13

Selection Panel means the panel consisting of the Councillors elected to the
committee by Council pursuant to clause 8.2.1. to nominate the community
representatives.

1.1.14

Voting Member means a committee member elected or appointed pursuant to
clause 6.1.

1.1.15

Working Party Operating Procedures means The City of Newcastle’s Working
Party Operating Procedures.

2

Strategic alignment

2.1

This committee aligns with strategic priorities identified in Council's Newcastle Community
Strategic Plan (Newcastle 2030).

2.2

This committee will be responsible to Council.

3

Establishment and dissolution

3.1

This committee was established by resolution of Council dated 17 November 2009.

3.2

This committee will be known as the Guraki Aboriginal Advisory Committee.

3.3

This committee will disband and cease to function on 5 August 2015 or as otherwise
determined by Council.

-4-

4

Terms of reference

4.1

The terms of reference of the committee are:
4.1.1

To give life to Council’s 1998 Commitment to the Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander Peoples of the City of Newcastle.

4.1.2

To provide strategic advice and guidance with relation to Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander matters.

4.1.3

To engage Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in Local Government.

4.1.4

To raise broad community awareness of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
culture and themes.

4.1.5

To provide a united voice for the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples of
the City of Newcastle.

4.1.6

To investigate, consider and prepare applications for Federal and State
government funding, grants and sponsorships.

4.2

This committee will investigate, consider, and provide expert advice on Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander matters within the terms of reference set out in this clause.

4.3

This committee will, where considered beneficial, work collaboratively with Council’s other
committees to consider matters that are within the terms of reference of more than one
committee.

4.4

This committee will, where deemed necessary, form working parties to investigate,
consider, and provide advice on, defined tasks and themes.

4.5

This committee provides a forum for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander input into
Council’s decision making process, and is constituted to compliment Council’s other
consultative mechanisms.

4.6

The committee will consider matters within its terms of reference which are referred to it by
Council.

5

Delegated functions

5.1

In accordance with this constitution and sections 355 and 377 of the Act, Council delegates
to the committee the power to advise Council.

5.2

Unless specifically delegated by this constitution or other instrument:
5.2.1

The committee cannot make decisions on behalf of Council; and

5.2.2

The committee (or any of its members) cannot direct any Council officer in his or
her duties.

5.3

In carrying out its functions, the committee must at all times recognise that primary
responsibility for management of Council rests with Council and the General Manager.

6

Administrative and facilitative support

6.1

The following persons will be members of the committee but will not be Voting Members:
6.1.1

The General Manager;

6.1.2

Council’s Directors; and

6.1.3

Council officers appointed pursuant to this clause 6.

6.2

The persons listed at clause 6.1 will be entitled to attend and participate in all meetings of
the committee and may not be excluded from any meeting or part thereof except by
direction of the General Manager.

6.3

The General Manager will appoint Council officers to fulfil the following roles:
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6.3.1

6.3.2

6.3.3

The Facilitator will have the following functions:
(a)

Facilitate discussion at committee meetings, provide input to meetings
and be an active (non-voting) member of the committee;

(b)

Focus the committee on its terms of reference and agenda items;

(c)

Act as the communication link between the committee and Council;

(d)

Manage the resources available to the committee;

(e)

Where appropriate, liaise closely with the facilitators of Council’s other
committees to assist collaboration between committees, the sharing of
information and the efficient use of Council and committee member
resources; and

(f)

Work closely with the Chairperson to administer the committee and its
meetings.

The Secretary will provide administrative support to the committee. The
Secretary will have the following functions:
(a)

Prepare agendas;

(b)

Maintain the register of members;

(c)

Maintain the committee’s register of delegations;

(d)

Maintain the committee’s financial records;

(e)

Take minutes at committee meetings and prepare them for
dissemination;

(f)

Accept and collate committee business papers prepared or submitted by
Council officers, committee members, working parties and stakeholders;

(g)

Make agendas, minutes and committee business papers available to
committee members, Councillors and relevant Council officers;

(h)

Make committee governance papers (including but not limited to this
constitution and Council’s applicable guidelines/policy documents)
available to committee members, Councillors and relevant Council
officers;

(i)

Book meeting venues and organise the provision of any necessary
equipment; and

(j)

Provide administrative assistance to the Facilitator.

The Facilitator and Secretary will be suitably qualified Council officers and the
positions may be shared amongst a number of suitably qualified Council officers.

7

Resources

7.1

Council will provide the venue and business papers for all committee meetings.

7.2

Access to resources may be provided to the committee:

7.3

7.4

7.2.1

By Council’s Delivery Program and/or budgetary provisions; or

7.2.2

By determination of the General Manager from time to time.

Resources:
7.3.1

Will be identified as general resources or quarantined resources; and

7.3.2

May by determination of the General Manager be no longer made available if, in
the General Manager’s opinion, the resources are not being used effectively.

The committee may by resolution request access to resources in addition to those provided
by Council pursuant to clause 7.2. Such request must be made on the following terms:
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7.5

7.4.1

Before voting on a proposed resolution seeking access to resources, the
committee must first liaise with the Facilitator to determine whether such
resources might be available in accordance with Council’s Delivery Program,
budgetary considerations and strategic objectives.

7.4.2

After considering the Facilitator’s response to the proposed resolution, the
committee may resolve to request in writing that Council provide the committee
with resources.

7.4.3

Such request must be by way of report to the General Manager and must specify
the resources requested and the reason for the request.

7.4.4

The Facilitator may prepare a comment on the report, which will be provided to
the General Manager in conjunction with the report. Such note may support or
not support the application for resources.

The General Manager will reply in writing to the committee’s requests made pursuant to
clause 7.4. If resources will not be made available, the reply will specify why the request
has been declined. If resources are to be made available, the reply will specify:
7.5.1

The nature of the resources made available;

7.5.2

Whether such resources are general resources or quarantined resources; and

7.5.3

Any timeframe within which the resources will be made available.

7.6

Resources allocated to the committee will be managed by the Facilitator.

8

Membership

8.1

Council shall appoint Voting Members of the committee in accordance with this clause 8.

8.2

The committee shall consist of nine Voting Members, being:
8.2.1

Three Councillors elected by Council in accordance with clause 10,

8.2.2

Nine Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander community and stakeholder members
as determined by the General Manager and the selection panel.

8.3

The stakeholder members appointed pursuant to clause 8.2.2 may be substituted with
alternate nominees at the discretion of the nominating organisation. The membership of a
stakeholder member appointed pursuant to clause 8.2.2 shall terminate on that person
ceasing their employment/affiliation with the nominating organisation.

8.4

Members will remain members of the committee until the earlier of:
8.4.1

5 August 2015;

8.4.2

The committee is disbanded under clause 3.3; or

8.4.3

Their membership is otherwise terminated.

8.5

The membership of Councillors appointed pursuant to clause 8.2.1 will be terminated
immediately if that member is no longer a Councillor.

8.6

If a Voting Member resigns their membership, or otherwise has their membership
terminated:
8.6.1

If the Voting Member was appointed pursuant to clause 8.2.1, Council will elect a
replacement member to the committee in accordance with clause 9.7;

8.6.2

If the Voting Member was a stakeholder member appointed pursuant to clause
8.2.2 by a stakeholder organisation who has not provided an alternate nominee,
the General Manager in consultation with Councillors will determine a
replacement stakeholder organisation to nominate a member to the committee;
and
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8.6.3

If the Voting Member was a community member appointed pursuant to clause
8.2.2, the selection panel will nominate a replacement community member to the
committee.

8.7

The name and organisation (if relevant) of a member will be public knowledge and will be
entered into the committee register, an excerpt of which will appear on Council’s website.

9

Selection Panel

9.1

The selection panel for the purposes of clause 8.2.2 will consist of the three Councillors
elected to the committee by Council pursuant to clause 10.

9.2

The selection panel will nominate the committee’s members under clause 8.2.2 in
accordance with this clause 8.3.

9.3

The General Manager will determine the membership criteria.

9.4

Expressions of interest for community representatives will be called for by way of notice:
9.4.1

In a newspaper circulating in the Newcastle area;

9.4.2

On Council’s website; and

9.4.3

By way of any other medium deemed appropriate by the Facilitator.

9.5

Community member applicants will be assessed against the membership criteria by the
selection panel. Such assessment may include an interview with the applicant and checking
of references and qualifications.

9.6

Stakeholder members will be nominated by the General Manager in consultation with
Councillors. The General Manager will determine the number of Stakeholder members.

9.7

The selection panel will by agreement or vote (each member having one vote on each
prospective nominee) nominate Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander community members
to the committee.

10

Councillor representatives

10.1

Council will elect Councillor members to the committee in accordance with this clause 10.

10.2

Council will call for nominations for Councillor committee members.

10.3

Council will elect Councillor committee members from the nominees by Open Voting. The
three candidates with the most votes will be declared the Councillor committee members.

11

Chairperson and Deputy Chairperson

11.1

The Chairperson will be elected by the committee from the Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander community and stakeholder members of the committee.

11.2

The Deputy Chairperson will be elected by the committee from the Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander community and stakeholder members of the committee, immediately
following election of the Chairperson.

11.3

Elections for the Chairperson and Deputy Chairperson shall be held at the first meeting of
the committee in each calendar year.

11.4

If at any time the position of Chairperson becomes vacant, the Deputy Chairperson will
become the Chairperson and a by-election will be held for the position of Deputy
Chairperson. If the position of Deputy Chairperson becomes vacant, a by-election will be
held for the position of Deputy Chairperson.

11.5

The Facilitator shall administer all elections.

11.6

If there are more than two nominees for any position, the nominee garnering the lowest
number of votes will be eliminated and a further round of voting will take place to elect the
position. This process will continue until a nominee is elected.
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11.7

If at an election of the Chairperson or Deputy Chairperson two or more candidates receive
the same number of votes and no candidate received a greater number of votes, the
Councillor members of the committee present at the meeting shall each have one vote as a
casting vote. If there remains an equality of votes, the Chairperson or Deputy Chairperson
will be determined by the drawing of lots.

11.8

The Chairperson will act as chairperson for meetings of the committee. If the Chairperson is
absent from a committee meeting, the Deputy Chairperson will act as chairperson for that
meeting. If both the Chairperson and Deputy Chairperson are absent from a meeting, the
Facilitator will nominate a member as chairperson for that meeting.

12

Meetings

12.1

Meetings must be held at least four times a year, as determined by the committee.

12.2

Additional meetings may be scheduled by:
12.2.1

The General Manager;

12.2.2

The Facilitator;

12.2.3

The Chairperson; or

12.2.4

The committee by resolution.

12.3

The Facilitator may, in consultation with other committee facilitators, schedule joint
meetings with other Council committees to consider issues of shared interest.

12.4

When scheduling a joint meeting pursuant to clause 12.3, the facilitators will determine
which committee shall be the lead committee for the meeting and therefore which
committee Chairperson, Facilitator and Secretary shall administer the meeting.

12.5

The Facilitator will determine the agenda for meetings.

12.6

The Secretary will prepare the agenda and collate any necessary business papers prior to
the meeting.

12.7

The order of business for meetings will be as follows:

12.8

12.7.1

Open meeting.

12.7.2

Account of those present or in attendance.

12.7.3

Apologies and leave of absence.

12.7.4

Adoption of previous minutes.

12.7.5

Declaration of pecuniary and non pecuniary interests relating to the business of
the meeting.

12.7.6

Business arising from previous meeting.

12.7.7

Items submitted by Council.

12.7.8

Items submitted by the Facilitator.

12.7.9

Items submitted by committee members.

12.7.10

General Business.

12.7.11

Actions arising from meeting.

12.7.12

Confirmation of details of next meeting.

12.7.13

Close meeting.

Any member may seek to place an item on a meeting agenda by providing to the Facilitator
in writing at least ten days prior to the day of the meeting:
12.8.1

Details of the item;

12.8.2

Any relevant business papers in relation to the item; and
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12.8.3
12.9

Any requests that a non-member address the meeting in relation to the item.

The Facilitator may reject any agenda item submitted by a committee member if, in the
opinion of the Facilitator, the agenda item:
12.9.1

Is not within the terms of reference of the committee;

12.9.2

Has an unlawful purpose;

12.9.3

Is vexatious; or

12.9.4

Except in event of properly recurring matters, is substantially the same as a
matter considered by the committee in the previous six months, or twice within
the previous two years, unless significant new material is provided to the
Facilitator.

12.10 If any proposed agenda item is rejected by the Facilitator, the Facilitator will inform the
committee of such rejection (and the reasons for it) in writing at the time of the meeting for
which the agenda item was proposed.
12.11 The Secretary will provide notice of meetings (including the agenda and business papers)
to members at least seven days prior to the day of the meeting. The notice, agenda and
business papers may be transmitted to members electronically.
12.12 A quorum is required for a meeting to be convened. A quorum is constituted by attendance
of a majority of the Voting Members of the committee.
12.13 Any non-member may be invited to attend a meeting and speak at that meeting by:
12.13.1

The committee by resolution;

12.13.2

The General Manager;

12.13.3

The Facilitator; or

12.13.4

The Chairperson.

12.14 Unless otherwise resolved by the committee, all meetings of the committee will be open to
the general public.
12.15 Any resolution to close a meeting (or part thereof) to the public must state the reason for
such closure. A meeting may only be closed for so much of the meeting as comprises
consideration or receipt of:
12.15.1

Personal information relating to any particular person;

12.15.2

Information that would, if disclosed, confer a commercial advantage on a person
with whom Council is conducting (or proposes to conduct) business;

12.15.3

Commercial information of a confidential nature that would, if disclosed:
(a)

prejudice the commercial position of the person who supplied it;

(b)

confer a commercial advantage on a competitor of Council; or

(c)

reveal a trade secret;

12.15.4

Information that would, if disclosed, prejudice the maintenance of law;

12.15.5

Matters affecting the security of Council or any person;

12.15.6

Sensitive information concerning issues of Aboriginal significance; or

12.15.7

Any other highly sensitive information which Council or the committee by
resolution determines it is appropriate to keep confidential.

12.16 The Chairperson will be responsible for keeping order at the meeting, including determining
the order of speakers, accepting motions from members, and where necessary placing
reasonable restrictions on speakers, including as to their number and the time given to
them to speak.
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13

Motions and resolutions

13.1

Motions put to the committee must be consistent with this constitution, and in particular the
committee’s terms of reference (clause 4). The Chairperson may reject any motion that
he/she considers inconsistent with this constitution.

13.2

Motions shall be moved and seconded before they are debated by the committee. Any
Voting Member may move or second a motion. Any motion that is not seconded will lapse.

13.3

The mover and seconder of a motion shall have a right to speak in favour of a motion. A
minimum of two members will be allowed to speak against a motion. The mover of the
motion shall have a right of reply.

13.4

The Facilitator, the General Manager and Council’s Directors shall have a right to speak to
any motion.

13.5

Additional speakers shall be allowed to speak to the motion at the Chairperson’s discretion.

13.6

Once the Chairperson has given the mover of a motion his or her right of reply, a motion
shall be put to the meeting and determined by a simple majority vote by those Voting
Members present. Each Voting Member shall be entitled to one vote. In the event of a tie,
the Chairperson shall have a second and casting vote.

13.7

If a motion is adopted by the committee, it shall constitute a resolution of the committee.

13.8

The committee may make resolutions in relation to the operation of the committee and the
resources available to it.

13.9

The committee may by resolution constitute a working party in accordance with clause 15.

13.10 The committee may by resolution make recommendations to Council however the
committee may not make decisions binding on Council unless specifically authorised to do
so.
13.11 Recommendations to Council must be provided by way of report. All reports must be in the
form approved by the General Manager and prepared in accordance with clause 16.

14

Minutes

14.1

Minutes of all committee meetings will be recorded by the Secretary and settled by the
Facilitator.

14.2

As soon as practicable following the meeting to which they relate, draft minutes will be:

14.3

14.2.1

Recorded in Council’s electronic data management system; and

14.2.2

Made available to committee members.

As soon as practicable following the adoption of minutes, the adopted minutes will be:
14.3.1

Recorded in Council’s electronic data management system;

14.3.2

Made available on Council’s website; and

14.3.3

Made available to committee members.

14.4

The committee may by resolution pursuant to clause 12.15, deem the relevant minutes of
that meeting (or part thereof) to be confidential.

14.5

A resolution designating minutes (or part thereof) to be confidential may detail
circumstances (or if practical a date) where those minutes (or part thereof) will no longer be
considered confidential.

14.6

If minutes are deemed confidential, they will not be made available on Council’s website
under clause 14.3.2.

14.7

If a member (other than a member appointed under clause 6.1) discloses any part of
minutes deemed confidential to a person other than to a committee member, that member
shall have committed an act of serious disorder and the provisions of clause 18.6 will apply.
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14.8

If a Councillor member has committed an act of serious disorder pursuant to clause 14.7,
the committee must refer that act of serious disorder to Council.

15

Working parties

15.1

The committee may by resolution set up working parties to consider defined topics or
issues or undertake specific tasks.

15.2

Every working party shall operate in accordance with:

15.3

15.2.1

This clause 15;

15.2.2

The resolution establishing the working party; and

15.2.3

The Working Party Operating Procedures.

A resolution of the committee establishing a working party shall set out the following:
15.3.1

The terms of reference of the working party;

15.3.2

The Coordinator(s);

15.3.3

The Chair, who may not be a Council officer;

15.3.4

The resources, if any, that the committee will allocate to the working party;

15.3.5

The committee members who will be working party members;

15.3.6

The non-committee-member working party membership including:

15.3.7

(a)

Persons who will be invited to be working party members (by name or by
group/association; or

(b)

The number of non-committee members to be invited to be working
party members by an expressions of interest process.

Any other matters relevant to the working party.

15.4

Council officers may not be voting members of working parties.

16

Reporting

16.1

All recommendations must be by way of report in the proper form, setting out the
committee’s resolution.

16.2

The committee may submit reports to Council on strategic matters.

16.3

If a report has been prepared by a working party, committee member or Council officer, the
committee may by resolution determine to:
16.3.1

Adopt the report;

16.3.2

Call for expressions of interest from members to prepare a report on the matter
for submission to Council or the Facilitator; or

16.3.3

Not adopt the report.

16.4

At his or her discretion a Council officer may prepare a report or provide reasonable
assistance to the committee member preparing a report.

16.5

The committee must provide all reports to Council to the Facilitator and General Manager
for review and comment before submission. The Facilitator and General Manager may:
16.5.1

Provide a commentary note regarding the report, which must be annexed to the
report; or

16.5.2

If the report deals primarily with operational matters, decline to submit it to
Council.
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16.6

In addition to individual reports prepared pursuant to this clause 16, the committee shall
provide an annual report to Council on the committee’s activities. Such report shall be
prepared by the Facilitator.

17

Conduct

17.1

Committee members appointed under clause 8.2.2 are considered “delegates” of Council
for the purposes of the Act.

17.2

All committee members are subject to the terms of, and shall act in accordance with,
Council’s Code of Conduct and Media Policy. The conduct provisions of this constitution are
supplementary to, and do not replace, Council’s Code of Conduct and Media Policy.

17.3

All nominee committee members shall sign a Committee Member Undertaking (in a form
similar to that annexed to this constitution) and abide by its terms. If any nominee
committee member refuses to sign a Committee Member Undertaking, he or she shall not
be considered for membership of the committee.

17.4

If any member has a conflict of interests (as defined in Council’s Code of Conduct) in
relation to a matter, that member must manage their conflict of interests in accordance with
the provisions of Council’s Code of Conduct. Failure to manage a conflict of interests in
accordance with the provisions of Council’s Code of Conduct may be considered an act of
disorder or an act of serious disorder.

17.5

A Voting Member’s membership of the committee may be terminated by the Chairperson
due to the member’s non-attendance at three consecutive meetings of the committee
without:
17.5.1

Prior notification to the Secretary of their non-attendance; and

17.5.2

The granting of leave by resolution of the committee.

18

Acts of Disorder

18.1

During a meeting, a person has committed an act of disorder if that person:

18.2

18.1.1

Assaults or threatens any person;

18.1.2

Insults or makes personal reflections on or implies improper motives to any other
member or person;

18.1.3

Says or does anything that is inconsistent with maintaining order at the meeting
or is likely to bring Council or the committee into contempt or disrepute;

18.1.4

Moves or attempts to move a motion or an amendment to a motion that has an
unlawful purpose or that deals with a matter that is outside the terms of reference
of the committee, or addresses or attempts to address the committee on such a
motion, amendment or matter;

18.1.5

Disturbs the orderly conduct of the meeting; or

18.1.6

Breaches this constitution.

If a person commits an act of disorder, the Chairperson may:
18.2.1

Require that person to apologise without reservation for the act of disorder;
and/or

18.2.2

Require that person to withdraw a motion or amendment; and/ or

18.2.3

Expel that person from the meeting.

18.3

Any member may call the Chairperson’s attention to an act of disorder.

18.4

If in the opinion of a committee member the Chairperson commits an act of disorder, any
member may move a motion of disorder against the Chairperson and the committee may by
resolution require the Chairperson:
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18.4.1

To apologise without reservation for the act of disorder; and/or

18.4.2

To withdraw a motion or amendment.

18.5

If a person has committed an act of disorder and is expelled from a meeting by the
Chairperson, the person must immediately leave the meeting. If the person refuses to leave
a meeting when expelled, the meeting must be adjourned until the expelled person has left
the meeting.

18.6

If in the opinion of the Chairperson, a Voting Member:
18.6.1

Commits an act of serious disorder or repeated acts of disorder;

18.6.2

Refuses to leave a meeting when expelled; or

18.6.3

Says or does anything that is likely to bring Council or the committee into serious
contempt or disrepute,

The Chairperson may refer the act of serious disorder to Council.
18.7

If in the opinion of any member, the Chairperson:
18.7.1

Commits an act of serious disorder or repeated acts of disorder; or

18.7.2

Says or does anything that is likely to bring Council or the committee into serious
contempt or disrepute,

That member may move a motion of serious disorder against the Chairperson. If a motion
of serious disorder against the Chairperson is passed, the meeting will be immediately
closed and the matter referred to Council.
18.8

18.9

If an act of serious disorder is referred to Council pursuant to clause 18.6 or 18.7, Council
may:
18.8.1

Require the person to apologise without reservation for the act of serious
disorder;

18.8.2

Withdraw the committee membership of the person; and/or

18.8.3

Where the Chairperson or Deputy Chairperson has committed an act of serious
disorder, remove the Chairperson or Deputy Chairperson from their position.

In relation to any person who commits an act of disorder in a meeting and is not a member,
the Chairperson may:
18.9.1

Exclude such person from a meeting;

18.9.2

Direct that such person not be admitted to any further meetings of the committee;
and/or

18.9.3

Suspend the meeting until such person is removed from the meeting.

18.10 If the Chairperson declares a person has committed an act of disorder, any member may
move dissent to dispute the Chairperson’s declaration. If a motion of dissent is carried by a
majority of Voting Members, the declaration of disorder will be overturned.
18.11 Any motion or declaration of disorder or serious disorder must clearly set out the behaviour
alleged to constitute disorder or serious disorder and must be recorded in the minutes.
18.12 Any motion moved pursuant to this clause 18:
18.12.1

Must be accepted by the Chairperson;

18.12.2

Must be moved but does not require a seconder;

18.12.3

May be moved without notice; and

18.12.4

May not be amended, except to provide clarification as to detail.

18.13 Only the mover of the motion and the person alleged to have committed the act of disorder
may speak to a motion moved pursuant to this clause 18, and no further discussion will be
allowed.
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18.14 The Chairperson must put a motion moved pursuant to this clause 18 to the meeting
immediately after the person alleged to have committed the act of disorder has spoken to it
under clause 18.13.

19

Public Comment

19.1

The Chairperson is the official spokesperson on committee business. In the absence of the
Chairperson (as noted by resolution of the committee or apology of the Chairperson), the
Deputy Chairperson is the official spokesperson on committee business.

19.2

The committee, through its official spokesperson, may discuss matters of interest with the
media and general public unless disclosure of certain information contravenes the
committee’s obligations of confidentiality, the Code of Conduct, privacy or duty of care, or
could infringe any laws or regulations.

19.3

The Facilitator and Council’s Communications Unit will assist the official spokesperson in
his or her dealings with the media and general public. Media activities must be coordinated
by Council’s Communications Unit.

19.4

Committee members are entitled to enter into debate in their private capacity provided they
clearly state that their comments are their personal opinion and that they do not represent
Council or the committee.

19.5

If a committee member not being the official spokesperson represents or implies that he or
she is speaking on behalf of the committee, that committee member may have committed
an act of disorder to which clause 18.2 applies.
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Newcastle City Council
………………………… Committee / Working Party Member Undertaking
I, ………………………………….., declare as follows:
1. I wish to become a member of the committee / working party.
2. I understand the importance attached to my role as a member of the committee / working party.
3. I will contribute to the committee / working party for the benefit of the people of the City of
Newcastle.
4. I have read, understood and agree to be bound by the terms of:
a. The Constitution of the Committee
b. The Working Party Guidelines; and
c. The Newcastle City Council Code of Conduct.
for the duration of my membership of the committee / working party.
5. I understand that my personal information (including my name and organisation (if relevant))
will be public information, will be entered into the committee register and may be published on
Council’s website.

………………………………
Signature

………………………………
Date

………………………………
Witness
………………………………
Witness Name (print)

Guardian Consent (required if member under 18)
I, ………………………......... am the legal guardian of the above named person.
I consent to the above named person becoming a member of the above named committee /
working party.

………………………………
Signature

………………………………
Date

………………………………
Contact number
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