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SOUTHERN HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREAS

UPDATE

BACKGROUND:

COMMENTS:

The Transport Oriented Development State
Environmental Planning Policy (TOD SEPP) came into
effect on 13 May 2024, permitting 6-7 storey apartments
in part or all of 23 heritage conservation areas within the
station precincts of Gordon, Killara, Lindfield and
Roseville (up to 9 storeys with bonuses). Council
commenced a review of 28 conservation areas within 800
metres of these station precincts in order to inform the
local strategic planning for alternative options for
increased housing, to action the Council resolution of
May 2024. Further actions relating to these conservation
areas are also outlined below.

Updates on Council’s initiates to review these areas:

e Interim Heritage Order (IHO) request for 23
conservation areas - Council's July 2024 request for
an IHO for the areas subject to TOD was declined by
the NSW Minister for Heritage in the attached letters.
These emphasise development guidelines and
Council's development assessment process for
protecting heritage conservation areas.

e Southern heritage conservation area review -
Prepared by TKD Architects, the independent review
commissioned by Council was drafted in October
2024. The purpose is to review the area boundaries
under existing criteria for 28 areas within the station
precincts, to inform Council strategic planning for
TOD alternatives. The draft review, attached,
confirms all 28 areas. Some boundary revisions are
recommended - 5 area mergers, 4 area extensions,
2 area reductions, plus 3 further potential reductions
after investigating new items - and 6 potential items.

e Comparative study - Prepared by council staff to
establish an evidence base for the relative merit of
council’s areas in the Sydney context, the findings
are attached. This identifies the broader historic
significance of Sydney’s conservation areas and
three aspects that distinguish Ku-ring-gai’s areas.
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State Heritage Inventory - Earlier in 2024, Council
updated the online inventories for all 46 existing
heritage conservation areas for improved public
access to information about these areas. These will
require some update if Council approves area
changes following consideration of the above review
recommendations.

Development proposals - Council is starting to
receive and assess development applications (DAs)
or pre-DAs for proposed apartments for TOD sites,
within and outside of heritage conservation areas. As
an indicator, the first pre-DA proposal shown below
is for a contributory property in the Middle Harbour
Conservation Area. The heritage statement proposes
photographic recording and interpretation of the
property to be demolished for the new building.

Community advice - Council updated its TOD
webpage to answer common enquiries about
heritage item de-listing and development, share
available information on TOD and Council’s planning
for alternatives. This signals the need to consider
heritage impacts, the uncertainty of development
before DA approval, and limited NSW guidelines on
how to achieve the permitted density with acceptable
impacts in these conservation areas. See Transport
Oriented Development Ku-ring-gai (nsw.gov.au).

Development advice - Council produced a guideline
collecting together existing heritage controls and
guidelines that apply to TOD development on
heritage affected sites, attached, to assist with
development applications and assessment.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Heritage Reference Committee receive and note this report and provide comment.

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/69


https://www.krg.nsw.gov.au/Planning-and-development/Changes-to-NSW-Government-housing-policy/Transport-Oriented-Development
https://www.krg.nsw.gov.au/Planning-and-development/Changes-to-NSW-Government-housing-policy/Transport-Oriented-Development

Heritage Reference Committee - 7 November 2024

GB.2/70

Iltem GB.2
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Heritage Specialist Planner Manager Urban & Heritage Planning

Attachments: Al Minister refusal of IHO request - August 2024 2024/328331
A2 Further Ministerial letter on IHO refusal - September 2024 2024/328337
A3 Southern Heritage Conservation Areas Review - 2024 draft 2024/346335
A4 Comparative study of conservation areas - October 2024 2024/346337
A5 Council heritage guide on TOD development - October 2024 2024/332621
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1 Introduction

11 Background and purpose of report

This Heritage Conservation Area Review has been prepared on behalf of Ku-ring-gai Council to
confirm boundaries under the Heritage Council criteria for 28 conservation areas. The
conservation areas arelocated around four of Ku-ring-gai's railway stations precincts: Gordon,
Killara, Lindfield, and Roseville.

The review of these conservation areas is required as these four stations have been selected
amongst 37 by the Department of Planning as areas which have enablinginfrastructure capacity
close to a train station to suppart additional housing growth. The Transport Oriented
Development State Environmental Planning Palicy (or TOD SEPP') cameinto effectin May
2024. The TOD SEPP enacts new planning controls within 400 metres of these four train
stations allowing residential apartment buildings in all residential zones, and residential
apartment buildings and shop-top housing in local and commercial centres. The controls include
changes to building height, FSR, lot size, active street frontages, and maximum parking rates.

Review of the boundaries of the conservation areas will help inform Ku-ring-gai Council's
planning of alternative scenarios for identifying housing capacity within these general precincts.
Ku-ring-gai is also undertaking other investigations spanning urban design, transportand the
environment to support its future planning. '

1.2 Study area

The study areais comprised of all of the land within 800m of Gordon, Killara, Lindfield and
Roseville Train Stations. It includes heritage consefvation areas which are partially and not
wholly within the radius. These comprise: i

Gordon Killara Lindfield Roseville
C12  Gardendale Estate C20 GreengateEstate C27  Bleinheim Road C31  Trafalgar Avenue
Conservation Area Conservation Area Conservation Area Congervation Area
C13  Roberts Grant C21  Springdale C28 Wolseley Road C32  Clanville Conservation
Conservation Area ~ Conservation Area Conservation Area Area
C15 - GordonPark Estate, C22 CrownBlocks C29 Balfour Street/Highfield | €35  The Grove
Mcintosh and Ansell Conservation Area Road Conservation Conservation Area
Conservation Area Area
C16  StJohnsAvenue C23  Lynwood Avenue C30 FrancesStreet C36 LordStreet/Bancroft
Conservation Area Conservation Area Conservation Area Avenue Conservation
Area
C17  GordonPark C24  Marian Street C4a2  Middle Harbour Road, C37  Gardenof Roseville
Conservation Area Conservation Area Lindfield Conservation Estate Conservation
Area Area
C18  YarabahAvenue C25 StanhopeRoad C4a5 Lindfield West C38 ShirleyRoad
Conservation Area Conservation Area Conservation Area Conservation Area
C39 FRobert C26  Oliver Grant
Street/Khartoum Conservation Area
Avenue Conservation
Area
C19  Smith Grant C14  LoveEstate Thome
Conservation Area Grant Conservation
Areg

Tanner Kibbie Denton Architects
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2 Mapof hestations affected by the TOD SEPP, with 400 metre and 800 metre radiuses 77 HCA - Heritage

shown. Letters denote: A—-Gordon Station; B Kilra Station; G —Lindfield Station; ' Conservation Areas
D - Roseville Station. 1 ttem - General
Source: Ku-ring-gai Council 400 metres® '
[ 800 metres*
[ Lecal Government Area
(LGA)
Tanner Kibbie Denton Architects B
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1.3 Defining a Heritage Conservation Area

As defined in"Conservation Areas — Guidelines for Managing Change in Heritage Conservation
Areas (1996)..:

A heritage conservation area is more than a collection of individual heritage items. Itis an
area in which the historical origins and relationships between the various elements create
asense of place thatis worth keeping.

A herilage area is idenlified by analysing its heritage significance and the special
characteristics whichmake up that significance. These may include its subdivision patiern,
the consistency of building matenials or the common age of its building stock. The least
important characteristicis the look’ of the place, although the commonly held community
view [s that this is the determining faclor.

Heritage areas reveal many different aspects of our cultural history. They show how
Australians have responded physically, emotionally, socially and architecturally to the
environment and how places have been variously occupied, used ignored refined,
degraded or associated with Ausiralian society over time.'

14  Methodology

Thisreview was undertaken primarily through physical site inspections combined with some
desktop analysis using existing research and assessment in area inventories, high resolution
aerialmaps, and other onling sources including real estate listings and Google Streetview.

Individual properties were examined for their ability to demonstrate the identified values of the
heritage conservation area and marked on survey sheets in order to understand how the
individual sites combined to form acomplete heritage conservation area This also assisted in
identifying sites around the edges of the areas which required inclusion or exclusion.
Assessment included gardens. associated landscaping and street trees. The boundaries of
each conservalion area were checked against the available historical subdivision plans,
deposited plans and auction notices where these wereavailable.,

Heritage item setting has been determined based on major contiguous property boundaries
where future development onthese lots has the potential to negatively affect the heritage item.
This setting was only identified for the sites and heritage items within the area boundary.

1.5 Limitations of this review

The primary objective of this review was to provide a meritreview lo confirm the boundaries of
the conservation areas in accordance with current Heritage Council criteria for local heritage
significance. Thefollowing tasks were outside the scope of this study:

Rewisiting the original basis for listing ofthe 28 heritage conservation areas.

Review of existing heritage items.

Assessment of significant views.

Contributory gradings for individual properties.

Land outside the Ku-ring-gai Council local government area (noting Roseville TOD radius
extends into Willoughby).

> Archaeological assessment.

VOV Y VY

The contributory stalus of individual properties within HCAs are not provided in this study - they
should be assessed at development application (DA) stage.

Tanner Kibble Denton Architects
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6.2  Conclusions

The heritage conservation areas that are the subject of this study are a highly significant
component of the urban fabric of Ku-ring-gai that graphically document the history and
development of the municipality.

The conservation areas generally display a highlevel of integrity and a high level of aesthetic
quality. Thisis demonstratedin several ways. The original subdivision patternin the conservation
areas is legible, notwithstanding later re-subdivision and amalgamation of allotments. A large
number of houses have survivedin an original condition or, where modified, have retained a
substantialamount of their original form, appearance and detail. Many houses across the
conservation area are architect-designed and reflect the fashionable architecturalidioms of
several periods (late Victorian, Federation, Interwar and Post War), providing invaluable
evidence of the evolution of domestic architecture in Ku-ring-gai and the changing expectations
of the people who commissioned their construction and occupied them. The character of
housesis augmented by fine and well-maintained gardens in many instances. front boundary
fencing and the presence of mature street planting.

The relative integrity of the conservation areas and the relevance of their existing boundariesis
reflectedin the recommendations for each of them, summarisedin Section6.1above.

Tanner Kibbie Denton Architects
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BACKGROUND
Purpose

While acknowledging every heritage conservation area contributes to the history and identity
of its locality, this comparative analysis seeks to establish the relative merit of heritage
conservation areas in Ku-ring-gai compared to others in greater Sydney. This seeks to
provide an overview and evidence base for comparisons with Ku-ring-gai’'s areas, not a
detailed review of all areas. This analysis focuses on suburban Sydney with the most
comparable European development patterns to Ku-ring-gai.

Methodology

This comparative study was prepared by Dr Kirrily Sullivan, Heritage Research Assistant,
with oversight by Claudine Loffi, Heritage Specialist Planner, for Ku-ring-gai Council in 2024.
It commenced with a review of references on the history of Sydney’s development.
Comparable local government areas and their conservation areas were then reviewed
according to period, typology and influences, as follows.

1. Thematic history:
+ References reviewed on Sydney’s planning and development for historic context.
« Key historic themes and influences identified with a focus on Sydney’s suburbs.

2. Sydney heritage conservation areas review:
+ Sydney's listed heritage conservation areas identified through NSW Planning Portal.
+ Area information reviewed from Council assessment, primarily in Development
Control Plans and on the State Heritage Inventory.
+ Predominant housing periods mapped for the heritage conservation areas.

3. Identified conservation areas of similar period and typology to Ku-ring-gai:
* Including Federation or inter-war single family dwellings and gardens.
« Excluding areas with a high proportion of Victorian and/or inter-war flat development.
+ Excluding areas with a high proportion of workers’ cottages, timber housing, semi-
detached dwellings, terraced housing, inter-war flats.

4. Local government areas compared for similarities and differences:
+ Key points of difference and similarity identified between conservation areas of Ku-
ring-gai and other Sydney local government areas.
+ Local government areas identified below as somewhat comparable to Ku-ring-gai.

5. Comparisons table:
* |dentified the key types and distribution of development and architecture, plus key
development influences and infrastructure.
« |dentified the local government areas with conservation areas comparable to those in
Ku-ring-gai in terms of key historic dwelling types and periods including:
o Burwood - 3 areas
Strathfield — 6 areas
Inner West — 3 areas
Canada Bay — 5 areas
Mosman - 5 areas
North Sydney — 2 areas
Randwick — 4 areas
Waverley — 4 areas
Woollahra — 4 areas

00000 O0O0O0
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MAPPING: CONSERVATION AREA OVERVIEW

The following maps provide an overview of the heritage conservation areas of Sydney,
developed for housing during the nineteenth and first half of the twentieth century. By their
location and predominant period of development, these identified heritage conservation
areas demonstrate the early patterns of Sydney's European settlement. These areas also
mark the core areas of Sydney's historic settlement that have survived with sufficient value
and integrity for recognition as heritage. For more detail on these areas, refer to the relevant
council for the available information.

Many more unlisted historic areas have since been redeveloped and are therefore
unrecognisable from the historical period or did not have the same original value to merit
listing in the first instance. Some further areas may also have a built form and history of
potential merit that is simply unrecognised and unprotected due to the lack of statutory
heritage listing. These are sometimes identified in other ways, such as a ‘character area’ or a
National Trust urban conservation area, however are not included in this study because they
do not have the same confirmation of heritage significance and certainty for conserving the
built form as with statutory heritage listing as a heritage conservation area.

Heritage items identify places of individual heritage value. While not the focus of this study,
some heritage item listings for large or connected sites can indicate historic precincts in
another form, typically for public parks or sites, such as Parramatta Park and the city
Macquarie Street row of public buildings. Where areas and item listings overlap, this
indicates a conservation area contains places of both individual and collective heritage
value. The heritage items outside of areas are shown in some maps below for context.

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/165

ITEM NO: GB.2




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/166




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/167




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/168




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/169




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/170




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/171




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/172




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/173




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/174




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/175




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/176




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/177




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/178




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/179




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/180




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/181




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/182




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/183




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

ITEM NO: GB.2

20241107-HRC-Crs-2024/360742/184




ATTACHMENT NO: 4 - COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
CONSERVATION AREAS - OCTOBER 2024

COMPARATIVE CONCLUSIONS

A comparison of Ku-ring-gai's southern conservation areas with other Sydney conservation
areas has revealed that Ku-ring-gai has no equal for demonstrating the development of
Sydney’s suburbs during the twentieth century in three aspects. These are summarised
below.

1.

Cohesion and intactness of Federation and inter-war housing:

The maijority of other conservation areas investigated have significant other layers of
development. In some cases, there is extensive Victorian period architecture within the
area, and almost always significant inter-war period flat development.

The absence of a Victorian layer throughout Ku-ring-gai or significant inter-war flat
development which was prevalent in most other areas in the majority of Ku-ring-gai has
resulted in a Federation and inter-war housing layer which is comparatively consistent
and intact when compared to other areas.

Singular pattern of development

Unlike other comparable areas, housing in Ku-ring-gai developed almost exclusively
along the twin spines of the railway line (opened in 1890) and the Pacific Highway. Other
local government areas (LGAs) within the study developed in more complex ways,
largely based on the earlier networks of trains (from 1855), trams (from 1880) and ferries
(from 1861). The diverse collection of transport routes in these other areas provided
multiple points of access to the city and other hubs, leading to a more scattered, and
often diluted, pattern of development across the suburbs and LGAs.

The singular pattern of development in Ku-ring-gai is evident in the cohesive streets of
Federation residences which very rapidly fall away once a certain distance from the rail
line is reached.

High proportion of architect designed dwellings

Ku-ring-gai has a very high number of architect designed residences from both the
Federation and inter-war periods, particularity when compared with other local areas.
Two of the most well-regarded Federation areas in Sydney — Appian Way, Burwood and
Haberfield, were both developed as single dwelling housing in a similar period to much of
Ku-ring-gai. Appian Way was a small, high quality development with an impressive
collection of 37 Queen Anne and Arts and Crafts style homes, and Haberfield was a
much a larger development of over 1500 homes, which although were of high quality
were more modest in size and cost. Both areas, however, were developed and designed
by a single architect and sold as properties with completed homes. Whilst the result is a
cohesive development, they lack the depth of architectural variety and research potential
that exist in many of the Ku-ring-gai conservation areas.
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THEMATIC HISTORY

The following notes are organised under common identified themes from the given
references at the end. These focus on the aspects of themes relating to Ku-ring-gai’s
heritage conservation areas.

Sydney’s improvement — 1909 Royal Commission

By the late 1800s, reform was on the agenda of most Australian cities and a plethora
of social reform societies had emerged. Municipal and colonial governments were
also concerned about inadequate infrastructure in the rapidly explaining cities.

In 1900, the bubonic plague outbreak in Sydney resulted in large areas of the
commercial waterfront resumed. Working class areas were emptied of residents and
razed. The city had acquired a poor reputation by the century’s close as physically
and morally poisonous as a result of the plague (Karskens, in Kelly p.132).

In 1909, a '‘Royal Commission for the Improvement of the City of Sydney and its
Suburbs’ was launched to investigate ideas for the improvement of Sydney at the
time and the remodelling of Sydney. Ku-ring-gai residents, Fitzgerald and Sulman,
were principal witnesses.

The Royal Commission was largely concerned with urban transport. The most far-
reaching recommendation was the creation of a metropolitan transport systems.
Engineer John Bradfield supervised the creation of the CBD underground railway
system, the Sydney Harbour Bridge and the electrification of suburban rail. The
resulting underground City Circle loop assisted employment on the CBD and allowed
the workforce of the proposed new suburbs to access their jobs more easily.

The Royal Commission recommended “working class families should be encouraged
to live in separate houses in the suburbs”. Garden Suburbs were recommended to
address the overcrowded inner suburbs. Public acquisition of land for workers
housing in the suburbs was also recommended. It included the public housing plan
for 400 houses in Daceyville and 67 cottages in the Soldiers Garden Village for
Matraville, plus the ‘remodelling’ of slum areas. It was argued that all classes should
be able to live in the suburbs. This mode of thinking was also to develop in other
Australian cities.

Many advocates of suburban life also strongly believed in the mental and physical
health benefits of living away from the congestion and crowding, the lack of sun and
fresh air, the noise, garbage and sewage of inner-city districts (Alpin, in Kelly p.203).

City Beautiful Movement and Garden Suburbs

The public health problems of Sydney Town were small compared to those of the
heavily industrialised cities of Britain or North America - of Liverpool, Manchester or
Chicago. It was in these cities that the urban reform movement was born, as a
reaction to mid nineteenth century studies identifying a direct link between poor
urban sanitation and poor public health. Perhaps the best remembered early
reformer is Ebenezer Howard and his treatise “Garden Cities of Tomorrow". Howard
and his colleagues advocated for the separation of land uses, particularly the
separation of industrial activities from residential land. Howard further advocated for
the creation of cities, not as huge conglomerations, but as a series of smaller self-
sufficient urban villages, separated by green belt and linked together by rail.
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In 1893, the global City Beautiful Movement culminated with the World’s Columbian
Exposition of Chicago. At this Exposition, the architect Daniel Burnham laid out grand
axial and symmetrical avenues with vistas along tree-lined boulevards, statues and
grand parks. Grand plans were also developed for Washington’s capital, and later for
Canberra.

In Australia, it was John Sulman who coined the term “town planning” in the early
1900s. Sulman, a British trained architect, lived and practiced in Australia, based in
Ku-ring-gai.

Whole cities like Adelaide, laid out by the military surveyor Colonel Light — reflected a
very rational grid. Sulman was critical of the relentless grid patterns, called instead
for a radial ‘spider web’ or more romantic approach that included diagonal streets.

In the early 1900s, the Garden Suburb concept spread throughout Australia. By
1914, the Garden Suburb had become the dominant planning model in Australia. The
Garden Suburb was planned as an ‘ideal’ community, aspiring for a better
environment for the lives of the average family.

This ideal was then translated by others around Australia into low density suburbs of
bungalows and gardens. From this time onwards there may be observed a manifest
preference for the low-density cottage suburbs such as that created in Haberfield by
Richard Stanton between 1904 and 1914.

While Haberfield may not include all the features of the Garden Suburb such as open
spaces and parks, it was one of the first developments to make provision for the
motor car. It also offered an early example of the land and house package that was to
become the most common form of development. Similar developments such as
Appian Way in Burwood would create memorable serpentine, tree-lined streets with
central green areas containing tennis courts and other community places.

Overlapping with the Garden Suburb, the Railway Suburb also emerged between
1850 and 1920. In many ways the Railway (or Commuter) Suburb was a precursor to
the Garden Suburb, making it possible for middle income workers to live in low
density suburban environment and commute to their place of work in the commercial
city. (Cox et al., 2011)

Community developments - Arts & Crafts City Beautiful (Cox et al p.56)

- Richardson,
Sullivan, Olmstead,
Burnham, Wright,
Griffin

Period | Influences UK us Australia

1850- | - Morris, Pugin, Bedford Park | Riverside Appian Way Burwood

1914 | Webb, Shaw, (1875) (1869) (1911)
Lethaby, Voysey, Port Sunlight | Forest Hills North Shore Railway
Ashbee, Bailie-Scott, | (1888) (1910) Suburbs (1920s-30s)
Lutyens, Parker & Bournville Toorak (1880s-1920s)
Unwin (1895) Federation Suburbs

(Sydney, Melbourne,
Perth)

St Vincent Gardens,
Albert Park (1864-70)
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Sydney’s suburbanisation

Sydney has been described as a 'City of Suburbs’ (Kelly 1987). Historians have
concluded the process of suburbanisation is arguably one of the most important
developments in Australia’s European history. (Ashton 2008)

Early European settlements in Sydney followed the waterways on the shores of
Sydney Cove and Parramatta River, when transport was by water and horse. Early
dwellings of the 19" century were government or estate homes, generally referred to
as ‘gentleman’s villas’, plus workers cottages and attached housing such as terrace
rows, located within the inner parts of Sydney plus Parramatta. From the late 19"
century, the concentration of homes in Sydney areas followed the extension of
transport links along tram and rail lines, then roads with the advent of the car from
the 1920s.

The creation of suburbs in Sydney responded to the outbreak of bubonic plague
during 1900. The resulting ‘slum clearances’ removed many houses in the inner-city.
There was a widespread perception that high density housing meant slums and
therefore a new healthier environment was needed (Cox et al 2011).

In the early 20" century, reformers of the time proposed visions of a utopian
metropolitan city that would be ‘rich, healthy, and beautiful — a true Commune’. The
development of suburbs reflected the ideology of progress in the form of improving
human well-being by modifying the environment. It expressed the belief that general
material advancement through home ownership would lead to improved living
conditions for all and to the moral improvement of society (Ashton 2008).

The growth of the suburbs also reflected the ideals of egalitarianism. The Australian
attitude of the “fair go” translated by many to the right to a house on a quarter acres
plot of ground. (Cox et al 2011).

Unlike urban cities and towns, suburbs have their origins in the village ideal.
Suburban villages, such as Beecroft, Lane Cove, Manly, Randwick and Hunters Hill,
evolved into municipalities. These were part of a tradition for *subtopias’ in Britain
established by town planning pioneer Ebenezer Howard. Using standardised
materials and architectural styles, these built-up rural or semi-rural places created a
village atmosphere that blurred the boundaries between country and town. (Ashton
2008)

In 1913, the Town Planning Association NSW was founded by Florence Taylor.
Members included WB Giriffin, RF Irvine, JD Fitzgerald and JJC Bradfield.

Early NSW legislation affected town planning and development patterns, including
Acts such as the Width of Streets and Lanes Act 1881. In 1919, the Local
Government Amending Bill 1919 set standards for predominantly new suburbs. This
specified minimum lot sizes of 2500 (sq ft), as well as separation of residential areas
from industrial and commercial sites. It prevented ‘noxious’ hoardings. It also
specified widening and improving of main traffic arteries, and the graduated size of
roads to suit their prospective uses (Karskens, in Kelly p.135).

Grace Karskens observed that the suburb of Concord “enjoyed its sense of place in a
way that no outsider could fully appreciate. In shaping their environment so
successfully suburban people created one of the earliest recognisable cultural
landscapes.”
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The growth of suburbia boomed from the second decade of the twentieth century. In
1911, census figures reveal that more than a third of Sydney's population resided in
the City of Sydney and its adjoining suburbs within walking distance — Glebe,
Newtown, Redfern, Paddington, Erskineville and Waterloo. A decade later that figure
fell to just under one quarter. At the 1933 census, only 16% of the inhabitants of
greater Sydney lived in the City and its immediately adjoining inner suburbs. (Ashton
2008)

There was a clear suburban hierarchy in the cost of both new dwellings and land,
closely related to the social class of the area (Spearritt, p.30). The businessmen who
moved to Gordon parish during the 1890s were wealthy and built large homes set in
several acres of gardens. The area began to show exclusive pockets of expensive
housing designed by people such as John Sulman and Horbury Hunt. Eccleston de
Faur, who was instrumental in having declared Ku-ring-gai Chase declared a national
park in 1892, built his house “Pibrac” in Warrawee in 1888-89. Long settled residents
of the area included James G Edwards, WH McKeown, the McIntosh family and the
Waterhouse family.

A number of suburbs were developed as model or garden suburb estates, as part of
land speculation. In 1902, Richard Stanton developed Haberfield, utilising Australian
motifs designed by John Spencer Stansfield, planned for 1500 houses as a “garden
suburb”. In 1903, George Hoskins developed Appian Way in Burwood for 30 large
Federation homes. In 1909, Croydon's Malvern Hill Estate was developed. In 1907,
Henry Halloran developed Seaforth. In 1921, Arthur Rickard developed the Portico
Estate in Toongabbie 1921 as a “garden suburb” (Freestone, in Kelly p.62). JJC
Bradfield, founding member Town Planning Association, lent his name to West Killara
redevelopment of Moore Estate into distinct suburbs. Walter Burley Griffin developed
Castlecrag as “first class, safeguarded, homogeneous, residential waterside suburb”
(Freestone, in Kelly p.64).

High levels of migration following World War | from 1921 to 1933 maintained
pressure on Sydney’'s housing stock. Rent levels rose in response to the demand for
houses. Although the suburban cottage was still regarded as the ideal, the number of
such house did not meet demand. “The flat” was, by the 1920s, adding a new
dimension to suburban Sydney. Between the wars in 1935, most of the buildings
approved for erection in Mosman, Woollahra and Waverley were blocks of flats.

The suburbs continued to expand during the long boom after World War Il in a
different economic environment, style and influences. In the 1940s, soon after the
war, owner-builders constructed modest suburban cottages. This was followed from
the late 1950s by project builders. The Great Depression and war left housing
shortages. Wartime rationing of building materials continued into the 1950s. Young
working-class couples struggled in early married life to establish a home. Planning for
the dream home would increasingly take into consideration cars, television and
American-style freeways and shopping centres.

At the beginning of the 1960s, just over one-fifth of Australia’s population lived in
suburbs in metropolitan Sydney. (Ashton 2008)
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In 1906, the shire of Ku-ring-gai was founded. The “railway suburbs” from Roseville
to Wahroonga were incorporated into the new shire under the Local Government Act
on 28 Dec 1906. At the end of 1906, a council of six officers took office, to serve a
population of approximately 9000. Wealthy residents dominated local politics and
were instrumental in having the entire area proclaimed a shire.

Following World War |, there were many new subdivisions in Ku-ring-gai, with many
advertised for sale from 1921. The 1920s boom brought an end to the rural
atmosphere. Blocks were marked out for sale and cleared. Ideal allotments were flat
and regular. Subdivisions of the land referred to as the “The North Shore Line
District” opened up large areas of land for development.

In Ku-ring-gai, the space of new allotments allowed for a house surrounded on all
sides by a garden separating it from its neighbours and the street. No provision was
made for semi-detached or attached houses. The new streets were wider than those
in the earlier estates and, anticipating sewerage, no back lanes were provided. Much
of the subdivided land was also sold with covenants requiring a quality of housing,
such as for brick, tile or slate materials, minimum value and single dwellings.

Front gardens were largely a symbolic and little-used area. The backyard was
intensively used and more utilitarian. The lawn was usually flat and safe, with a
paling fence, clothesline and space for a garage. For many, the backyard was also a
source of food — large vegetable gardens, chooks, particularly during the depression.

Street trees were often planted by council on the verge, part of the Garden Suburb
ideal. These trees were significant in providing a visual context for the perception of
uniformity and rhythm, so important in the built environment and the architectural
character of the area. Eventually the edges were sealed and nature steps contained
between concrete guttering and footpaths.

In Sydney, the 1920s-30s saw a proliferation of flats in certain parts of the city, not
including Ku-ring-gai. Ku-ring-gai had one of the lowest proportion of flats. There
were 4.7% recoded flats in Ku-ring-gai in the 1933 census. This reflected the low
demand, with the distance from the city. It also reflected the policy of most middle-
class north shore councils to use the Residential District Proclamation provision of
the 1919 Local Government Act to prohibit flat construction in all but a few selected
areas (Spearritt p.71).

It was largely the work of the Sydney own Planning Association which brought about
the Local Government Act of 1919, and particularly the town planning regulations of
Part XIIA, which were gazetted as an amendment to the Act in 1920. Ku-ring-gai was
at the forefront of local government planning at the time, using residential district
proclamations to set aside land for residential purposes, to exclude industry and pubs
(except for two already existing at Killara and Pymble) and to assign only particular
areas for flats or shops. By the 1930s it had 81 residential district proclamations,
more than any other local government area in NSW.
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There was a certain amount of rivalry between the suburbs with local patriotism in
each small suburb. Distinct identities developed as a result. The railway was the
centre of each small community. These were divided from each other by acres of
bush and woods.

The suburbs varied in size so their financial resources were unequal. In 1906,
Lindfield was the largest suburb in the parish of Gordon, but according to its Progress
Association annual report, Wahroonga was the most prosperous.

The commercial hub of the entire area ran from Gordon to Turramurra, where the
largest concentration of local tradesmen and primary producers were found.

Economy, population and migration

Sydney in the 1890s experienced a depression, drought, slow recovery from collapse
of banks and slow development.

Following the Federation of Australia in 1901, Sydney experienced nationalistic
enthusiasm, alongside high unemployment and a very full property market. From
1905, the economy improved, with increased industrialisation, end of drought and
return of optimism.

The centralisation of rail transport and differential freight rates made Sydney the most
profitable place to establish many manufacturing enterprises.

The establishment of unimproved capital value rating on suburban lands around
Sydney opened up many new areas for development. Speculators and investors who
held large area of and or small groups of allotments put them on the market to
escape increased holding charges.

From 1901-1911, 75,400 people arrived in Sydney. From 1911-1921 214,100 people
arrived in Sydney (Kass, in Kelly p.79). In the fifty years from 1921 to 1971 Sydney’s
population trebled, from less than a million to almost three million.

Ku-ring-gai population grew following World War | as follows:

1921 - 19,209
1933 — 27,931
1947 — 39,874
1954 — 52,615
1961 — 74,821
1966 — 88,876
1971 — 98,589
1976 - 100,100
Spearritt p.255)

. & & & & * & @

—

During the 1930s depression, Ku-ring-gai had one of the lowest levels of male
unemployment in Sydney as documented in the 1933 census. By 1971, Ku-ring-gai
had the highest average income per employed person at $8317, following Mosman at
$7013 and Woollahra at $6581 (Spearritt p.194-5).
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Home ownership and aspiration

Rents increased rapidly in the first decade of the 1900s. In Ashfield in 1912, rents
rose by 10-20% in one year (Kass, in Kelly, p.79), placing pressure on existing
accommodation .Rapidly increasing rents encouraged many households to seek to
purchase their own home.

In 1916, Arthur Rickard marketed ownership as “Fair rent is good. Be your own
Landlord is Better!!” for land including Wahroonga Heights and Heart of Lindfield
Estate. (Kass, in Kelly p 83).

By the end of World War |, the suburban cottage had become firmly established as
the accepted ideal home for Australian citizens. Acquisition of a building site on
suburban fringe was easier and cheaper than buying a house.

Home ownership became associated with patriotism. Sales were marketed as “a
stake in the country” (Master Builders Association conference 1918 — Spearritt p.29).
They also became egalitarian. The Master Builders Association in 1918 sought
“instead of the Fair Rents Court, a system of encouraging the workers to have their
own houses rather than pay rents.” Home ownership became a bipartisan issue as
people of all political parties came to see it as the panacea to the housing problem
(Kass, in Kelly p.84).

Marketing at the time demonstrated this shift. The contemporary journal, “The
Property Owner”, originally aimed at interests of landlords and investors, re-emerged
as “The Commonwealth Home". This began to inspire readers to “own a bit of the
land you own”. The real estate agency industry grew as rent rolls gave way to house
and land sales. In 1918, Henry Gorman, of Hardie & Gorman Real Estate Agents,
urged readers to seek a suburban home.

By the 1920s builders and real estate agents were exploiting the supposed link
between paying rent and poverty, crowding, ill-health and social stigma (Karskens, in
Kelly p.132). The stuccoes terrace became anathema. Replaced by desire for
residences of Queen Anne Federation suburban houses and their 1920s successors,
the cottages and bungalows, set on individual blocks on wide streets, the antithesis
of city living and unmistakable sign of respectability. Building companies, speculators,
financiers and some architects quickly took up the catch-cry, “For every man his
home", and tied every possible middle class value to it. Much of the writing an
advertising, however, showed that such professionals were out of touch with the
aspirations and financial limitations of ordinary people (Karskens, in Kelly p.132).
Local estate agents advertised Concord’s “preponderance of brick buildings over
weatherboard” which proves the popularity of this suburb for home seekers.

In the 1921 Census, the highest levels of owner occupied were in outer-suburban
working class local government areas such as Canterbury (71%) and middle class
such as Ku-ring-gai (73%). BY 1933, these numbers were 60% and 68%.

(Karskens, in Kelly p.141). Women were frequently and intimately involved in buying,
building and decorating processes.

It is from this post-war 1940s period of reconstruction that the home ownership ideal
became more commonly referred to as the “great Australian dream.” Typically, the
dream represented ownership of a detached house on a quarter acre suburban block
surrounded by a garden, for family life and prosperity. Australia-wide, while almost
50% of Australian households owned their homes through the first half of the century,
this increased to more than 70% in the 20 years after World War II.
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By 1966, Australia had achieved a rate of home ownership which was extremely high
by world standards. The main causes included rent control, favourable economic
circumstances of the period, liberal home loan policies and the difficulty obtaining
accommodation other than home ownership.

Finance

Government policy sought to encourage home ownership, largely through the
provision of housing finance, leaving the provision of land and the building of homes
to private industry.

Government involvement in the financing of home ownership meant there were now
two ways of financing home ownership. Before World War |, finance had been
provided by banks, insurance companies and by small scale lenders. They tended to
favour builders, housing investors and the middle class in steady employment as
they were a more reliable risk.

The NSW Government, via the Government Savings Bank, made housing loans
available.

The Commonwealth Government, via the War Service Homes Commission, provided
loans to ex-servicemen, either to build new homes or purchase existing. By June
1929, 5788 houses in NSW, the bulk in Sydney suburbs, had been completed with
assistance from the War Service Homes Commission (Kass, in Kelly p.86).

The majority of home loans were still through the private mortgage market.

NSW Premier Bertram Stevens created co-operative building societies to revitalise
housing in Sydney based on British model. Aimed to bring cheap housing within the
reach of more wage-earners, this was “preferable to the arbitrary method of fixing
rents, which might have the effect of discouraging building enterprise”.

Co-operative Building Societies could be formed by any group of people with some
common interest. Once established in line with Government model, a loan from a
lending institution could be negotiated. This money was then lent to society
members. They were able to lend up to 90% of the value (previously lending
institutions were generally to a max of 70%). Low deposit/low interest rate.

Architecture

In September 1921, the British-born Australian architect Leslie Wilkinson stated in
relation to architecture, “it is estimated that fully 70% of the houses erected today are
produced without reference to the [architect] profession. Until this state of affairs is
altered and until the public appreciate the difference between the beautiful, the good
and the horrid, admirable work will continue to be a rarity (Building, Sept 1921).

Prominent architects such as H. Desbrowe Annear, Leslie Wilkinson, William Hardy
Wilson and many others condemned suburbia. Annear stated popular small houses
invariably involved “perverted ideas of economy...(which) impel the budding
householder to obtain cheap substitutes for his plans and specifications (and) the
materials” (Karskens, in Kelly p.126). Annear blamed builders for the alleged poor
planning and monotonous styles, because “the builder has but one rule and one
method for the lot, and it is in the exact repetition that he scores, whether they prove
suitable or not".
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Professor Leslie Wilkinson wrote in 1919 that it was the great mass of ordinary
residential work that must be improved”, for “a country’s domestic architecture will be
judged on the general output and not by the bright example present in the struggling
minority” (Karskens, in Kelly p.126).

The bane of the architects were the plebian builders and owner-builders. Most house
designs of the twenties were the work of builders and owner-builders, often copied
form plans in magazines such as George and Florence Taylors “Building” founded
1907, “Australian Home Builder” founded 1920s, “Home"” (1920-42) and Florence
Taylor's “Commonwealth Home" (1925-30). Architects were seen as the losers in the
suburban boom, while untrained lay persons were shaping the face of new areas.
From a historical point of view, architectural aesthetics cannot be used to understand
the material culture of the ‘ordinary’ suburb” (Karskens, in Kelly p.128). By the 1960s,
red-tiled suburban expanses became associated with suburban people (Spearritt).

Architects derided the “Queen Anne front Mary Anne back” syndrome since the turn
of the century, including JR Brogan in “101 Australian Homes" (1936) and WR Butler
in "Modern Architectural Design” paper read before RVIA Melbourne (1902).

John L. Berry won “The Ideal Australian Home"” competition in 1921 with his essay
and drawings of a Spanish style house — as different in colour, texture, siting and
expense from the ordinary suburban home as he could make it.

Some suburbs and their buildings were designed and developed in a different model.
The north shore was distinct as recorded in 1903, when Macleod wrote that "By
contrast, the North Shore line is comparatively uncontaminated by the tail of the jerry-
builder. The residents in that district are, for the most part, people of substance, who
have been impelled thither by the praiseworthy desire to make for themselves, in the
midst of beautiful surroundings a beautiful home. Nowhere in the suburban area does
one find such a high standard of architecture as prevails here, nor can | call to mind
any place where better kept gardens are to be found...at each place on the line one
finds in existence a Progress Association, which is invariably a progressive body in
fact as well as in name...beyond these local bodies, there is in existence a central
organisation known as the Joint Committee of the North Shore line, which deals with
the larger matters affecting the interests of the whole district. Each Progress
Association has several representatives on the Committee.”

Macleod further recorded in 1903 “the standard of domestic architecture on the North
Shore is agreeably high...is worthy of warm commendation...The north shore line
districts...are becoming thickly studded with red architectural gems of more or less
value. Here the houses are mostly more imposing than those in the lower Northern
Suburbs, and at, notably, Pymble and Wahroonga are to be found in all necessary
plenty absolutely some of the finest examples of domestic architecture to which the
State can lay claim. | can imagine no easier and few more pleasant tasks than the
compilation of an album of selected residences in these places, and affirm that the
work therein represented would receive nothing but praise from the most critical
examiners...If there is one characteristic of our houses more in evidence than
another it is suitability. Witness the prevalence of the bungalow type, and quote Mr.
Barlow:-"The necessity for verandahs and balconies in this semi-tropical climate of
ours, and the fondness of the people for the cottage — or, more properly speaking ,
the bungalow — principle of planning, is slowly but surely evolving a type of house
which may be claimed to be almost distinctly Australian”...“Simplicity is the dominant
feature in northern suburbs architecture, and all familiar with the latter must admit
that it is a feature of the utmost desirability.”
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Architects and related professions

Architecture as a profession in Australia was relatively new in the twentieth century.
In 1871 the Institute of Architects in Sydney was formed. In the 1880s, Sydney
University began regular course in architecture and building. Specific education for
architects was first offered in Sydney as a degree in 1919. Ku-ring-gai resident,
Leslie Wilkinson, was the first architectural professor as the first Chair of Architecture
for Sydney University.

Architects practicing in Australia before this time were semi-qualified (Boyd p.168) or
gained a degree overseas typically from England. The state’s first Colonial Architect
from 1816, Francis Greenway arrived as a convict, trained in England. The first town
planners of Sydney were arguably key early Governors of New South Wales - Arthur
Phillip, Lachlan (and Lady) Macquarie, and their surveyors.

The primarily twentieth century development of Ku-ring-gai coincided with the
burgeoning architecture and built environment professions in Australia. Ku-ring-gai
became an enclave for the architects of the twentieth century, both as their place of
residence and practice. As a result, Ku-ring-gai contains works from the most
prominent Australian architects of the Federation, inter-war and post-war periods.
Pike concluded in 2000 that Ku-ring-gai area represents one of Australia’s most
comprehensive repositories of fine twentieth century domestic architecture (Pike,
2000, p.13).

Prominent local architects were also influential in the town planning and transport for
the development of Ku-ring-gai and more broadly Sydney. The most notable Ku-ring-
gai residents and influential professionals of the period included architects John
Sulman and Professor Leslie Wilkinson, and Harbour Bridge and railways engineer
John Bradfield. Further leading architects that lived and/or designed homes in Ku-
ring-gai included Howard Joseland, Walter Liberty Vernon, John Berry, William Hardy
Wilson, John Burcham Clamp, John Brogan, James Peddle, Harry Seidler, Bruce
Rickard, Sydney Ancher, Jack Russell, James John, amongst numerous others
extending into the late twentieth century.

Further professions relating to the environment, culture and the arts also developed
in Ku-ring-gai through leading figures who lived and/or worked on the north. For
instance, prominent photographer Harold Cazneaux and heritage conservationist,
Annie Wyatt who established the National Trust of Australia in the 1940s.

Architects and their inspiration

Period Movement World Architects Australian Architect
Victorian Norman Shaw Horbury Hunt
1837-1901 HH Richardson Hardy Wilson

Louis Sullivan

Mediterranean
Art Nouveau

HM Baillie-Scott
Frank Lloyd Wright
Greene & Greene
Parker & Unwin

Federation | Queen Anne Philip Webb Liberty Vernon
1901-1910 | Arts and Crafts Edwin Lutyens Robin Dodds
Californian Bungalow | CFA Voysey Desbrowe-Annear

Robert Haddon
Jefferson Jackson
Leslie Wilkinson
James Peddle
Alexander Jolly
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Inter-war | Art Deco Le Corbusier Raymond McGrath
1918-1939 | International Hendric Berlage Bruce Dellit
Modernism Mies van der Rohe Harry Norris
Organic Oscar Niemeyer Emil Sodertsein
Mediterranean Frank Lloyd Wright John D Moore
Walter Burley Griffin
BJ Waterhouse
Post-war | Post-war Modernism | Le Corbusier Sydney Ancher
1945-1960 | Brutalism Mies van der Rohe Harry Seidler
Walter Gropius Arthur Baldwinson
Marcel Breuer Robin Boyd

(Cox et al p.75)

Bungalow typology

Towards the end of the nineteenth century, there was a break with the Victorian way
of design and construction. New methods were tried, such as the cavity wall (an
Australian invention which became standard practice in 1895) as were new materials,
such as the use of terra coat tiles (the Marseilles tile first appeared in Australia in
1886) (Pike, 2000, p.11).

At the same time in Britain, many reacted against the style of High Victorian
architecture, and as early as the 1860s, the work of Phillip Webb and Norman Shaw
who reinterpreted historical style in a new and creative way, were particularly
influential. William Morris and the Arts and Crafts Movement looked back to a simpler
way of life. They rejected the mass produced factory goods of the industrial cities and
the cluttered interiors they encouraged. A number of influential British architects
settled in Australia. In addition to John Sulman, also Spencer Stansfield, who
designed most of the houses in Haberfield, and the Canadian Anglophile, John
Horbury Hunt. Their work influenced Australian architects who were to design houses
in Ku-ring-gai (Pike, 2000, p.11).

From the end of World War |, Sydney and Ku-ring-gai experienced a second wave of
suburban development. In Ku-ring-gai, this included domestic construction using the
latest architectural ideals, including the Arts and Crafts style with work by Halligan,
Colonial Revival works by Hady Wilson, Californian Bungalow works by Walter and
Marion Burley Griffin and Alexander Jolly.

Bungalows, partly derived from the California bungalow style, were imported and
promoted by builders and architects from approximately 1907. These were casual
informal houses, intended to blend with natural settings and to express the unity of
man and nature via honest craftsmanship. Built of wood and stone, bungalows were
simply designed, with shallow pitched roofs, broad overhanging gables and cool,
cavernous verandahs. Textures were rough and unfinished, rubble, stone, exposed
timber, and the shapes thick and heavy (Karskens, in Kelly p.140).

In the suburban form of the California Bungalow, such as those at Concord, many
feature were excluded, with the exception of the large gables. Nature was firmly
excluded from consideration in anything but a negative sense in the design and
building process. The function of middle class suburban houses, such as those in
Concord, was not to invite nature in or harmonise within, but to keep it at bay and
provide shelter from light and heat. Timber was subject to weather, termites, fire and
was for those that could not afford brick, as aptly shown in magazines and brochures
advertising small, cheap timber “bungalows and cottages for the working class”
(Karskens, in Kelly p.140).
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Transport

Steam power allowed the suburban expansion necessary for the home ownership
dream. The earlier horse-buses were ill-adapted to longer routes.

The topography of Sydney added complexity to the construction of rail lines. The rail
line from Redfern to Parramatta opened in 1855. This remained the only train route
until the 1880s.

In the 1880s, the construction of the tramway system made it possible for people to
live some distance from their workplace. This opened up most of the middle class
suburbs. However, this did not include Ku-ring-gai because the tram only extended
as far as Willoughby.

In 1874, James G Edwards prepared a petition advocating for a north shore line. In
1881, a second petition campaign argued that a very attractive district could be
opened for residential development if the railway was built (Dungey, p.17).

The prospect of a railway for the district immediately enhanced land values in the
parish of Gordon. Land values escalated through the area during the 1880s.
During the 1890s, the population of the parish grew from 1000 in 1891 to 4000 in
1901. In the decade to 1911 the population grew to 9,459 (Dungey, p.32).

Suburbs radiated out from the city along the railway lines. The railway was the
unifying factor for the entire north shore district. When first listed in Sands in 1903,
the area was identified by the subheading of “Milsons Point Line".

The railway and associated subdivision shaped the character of Ku-ring-gai.
Development was so rapid that by 1909 the rail line was duplicated. There was still
no town centre set aside for Ku-ring-gai, and no land reserved for Government
buildings. The railway station was the centre of each village community, surrounded
by shops on both sides of the line. It was at the station, or nearby, that each village
built its war memorial, and the gardens attached to each station became a focus of
civic pride and competition

The form emerged in Sydney along the North Shore Line. This created a continuous
line of suburbs with each station spaced at no more than 1.5km apart (Cox p.41).

The north shore line was finished in two stages — Pearce’s Corners to St Leonards
and then St Leonards to Milsons Point. The north shore line was more of a
passenger conveyance than a goods line (Dungey p.41).

When the railway to Milsons Point opened in April 1893, this enabled a relatively
simple journey for a workers to travel from his new home to the suburban station,
train to Milsons Point, cross by ferry to Circular Quay. Contemporary records
indicated that the Wahroonga to General Post Office was then a 45 minute journey.

In October 1888, soon after the construction had begun on the single line railway
from Pearce’s Corner to St Leonards, 1265 acres of Crown land close to Lindfield
station was offered for sale. Auction disposed of 500 acres, average price of £66 per
acre. The best blocks fetched £2566 per acre.
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Religion, education and culture

Most of Ku-ring-gai was built as an exclusively residential area, with few pubs and
some limited commerce along the railway and Pacific Highway spine. Beyond the
City of Sydney, only the working class suburbs had substantial concentrations of
pubs, such as in Balmain, Paddington, Redfern (Spearritt p.229). In Ku-ring-gai,
asides from housing, schools and churches predominated.

Early churches constructed included St James Turramurra and St Johns Gordon.
These reflected the predominant protestant population and culture, as distinct from
other parts of Sydney.

In 1927, Charles Witham in his unpublished “History of the North Shore” recorded
Ku-ring-gai's population comprised “about 84% are protestants”...“The proportion of
Catholics is smaller than in the districts on the south side of the harbour. There are a
few Jews and many Scots” (Spearritt p.209). The census of 1921 and 1933 support
those observations.

Some of the early constructed schools in Ku-ring-gai included Gordon Public School,
Warrawee Public School, Roseville College, Pymble Ladies College, Abbotsleigh,
Knox and Ravenswood.

By 1950, three-quarters of all non-Catholic primary and secondary private schools in
Sydney in were in four areas — 12 between Stanmore and Strathfield, 20 in the
Eastern suburbs, 17 on lower north shore from Hunters Hill to Manly, and 16 of the
upper north shore from Roseville to Hornsby.

Health and recreation were also a focus in Ku-ring-gai. Early sporting clubs were
developed including the Killara Lawn Tennis, Killara Bowling and Killara Golf Club.
Hospitals constructed in Ku-ring-gai included the Sydney Adventist Hospital at
Wahroonga, Royal North Shore Hospital, Lady Davidson, and house hospitals such
as Chasecote at Turramurra.

In 1903, Macleod wrote “it is agreed that no portion of Sydney is healthier than the
North Shore, and no portion of North Shore healthier than the North Shore line.
Plentiful evidence in support of this statement was afforded by the recent attempt on
the part of the authorities to locate a consumptives’ home at Hornsby. The people
living along that line appreciated to the full the compliment thus paid the health-giving
powers of the air in that district”.
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1.0 About this guide

1.1 Background

The State Environmental Planning Policy (Housing) — Chapter 5 Transport Oriented
Development (TOD SEPP) came into effect from 13 May 2024. This permits 6-7
storey apartments (approximately 9 storeys with bonus) for mapped “TOD sites”
located within 400 metres of Gordon, Killara, Lindfield and Roseville stations. Many
of these sites are located within Ku-ring-gai heritage conservation areas and in the
vicinity of heritage items.

The TOD controls may change following local strategic planning. The NSW DPHI
guideline on strategic planning for TOD of August 2024 indicated “These planning
provisions will remain in place until councils have finalised strategic planning work to
deliver suitable alternative planning controls for the identified station precincts in
ways that align with the NSW Government’s policy objectives, if they wish to do so.”
Ku-ring-gai Council resolved in May 2024 to investigate alternatives to the TOD
controls.

1.2 Purpose

This Ku-ring-gai Council guideline has been developed to assist with the preparation
of development applications and consent authority development assessment on
heritage-affected sites. This identifies the key heritage considerations for
development based on existing available strategic plans and relevant guidelines. The
function and weight given to these plans can vary for different development
pathways.

This guideline does not address other non-heritage considerations that will also apply
to development of TOD sites.

As set out by the NSW Government guideline accompanying the TOD SEPP, this
guideline establishes how “Consent authorities will still be required to assess the
application under clause 5.10 of their LEP. The clause 5.10 assessment will
determine if the proposed new development satisfactorily addresses the significance
of the HCA and any adjoining items, and will need to determine that the HCA is not
adversely affected by the proposed infill development.”

Cover illustrations: Streets of Roseville in heritage conservation areas and TOD sites in 2024
(Source: Ku-ring-gai Council), circa 1900-1927 image of Bancroft Avenue viewed from Hill Street

beside the station (Source: State Library, https://collection.sl.nsw.gov.au/record/9goZL3J1)
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1.3 Application
Heritage affected sites subject to this guideline (one or more):

 Heritage Conservation Area (HCA) land — as identified in LEP heritage schedule
and heritage map;

« Heritage items — as identified in LEP heritage schedule and heritage map; and/or

« Setting or vicinity of heritage items — as assessed at development application
stage.

Applicable statutory planning instruments:

e State Environmental Planning Policy (Housing) — Chapter 5 Transport Oriented
Development (TOD SEPP or controls).

e Ku-ring-gai Local Environment Plan 2015 (LEP) — heritage provisions (clause
5.10).

¢ Ku-ring-gai Development Control Plan (DCP) — Heritage items and Heritage
Conservation Areas (Part 19).

The function and weight given to the above planning instruments can vary for
different development pathways.

Applicable guidelines:

o NSW Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure (DPHI) Guidance to
Transport Oriented Development, May 2024.

* Design in Context, Guidelines for Infill Development in the Historic Environment,
NSW Heritage Office and Institute of Architects, 2005.

e Better Placed Design Guide for Heritage, Heritage Council of NSW and
Government Architect New South Wales, 2019.

« Conservation Areas Guidelines for Managing Change in Heritage Conservation
Areas, Heritage Office and Department of Urban Affairs and Planning, 1996.

* Guidelines for preparing a statement of heritage impact, Department of Planning
and Environment, 2023.
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2.0 Key considerations

2.1 Heritage and TOD provisions

The NSW Government's TOD controls made no change to existing heritage items or
heritage conservation areas (HCAs) or the development assessment process for this
heritage listed property as identified in the LEP heritage schedule and map. The TOD
SEPP sets a maximum permissible development subject to satisfying the heritage
and other provisions of the applicable planning instruments. The LEP and DCP
heritage provisions continue to apply to heritage items and conservation areas.

The TOD SEPP sets the permissible density in certain zones and sites, the
development standards for height and floor space ratio, as well as affordable
housing, active street frontages and minimum lot width. It over-rides these controls in
other instruments in the event of any inconsistency (clause 153). The TOD SEPP
makes no provision for heritage and is silent on heritage. Heritage provisions in LEPs
and DCPs are separate to these standards covered by the SEPP.

This application of the heritage provisions is supported by the NSW Government
DPHI guideline named “Guidance to Transport Oriented Development” (May 2024).
This indicates:

“The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) continues to
provide the statutory framework for managing development within a heritage
conversation area in NSW. Section 4.15 of the EP&A Act triggers the need for a
consent authority to consider heritage provisions in a council's local environmental
plan, including clause 5.10 Heritage Conservation as well as any extra local heritage
controls included in a development control plan.”

“Consent authorities will still be required to assess the application under clause 5.10
of their LEP. The clause 5.10 assessment will determine if the proposed new
development satisfactorily addresses the significance of the HCA and any adjoining
items, and will need to determine that the HCA is not adversely affected by the
proposed infill development.”

2.2 Heritage objectives

The heritage provisions of Ku-ring-gai Local Environmental Plan 2015 (KLEP 2015)
under clause 5.10 set the objective “to conserve the environmental heritage of Ku-
ring-gai”. A further objective set by the LEP is “to conserve the heritage significance
of heritage items and heritage conservation areas, including associated fabric,
settings and views”. These objectives follow the standard instrument established by
the NSW Government SEPP.

The Ku-ring-gai Development Control Plan sets further detailed objectives and
controls to implement these LEP objects in relation to conserving significance, fabric,
setting and views for heritage conservation areas and heritage items. These are
outlined further below.
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2.3 NSW guidelines

The DPHI guideline also sets intentions, however these make no change to the

applicable planning instruments — the SEPP, LEP and DCP.

The DPHI guideline states “It is intended that the consent authority considers the
character of the HCA and have regard to aim of increased housing density, and

change in built form as the area transitions over time.”

It further states “Guidance on infill development in heritage locations is available. We

encourage local councils to keep using these guidelines when assessing

development applications.” This refers to NSW heritage infill and design guidelines
which set further considerations. The most relevant NSW guidelines for heritage, in

addition to the DCP, include:

* Design in Context, Guidelines for Infill Development in the Historic Environment,

NSW Heritage Office and Institute of Architects, 2005.

s Better Placed Design Guide for Heritage, Heritage Council of NSW and

Government Architect New South Wales, 2019,

* Conservation Areas Guidelines for Managing Change in Heritage Conservation
Areas, Heritage Office and Department of Urban Affairs and Planning, 1996.
« Guidelines for preparing a statement of heritage impact, Department of Planning

and Environment, 2023.
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3.0 Specific heritage controls

For heritage-affected sites, development is assessed by the consent authority on
merit when development is proposed, rather than the consent authority prescribing a
predetermined form of development. This merit assessment of the development
impacts on heritage significance of the conservation area or heritage item is based
on a number of considerations set out in the heritage provisions.

The main provisions for this merit assessment relevant to infill development in
conservation areas and in the vicinity of heritage items are extracted below. Refer to

the referenced document for further detail on these and additional controls for
development in a heritage context.

3.1 Heritage consent objectives

The proposed development and supporting assessment will need to demonstrate

how demolition, alterations, excavation, erecting a building or subdivision satisfy the

LEP heritage objectives for granting development consent, as specified by section

5.10(1):

a) to conserve the environmental heritage of Ku-ring-gai,

b) to conserve the heritage significance of heritage items and heritage

c) conservation areas, including associated fabric, settings and views,

d) to conserve archaeological sites,

e) to conserve Aboriginal objects and Aboriginal places of heritage
significance.

Development needs to fulfil the heritage objectives in the DCP (Part 19) to:

i) retain, conserve and enhance the Heritage Items, HCAs and their associated
seftings;

i) ensure the heritage significance, streetscape and landscape character of
HCAs are maintained;

iii) ensure alterations and additions to Heritage Items and within HCAs respect
those buildings and do not compromise the significance and character of the
individual Heritage Items or the HCAs;

iv) ensure new development in the vicinity of Heritage Items and HCAs respects
the heritage context and is sympathetic in terms of form, scale, character,
bulk, orientation, setback, colours and textures and does not mimic or
adversely affect the significance of Heritage ltems or HCAs and their settings.
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The heritage significance of Ku-ring-gai is identified in the DCP (Part 19) as:

i)

i)

if)

iv)

v)

3.2

The evidence provided by its rich history and all its sequential layers - from
Aboriginal occupation, very early timber getting, the long period of relative
isolation from built suburbia, orcharding and farming followed by the rapid
growth of suburban development in response to elevated topography, “clean
air” and the establishment of the railway.

The outstanding quantity, quality, depth and range of its twentieth-century
architecture. It contains houses designed by many of Australia’s prominent
twentieth-century architects and these have in turn influenced the mainstream
of Australian domestic architecture.

The evidence it provides of twentieth-century planning and conservation
philosophies: the segregation of residential areas from other urban uses,
subdivision patterns which reflect a range of suburban aspirations, the use of
residential district proclamations to create and retain domestic environmental
amenity, street tree planting and post-war neighbourhood planning.

The evidence offered by its built landscape and garden design incorporating a
variety of horticultural styles and in harmony with the natural landscape, such
as those in the large estate private gardens, the gardens at railway stations
and well-designed gardens of cultivated botanical species such as at
Eryldene.

The evidence of the area’s natural heritage retained in its surrounding
national parks, along its creek lines and in its public and private gardens,
remnants of the original Turpentine, Blackbutt and Blue Gum forests and
associated woodlands, under-storeys and dependent fauna.

Consent authority merit assessment

The consent authority needs to assess the effect of the proposed development on
the heritage significance of the item or area concerned (LEP clause 5.10(4)) with
regard to the objectives and controls set out in Council's LEP and DCP.

In the instance of a conservation area, this merit assessment will include the
identification of an item, building or group of building’s contribution to the wider
conservation area. The grading of buildings is no longer pre-determined using any
form of mapping or listing (DCP Part 19). The DPC defines Contributory Properties
as buildings and sites within a HCA which are deemed to exhibit one or more of the
following characteristics:

i)

il)

buildings and sites that make an important contribution to the character and
significance of the HCA. They can be from a key historical layer, true to an
architectural type, style or period, or highly or substantially intact including
their garden setting. Where subdivision has occurred, the subdivision is within
the key historical period or the area.

buildings and sites which are altered from their original form but are
recognisable and could be reasonably reinstated to that condition or the
alterations are not considered to be detrimental to the integrity of the building;
for example, a building that has been rendered or painted or where the roof
cladding has been replaced but the form is otherwise legible.
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3.4 Conservation incentives for development

Existing heritage provisions permit approval of otherwise prohibited development for
heritage sites where the development demonstrates it conserves the significance of
the subject heritage item and conservation area. These set principles for consent of
additional development that fulfil the heritage objectives as set out by the LEP clause

5.10(10) as follows:

a) the conservation of the heritage item or Aboriginal place of heritage significance

is facilitated by the granting of consent, and

b) the proposed development is in accordance with a heritage management

document that has been approved by the consent authority, and

c) the consent to the proposed development would require that all necessary
conservation work identified in the heritage management document is carried out,

and

d) the proposed development would not adversely affect the heritage significance of
the heritage item, including its setting, or the heritage significance of the

Aboriginal place of heritage significance, and

e) the proposed development would not have any significant adverse effect on the

amenity of the surrounding area.
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3.5 Subdivision and site consolidation

Objectives - DCP Part 19A.1

1.

To retain the historic subdivision patterns within HCAs, that reflect the age
and circumstances of the early and later subdivisions including the
characteristic rhythm and built form spacing.

To ensure that new development respects the established streetscape, and
the historical patterns of development.

To ensure new subdivisions and lot consolidations do not have an adverse
impact upon the curtilage of Heritage Items, the streetscape setting of
significant buildings and the identified character of the HCA as a whole

Controls - DCP Part 19A.1

1.

Applications for subdivision and site consolidation within an HCA is discouraged
and will only be considered if the application:

i) will have no adverse affect the significance of the HCA,

ii) retains the typical block width characteristics and historic subdivision pattern
of the area, including rear lanes;

i) the setting and curtilage of Heritage Items or significant buildings in the
vicinity, including important structures and landscape elements, are retained;

iv) vistas and views to and from Heritage ltems and contributory properties,
especially the principal elevations of buildings, are not interrupted or
obscured;

v) the landscape quality of the streetscape is retained;

vi) the contours and any natural features of the site have been retained and
respected,

vii) will not result in future development which will adversely affect the
significance, character or appearance of the HCA.

Subdivision or consolidation will not generally be permitted where the setting or
curtilage of any Heritage Items and contributory properties within or adjoining the
site, would be compromised.

Applications for subdivision and site consolidation within an HCA will require a
curtilage assessment.
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Objectives - DCP Part 19A.2

1.

To ensure new subdivisions and lot consolidations do not have an adverse
impact upon the curtilage and setting of Heritage Items.

To ensure that new development respects and conserves the Heritage Item,
its garden setting, its streetscape and important views.

To provide a visual transition between medium/high density residential
development and the Heritage ltem.

Controls - DCP Part 19A.2

2. Subdivision or consolidation will not be permitted where the curtilage and setting

of a Heritage Item and significant buildings within or adjoining the site, would be
compromised.

The following controls apply for consolidated sites that include a Heritage Item:

i) Consolidated development sites that include Heritage Items are to provide for
conservation works to the building and its setting as part of the
redevelopment.

ii) Isolation of a Heritage Item within the new development will not be supported.
Refer to Figure 19A.2-1, 19A.2-2.

iii) The distance or setback of new development from the Heritage Item is to
consider the curtilage and setting of the item and informed by the CMP.

iv) Buildings, structures and garden settings that contribute to the significance of
the Heritage Item are to be retained and sensitively incorporated into the
development proposal.

v) The existing garden setting of the Heritage Item is to be enhanced and
extended into the new development. Wherever possible, existing vegetation is
to be retained, particularly along view corridors and street frontages.

vi) New development is to be broken down in bulk and scale to minimise
dominance over the Heritage Item.

vii) New buildings to be articulated to respond to the significance of Heritage
Items to achieve an appropriate transition in height, bulk and scale.

viii) The front setback of the new development is to be greater than that of the
Heritage Item. Refer to Figure 19A.2-3.

ix) Key views to and from the Heritage Item are to be conserved as part of the
development. Refer to Figure 19A.2-3.
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3.6 Demolition within a heritage conservation area

Objectives - DCP Part 19B.1

1. To ensure that sites, buildings and landscape features that contribute to the

significance of an HCA are retained.

Controls - DCP Part 19B.1

2. The demolition of Heritage Items and contributory properties within HCAs is not

supported.

3. Whole demolition of buildings, structures and landscape features (including
significant trees) is generally not supported unless the applicant can satisfactorily

demonstrate:

i) demolition will not result in any adverse impacts on the streetscape or

character of the HCA,

ii) retention and stabilisation of the building or structure is unreasonable;

iii) all alternatives to demolition have been considered with reasons provided

why the alternatives are not acceptable;

iv) the replacement building is compatible with the identified significance and

character of the streetscape and the HCA as a whole.

4. In considering applications for partial demolition of buildings, structures and
landscape features (including significant trees) within HCAs, Council will assess:

i) the significance of the building part or structure and/or landscape feature and

whether its retention is considered necessary;

ii) its contribution to the streetscape;

iii) potential for modifying and/or removing neutral and/or uncharacteristic
elements that would re-establish the contributory status of the building or

structure within the HCA,;

iv) opportunities for adaptive re-use of the building.

5. Council may require reconstruction following any unauthorised removal of detail
or important elements that contribute to the significance and character of the

property and the HCA.
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3.7 New building scale, massing and form

Objectives - DCP Part 19C.1

1.

To ensure that sites, buildings and landscape features that contribute to the
significance of an HCA are retained.

To conserve and enhance the character and significant elements of the
HCA.

To ensure that additions or changes to contributory properties within HCAs
respect their original, built form, architectural style and character.

Controls - DCP Part 19C.1

1.

Where an HCA is characterised by single-storey development:
i) the single-storey character of the streetscape is to be retained;
ii) first-floor additions to contributory properties will generally not be permitted;

iii) attic rooms to extensions behind the main roof of the house may be allowed,
subject to an assessment of the impact on the original building and buildings
in the vicinity;

iv) additions to be kept at or below the existing roof ridge height. Refer to Figure
19C.1-1.

Where an HCA is characterised by a mix of one and two storey buildings,
proposed works to contributory properties are to:

i) retain the original character of a building;

ii) match the scale and forms of the existing buildings within the streetscape
(see Figure 19C.1-2).

Alterations and additions within an HCA are to respect the heritage significance
and predominant architectural character of the HCA by having similar massing,
style, form, proportions and arrangement of parts to the building itself, and to
other contributory properties in the streetscape.

The scale and massing of new buildings is to be integrated into the established
character of the HCA and respect the scale, form and character of adjacent or
nearby development. They are to incorporate design elements such as the roof
forms, facade and parapet heights, door, window and verandah proportions of
contributory properties in the HCA, particularly neighbouring buildings from the
same key development period
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5. The design and character of any new buildings are to be informed by the:
i) date and style of contributory properties;
ii) scale and form of contributory properties;
iii) street and subdivision patterns of the HCA;
iv) setbacks of neighbouring contributory properties;
v) materials, building techniques and details used in the HCA; and
vi) views, vistas and skylines in the HCA.

6. Facades of new buildings are to be modulated to break down the scale of new
development.

7. The height of new buildings is not to be higher than contributory properties.

8. New building roofs visible from the street are to reflect the size, shape, pitch,
eaves and ridge heights, and bulk of contributory properties and roofs. They are
to respect the complexity and patterns of predominant roof shapes and skylines
of the HCA.

9. New buildings may be contemporary in design, however, their scale, form and
detail is not to detract from the scale, form, unity, cohesion and predominant
character of streetscape elements around it.

10. Where an HCA is characterised by single-storey development, single-storey
development on infill sites is preferred. New two-storey houses will only be
permitted where the upper floor is designed within the roof and where the new
building is in keeping with the height, mass and proportions of contributory
properties in the vicinity

11. Development applications for corner sites and those with secondary street
frontages are to consider the impact of proposals on both street frontages and
take into account the following:

i) The significant elements of the original house is to be retained including its
principal street frontage and secondary street frontage;

ii) Non-sympathetic rear additions generally do not require retention;

i) The scale of additions and alterations are to respect the existing ridge or
eaves heights;

iv) Where additions are attached, the proposed detailing (including finishes and
materials) is to be appropriate to the original;

v) Original and early fencing to the secondary frontage is to be retained and
conserved;

vi) Important views to and from the corner site are not adversely affected.
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3.9 Secondary dwellings

Objectives - DCP Part 19C.9

1. To ensure that new secondary dwellings respect the established

streetscape, and the historical patterns of development within the HCA,

including characteristic rhythm and built form spacing.

Controls - DCP Part 19C.9

1. Generally, proposals for a secondary dwelling within an HCA will only be

considered if the proposal:

i) will have no adverse impact on the significance of the HCA,

ii) the rhythm of buildings in the streetscape is retained;

iii) the setting and curtilage of any Heritage ltem or significant buildings in the
vicinity, including important structures and landscape elements, are retained;

iv) vistas and views to and from Heritage Items and contributory properties in the
vicinity, especially the principal elevation of the buildings, are not interrupted

or obscured,

v) the landscape quality of the streetscape is retained;

vi) the contours and any natural features of the site have been retained and

respected.

2. Applications for secondary dwellings within the HCA require a curtilage
assessment within the Heritage Impact Statement, with particular emphasis on

garden settings
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3.10 Gardens and landscaping

Objectives - DCP Part 19C.3

2.

To retain the garden character of Ku-ringgai’s HCAs which is largely due to
the deep frontages and large lots that support remnant trees, early
surviving gardens with established introduced trees and built garden
features such as fences, walls and paving. The street tree planting and
pattern of soft and hard road verges also contribute to the landscape
character.

To conserve, retain and enhance the significance of the garden and
landscape character within individual properties, streetscapes and the HCA
as a whole.

To ensure streetscapes within the HCAs are characterised by front gardens
with substantial landscaped area and minimum hard surfaces.

Controls - DCP Part 19C.3

3.

The established landscape character (height of the tree canopy, early gardens,
remnant trees, historic tree plantings) that contributes to the significance of the
streetscape and the HCA as a whole are to be retained and conserved in any
new development. The reinstatement of original planting, where known, is
encouraged.

Original garden features such as gates, paths, stonework, garden terracing, tiling,
cement crazy paving, walling and garden edging are to be retained and
conserved.

New paving and hard surfacing, particularly to front setbacks is to be limited.
Front gardens are to avoid screening buildings from the street and:

i) have a minimum of 70% landscaped area;

ii) include substantial tree and shrub planting along street frontages.

iii) front boundary hedges are to be a maximum 1.2m.

Note: Maintenance of hedge height of front boundary will be included as a
Condition of Consent.

Materials for new garden paving or pathways are to be appropriate to the
architectural style of the HCA, such as gravel for Federation style and sandstone
flagging for Inter-war styles. Plain or stencilled concrete is not acceptable.

New driveways are to provide landscaping on side boundaries.

New, traditionally designed gardens that enhance historic and aesthetic character
of the streetscape and the HCA as a whole are encouraged.
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10. New gardens should be horticulturally and stylistically sympathetic to the period
of the HCA. The use of similar materials such as sandstone, brick and gravel is
encouraged.

11. The use of a variety of plant species to avoid mono-cultural plantings along street
frontages and as screen planting is encouraged.

3.11 Garages and driveways
Objectives - DCP Part 19C.4

6. To conserve the HCA streetscape by preventing level changes to the street
presentation of buildings and their gardens.

9. To ensure that new garages and carports do not have any adverse visual
impact on the immediate streetscape and historic patterns in the HCA.

11. To ensure that car parking structures do not challenge the mass or bulk or
mimic the architectural detailing of original buildings and the wider
streetscape.

Controls - DCP Part 19C.4

4. New parking areas, garages and driveways are to be designed carefully so that
they do not dominate the principal elevations or detract from the immediate
streetscape and incorporate provisions for landscaping.

5. The siting of new driveways are to be consistent with the established pattern in
the immediate streetscape and the HCA as a whole.

6. Double garages should only be accessed by a single driveway. Finishes to new
or refurbished driveways are to match original driveway finishes or be appropriate
to the architectural style of the HCA. Painted, coloured, stamped or stenciled
concrete, pavers, aggregate, pebblecrete or cobblestones are not to be used for
new driveways or driveway elements.

7. Swing gates are preferred to sliding gates. Sliding gates may only be acceptable
where the driveway is steeply sloping upward from the street.

8. No excavation for a driveway is permitted in any front setback.
9. Excavation for a driveway is only permitted:

i) in the side setback, at a minimum 3m behind the front building line;
ii) a minimum 1m from the original building foundation;

i) where side setback requirements in the DCP are met;

iv) only if a side gate is provided to hide the commencement of the excavated
driveway slope.

Refer to Figure 19C.4-1
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4.0 Specific NSW heritage guidelines

The NSW Government heritage agency and Institute of Architects have produced a
number of guidelines for development in a heritage context. Key guidelines from
these are extracted below that are most relevant to new buildings in a heritage
conservation area and in the vicinity of a heritage item.

4.1 Design in Context, Guidelines for Infill Development in
the Historic Environment
(NSW Heritage Office, Institute of Architects, 2005)

Setting

¢ The Burra Charter — the Australia ICOMOS charter for the conservation of places
of cultural significance — is the key document guiding conservation practice in
Australia. It states that:

Conservation requires the retention of an appropriate visual setting and other
relationships that contribute to the cultural significance of the place. New
construction, demolition, intrusions or other changes which would adversely
affect the setting or relationships are not appropriate. (Article 8)

Character

« New development in a conservation area, heritage precinct or adjacent to a
heritage item should aim to maintain and enhance the area’s distinctive identity
and sense of place. (p.6)

o These places are our heritage, places that we want to keep. But their historic
character can be compromised by unsympathetic new development. That is why
it is vital that new buildings harmonise with their surroundings. (p.6)

Scale

« [nfill design should recognise the predominant scale (height, bulk, density, grain)
of the setting and then respond sympathetically. The impact of an inappropriately
scaled building cannot be compensated for by building form, design or detailing.
(p.8)

« Infill buildings that are of necessity larger than the surroundings can have their
scale reduced by breaking long walls into bays, or by arranging openings in the
walls so that their size and shape reflect the structure and openings of their
neighbours. (p.8)

+« Where the scale of the roof is much larger than that of adjacent buildings, it may
be broken up into smaller elements to reduce the bulk. (p.8)

+ Setbacks to upper levels can help to provide a transition between adjacent
buildings of different scales. (p.8)
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Subdivision

Any re-subdivision of lots within conservation areas should reinforce the
townscape pattern. Where a subdivision pattern contributes to the significance of
a conservation area, consolidation of lots within it will have a negative impact on
the place. (p.8)

Form

Where a building form is highly repetitive within an area, variations to this form
appear discordant. For example, the form of a new house in the context of a
conservation area of typical federation bungalows should not interrupt the
cohesiveness of the streetscape. (p.10)

The roofline may play an important part in determining neighbourhood character.
Infill buildings should respond to, or reinforce, existing ridge or parapet lines, roof
slopes and other features such as party walls and chimneys. (p.10)

Siting and views

The qualities of the streetscape can be reinforced by conforming to existing front
and side setbacks and the general location of new buildings on site and the
complementary treatment of street edges. (p.10)

Where the fagades create a more or less continuous line, this pattern of setbacks
should be repeated when new buildings are added. (p.10)

Building with minimum setbacks to the boundaries on both sides, where this is
not the pattern, can increase the bulk of the building and have an obtrusive and
unacceptable impact. (p.10-11)

New buildings should allow for the retention of significant views and vistas to and
from the building, a townscape or a landscape. (p.11)

Garages and landscape

Fences should be related to those of adjacent properties. (p.10)

Similarly, garages and carports should not be permitted to break a consistent
building line. (p.10)

Where side access is available, garages and carports should be located behind
the building line to minimise their impact on the streetscape. (p.11)

Natural features of significance should be retained, such as natural foreshore
features and mature trees. In the latter case, new buildings should be sited
beyond the drip line. (p.11)

Materials and colour

Good infill buildings should recognise characteristic materials, textures and
colours used locally and in adjacent buildings. These should be re-interpreted
and incorporated as part of the new building. (p.12)
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4.2 Better Placed Design Guide for Heritage

(Heritage Council of NSW and Government Architect
New South Wales, 2019)

Contributory building retention

In heritage conservation areas, contributory items are those buildings, and
elements that contribute to the overall significance of the area, and must be kept
if the heritage significance of the area is to be retained. (p.24)

Non-contributory items may be replaced. There may also be an opportunity to
strengthen the local character by removing elements that detract from or
compromise that character. (p24)

Scale

New design in heritage areas should relate to the predominant scale and grain of
the setting. It should respect the height, bulk, density, and grain of the heritage
fabric. (p.24)

New infill buildings should generally be no higher than neighbouring heritage
buildings or the predominant scale of the streetscape. (p.24)

Skilful design can sometimes reduce the impact of an infill building that is
different in length or width to its surroundings. Effective design strategies include
modular composition, or repeated elements such as window placement and
pattern or expressed columns. (p.24)

Subdivision

Re-subdivision of lots within conservation areas should reinforce the established
townscape pattern. (p.24)

Forms

The form of new work should be sympathetic to the predominant form of the site,
area, or streetscape. This is not about directly copying neighbouring structures.

(p.25)

For example, the new design could respond to, or reinforce, existing ridge or
parapet lines, roof slopes, and other elements such as party walls and chimneys.

(p.25)

Siting

New work should also retain significant views and vistas as well as natural
features of significance, for example landscape elements and mature trees.

(p.25)

Locate new structures on sites in ways that support existing urban patterns.
Careful consideration of height and setback is crucial to designing for a better fit.

(p-25)
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4.3 Conservation Areas Guidelines for Managing Change in

Heritage Conservation Areas
(Heritage Office and Department of Urban Affairs and
Planning, 1996)

Conservation area contribution

A heritage conservation area is more than a collection of individual heritage
items. It is an area in which the historical origins and relationships between the
various elements create a sense of place that is worth keeping. (p.3)

Heritage areas include such elements as street and subdivision layout; pattern of
development; parks and gardens; buildings of various styles, forms, types and
functional uses; historical or symbolic sites; streetscapes and skylines; details
and furniture; urban spaces; landmarks; and internal and external views. (p.4)

Even if there are a large number of individually significant heritage items in a
heritage area, it will not necessarily be dominated by them. Minor buildings which
do little more than use compatible materials and display typical features still
contribute to the significance of the area as a whole. (p.4)

Demolition

There may be many buildings and structures within a heritage area which
contribute to the heritage significance of the area because of their age and
integrity. They are not themselves items of heritage significance, otherwise they
would be listed as such, but they do have a collective significance. Loss of any
one of them will erode the heritage significance of the area as a whole. (p.14)

Height and setbacks controls

An appropriate height is one which reinforces the scale of an existing
streetscape. (p.26)

Numerical standards are not always relevant, as it is the relationship between
buildings that is the primary factor. (p.26)

In heritage areas or streetscapes with a high density zoning, height controls
which include a five metre setback from the average streetscape height can help
to reduce the dominating effect of new development as well a distinguishing old
buildings from new. In some settings, however, differential setbacks may not be
appropriate if they would destroy consistency in the streetscape. (p.26-7)

Size and scale

The scale and size of a new building is of paramount importance. It should not
dominate or compete with it neighbours or destroy an existing pattern of single or
two storey development. (p64)
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* An appropriate way of achieving complementary height in extensions may be a
requirement that they should be within 10 per cent of the height of nearby
buildings. Height limitations, floor space ratios and site coverage limitation need
to be coordinated in order to avoid unsuitably high, bulky construction. (p.58)

Roof forms

 Height and bulk are critical factors in determining scale, particularly in heritage

areas of predominantly detached dwelling houses. In these areas the

construction of new buildings with flat or low-pitched roofs can result in a two
storey building dominating and overshadowing one storey neighbours of similar

height. (p.58)

« Any changes to the roofs of buildings in a heritage area should acknowledge the
dominant characteristics of the area and reflect traditional construction practices.

(p.59)

Vicinity of a heritage item

¢ The design of new buildings on sites in the vicinity of heritage items should
respect the shape and proportions of the existing buildings. Siting, scale and

materials are the important factors to be considered. (p.30)
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