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Executive Summary

This report provides 23 planning criteria that appropriate for the planning of White Bay,
plus criteria to cover regulatory compliance andneenic feasibility. The criteria have been
developed through an extensive literature searchodf redevelopments both in Australia
and internationally, and by considering this litara in relation to the specific site. The
application of the criteria is demonstrated throubgk use of a matrix, and additional
material is provided on the economic viability efexted land uses. Eight recommendations
are included in this report about how Leichhardtu@ml may wish to proceed with regard to

the planning and redevelopment of White Bay.

Planning for White Bay should be coordinated amadgparent. In this report White Bay is
seen as integrated with Balmain, with the surroogdiays and with other large parcels of
land such as Glebe Island, the White Bay Powerdataind the former Rozelle Marshalling
Yards. While developing and implementing a desivesion for the wider area is very
important, individual development projects may egeeron occasion. It is therefore
necessary to develop appropriate planning criteuigh as those presented in this report to
assess the desirability of these projects. Whitg i@presents an opportunity to be proactive
in redeveloping a port facility. With innovativhinking and careful planning, White Bay
can become an internationally acclaimed exampkepairt redevelopment that contributes to
sustainability. This report provides some impartimundations on which to conduct this

redevelopment process.

About the author:
Dr. Phil McManus is a Senior Lecturer in the SchoblGeosciences at the University of
Sydney. He has tertiary level qualifications itvam and regional planning, environmental
studies and geography. Phil lectures on sustanaibies, sustainable development and
resource and environmental management. His puioinsa include Vortex Cities to
Sustainable Cities: Australia’s Urban ChallenggNSW Press, 2005). He lives in the
Leichhardt Council local government area.
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Terms of Reference

At its meeting on 18 April, 2006, Leichhardt Coumeisolved:

That Council develop a brief for a feasibility syuof the type of industries consistent with
the working harbour in White Bay which will contute to reducing Sydney’ ecological

footprint.

The output from this study should comprise theolwlhg:
* A list of criteria that can be applied when asseggotential future uses in White
Bay;
* A list of viable uses that satisfy some or all bé tcriteria and which would be

commercially viable in this location.
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Introduction

This report seeks to address the above terms eferefe provided by Leichhardt Council.
These terms of reference refer to the notion aivarking harbour”. This idea is worthy of
discussion because its meaning is somewhat slipfies/based on non-Indigenous history
(“tradition”) and conveys positive connotationditd, vitality, activity and even community.

It tends to overlook issues of pollution, noisealieconcerns and so on. This is challenging
because good planning for the future in relatiosustainability, environmental quality and

community wellbeing cannot be based on mythicalomstof history.

A “working harbour” has been constructed as theosfip of “a pond” (by former NSW
Deputy Premier Andrew Refshaugge). This commeqghlights the desire to maintain
maritime activities on Sydney Harbour, a desir¢ #pgpears to be shared by the owner of the
site, Sydney Ports. The concept of a working harke, however, being increasingly
challenged by other stakeholders, such as locale®rts who are concerned about quality of

life issues.

It is also becoming increasingly challenging toorezle the notion of a “working harbour”
with contemporary processes that undermine thaliiabf a “traditional working harbour”.
These processes include;

« containerisation (introduced in the late 1960s, dhanging in logistics such that it
requires particular wharf configurations that aw presently available or easily
constructed in White Bay)

» the move from harbours to sea ports, (Sydney HartaoBort Botany)

» the emergence of security issues (particularlyctreept of “dirty bombs”)

» changes to manufacturing and assembly processe$, asi the assembly of

automobiles imported from overseas manufacturiteg si

The above trends will be discussed in Section thisfreport. At this stage it is sufficient to
say that they contain a number of possible impbeat First, the existing working harbours
that many people are trying to maintain (and offemple are trying to remove) are already
becoming increasingly historical in character. sTisicertainly the case for the medium-long
term planning timeframe. Second, the proposed fsses working harbour should be either
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future uses with economic viability, and/or a rdgaging of existing uses such that they
become economically viable in a different contdgt €xample, as heritage with a tourism
focus). Tourism does have environmental impaatsihiese can be managed carefully.

The above considerations have informed the devedopmf the potential criteria presented
in this report. There are three levels of criteffdnese are

» criteria for desirable outcomes for land and wafganning given the site
characteristics and potential characteristics. r@hme 23 criteria presented and
justified in this report;

» the conformity with existing plans and regulationBhese plans and regulations can
be changed, and have not been treated as a sagifonstraint to devising
appropriate planning criteria by which developmeisions and proposals can be
assessed. The Glebe Island and White Bay Masterptalld be seen as a
development control plan, and appears particulddied given announcements to
move various activities to Botany Bay and elsewhéfhile not provided as criteria,
other process-oriented planning statutes may nedaetconsidered in relation to
particular development proposals and sites, inoydiart 3A of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Act relating to criticistructure projects;

« the economic viability of selected proposals, basethe evidence of demand. This
is a significant point, but it is not the same a®d planning for land and water
integration, nor is it the same as conforming testang plans and regulations. The
evidence is based on an analysis of trends initbeture, knowledge of Sydney,
analysis of similar scenarios and direct commentsnfpeople associated with
specific land uses. This issue is addressed iidde@ of this report.

There is no weighting given to the criteria. Thgsa value judgement, as would be any
weighting system. The criteria are not aggregatedding the scores could easily obliterate
important considerations on individual criteriofiven that each development proposal or
idea will be idiosyncratic, some criteria may berenamportant in relation to particular

development proposals and less important in relatiio different proposals. Aggregation

would effectively conceal this point, and poternyiatlose opportunities for debate and
decision-making at points where it is most needed.
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The use of the matrix has been demonstrated imdgpt with two contrasting development
proposals. This has been done to provide an itidicaf how the criteria could work in

practice. Two contrasting proposals have beenerhosOne is the highly contentious
concrete terminal proposal. The other is a maetiitm set. The film set proposal is not
economically viable, based on the literature (Do&805). This viability analysis is taken
from Dovey'’s discussion of this development optiorthe redevelopment of the Melbourne
Docklands, and an analysis of Sydney’s experientetiwve Fox Studios at Moore Park. As
noted, the choice of these two options is to dernates the matrix scoring system in
operation, and the values assigned to the particulzria should be considered “indicative

only”.

Before presenting and justifying the planning crite it is necessary to outline the
methodology used in this research (Section 1) ardsent the context of the particular site
at White Bay. This context includes the historngdton 2), the site characteristics and
potential characteristics (Section 3), projectedhographic and land use changes in the
surrounding area (Section 4) and the statutoryrt@ncontrols (Section 5). While these
factors make White Bay unique, the literature revieghlights the similarities between the
redevelopment of White Bay and other port redevalepts around the world (Section 6).
Section 7 of this report identifies possible lasgésithat may be appropriate for White Bay in

accordance with the terms of reference.

The justification for the planning criteria is peesed in Section 8, while the criteria and
their application is demonstrated in the plannintgga matrix (Section 9). This is followed
by an analysis of the viability of potential lanses (Section 10). The report concludes with

recommendations about how to proceed with the phaneriteria.
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1. Methodology

The terms of reference have been addressed byatitegan extensive literature review on
port redevelopment, an analysis of documents atidyp®lating to the particular site and a
Focus Group held at Clontarf Cottage on Tuesdapugust, 2006 (see Appendix 1). The
need for an integrated plan for the wider area\oling White Bay, Glebe Island, the White
Bay power station, Rozelle Bay and the Rozelle ®aisg Yards) was a strong theme in
the focus group, as was the call for governmentadepents to work together to ensure

coordination and compatibility of decision making.

The literature review includes literature on patevelopment from a geographical and
planning focus, with particular reference to thkerof communities in the redevelopments.
While a large body of literature exists about pedevelopments, the methodology adopted
for this research has, unless otherwise necestaited the literature to that which deals

with port redevelopments that maintain somethingroindustrial character.
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2. The site and its history

White Bay and Glebe Island are important areas/an8y. Glebe Island was once an island
(not just in name) and was the largest island idn8y Harbour at the time of European
settlement. Prior to European settlement the cgumas home to the Gadigal and Wangal
people. The surrounding terrain was HawkesburydSane, vegetated with forests and cut
by creeks flowing through mangrove wetlands to &yddarbour.

In the context of non-Indigenous history, the Gldsland abattoir, which operated from
1864 to 1916, fostered the growth of meat presgrwvorks and soap and candle
manufacturers in Balmain and Leichhardt (Coward381McManus, 2001). Shipbuilding
and repairs were located in Balmain, timber yardd aon works in Rozelle and coal
loading facilities in Blackwattle Bay (Quinn, 19750ver time, large portions of Rozelle
Bay, Blackwattle Bay and White Bay were filled tonstruct port facilities and industrial
land (McManus, 2004).

White Bay has a particular history of shipbuildiagd timber yards, with John Booth’s

sawmill, joinery and timber yard dominating the ar@nd employing 300 men in 1889

(Solling and Reynolds, 1997). Eight years latel897 Lever Brothers established their
factory complex. In the 1960s it employed 1100keos (Solling and Reynolds, 1997). The
White Bay and Glebe Island area has also been tarosis an area of grain silos, the main
base for American soldiers during World War Twod @hen a coal handling area (Sydney
Ports, 2000).

In summary, the area around White Bay was once jarnradustrial location employing
thousands of workers who generally lived nearbyhil®\it is unrealistic to expect that such
a scenario can be recreated, the generation ofogmpht opportunities is important given

the anticipated population increases and changngpdraphics in the surrounding area.
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3. White Bay Site Characteristics

The site characteristics can usefully be dividad kxisting site characteristics that are of

importance for the future planning of White Baydapotential site characteristics that are

feasible and could change the viability of possiated and maritime uses on the site.

3.1 Existing Site Characteristics

These are;

An available deep water site (there is an undemsdadstone bar that may cause
challenges for deeper draught ships). This sositefis rare in Sydney Harbour.
The site is atypical of most port redevelopmentsdcin the literature because it is
not contiguous with the city centre.
A large area (including White Bay, Glebe Island, W&/Bay Power Station and the
Rozelle Railway yards land)
Flat land — there is a rise to Victoria Road, biteowise the land is flat. Much of
this land is infill of some kind deposited over ioais time periods. The land was
originally wetlands near the harbour.
The site has existing rail access.
Despite the rail access, there is poor public prartsaccess because the rail was a
freight line, not a passenger rail line.
There are poor road and parking facilities at atsgic point in the local and
metropolitan transport network. The existing réhsport system is very fragile in
its operations and will not readily accommodate niemands.
There are nearby residential areas. This is impothecause these residential areas
are_not

0 degraded,

0 industrial,

o a collection of heritage buildings,

o maritime in employment and socio-economic focus.
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3.2 Potential New Site Characteristics

A consideration of appropriate planning criteriagld take into account potential changes to
the site characteristics of the area. These &itgacteristics are mainly related to access

considerations and include;

* The potential to include a passenger ferry stophatsite (this would access to
Darling Harbour, Circular Quay, North Sydney, Paradta, and so on),

* The potential to extend the existing light rail teyg from near Rozelle Bay to
connect with the existing good rail lines (this Wwbyrovide access to Balmain,
Central Station, Chinatown, and any future possibstward extension beyond
Lilyfield). It is worth noting that the existingght rail line incorporates part of an
old goods line,

* The potential to develop/upgrade both cycle andcegen paths (this is related to
the flat land and the ability to plan traffic movents around cycling and pedestrian
routes, rather than fitting these routes into @xistraffic movement patterns),

* The potential to provide a modified road networlattitan increase safety and
improve the amenity of the local area.

The ability to change the characteristics of a bBifechanging its access should not be
underestimated. This was an important featurberrédevelopment of Gateshead Quays
(near Newcastle in northern England). Vacant sited declining uses in Gateshead
were made accessible to the Newcastle waterfrorthéyconstruction of a pedestrian

bridge (the Millenium Bridge). This increased thaability substantially.
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4. Projected demographic and land use changes in tls&rrrounding area

The population of Leichhardt Council is projectedricrease from an estimated population
of 48 705 in 2003, after allowing for the local gowment boundary changes in May of that
year, to 52 052 by 2011. This represents an iser@d 7 per cent (Leichhardt Municipal
Council 2003). The report from which these statsstvere derived estimated that the bulk
of the population growth would come from a naturarease, and that there would be a
“steady, but generally moderate supply of new, nm@idantly multi-unit dwellings”
(Leichhardt Municipal Council, 2003, 44). Appendiof that report highlights the potential
of the light rail network to enable an increasalwelling density around transport nodes.
Two nodes of relevance for this current report wdeatified — the Rozelle Goods Yard and
the White Bay Power Station sites. Table 5 (Legéldh Municipal Council, 2003, 54)
indicates that about 300 dwellings could be prodide the White Bay Power Station site.

The above projections may be compared with thentgceeleased housing strategy for
Sydney developed as part of the NSW Government'drddelitan Strategy (NSW

Government 2005). The population projections foBR2@ontained in this report lead the
government to the conclusion that about 60-70 eat of new dwellings (approximately

445,000 new dwellings) will be constructed in theéstng urban areas in Sydney and the
Central Coast. Of particular relevance to theentrreport is that the housing capacity in the
Inner West was identified as 95 198 dwellings ii©0£20but was planned to be increased to
125 000 dwellings in 2031 (NSW Government, 2005he Inner West area comprises the
local government areas of Leichhardt, Burwood, @arday and Strathfield. The projected
increase of a little over 31 per cent in total dimgk in the next 25 years is going to be very

challenging to achieve given that many of the eagpions have already been taken.

This projected increase needs to be consideredlation to the redevelopment of White
Bay. The site, including the flat land extendingfas south as the Rozelle Marshalling
Yards, is a rare opportunity to provide for theufet employment, recreational and other
needs of the existing residents and the likelyritesidents. If there is a continuation of the
“working harbour”, what proximity to residential @llings is acceptable, what does this
mean for the hours of operation and the nature mkweing undertaken, and what design

aspects have to be considered?
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5. Statutory Planning Considerations

There are a number of important statutory planeimgsiderations that need to be taken into
account for developments in White Bay. These uhelaeritage items if the development
concerns a heritage building such as the White Bawer Station. They also include the
changes to the NSW tHenvironmental Planning and Assessment Act 1E&ER&A Act),
depending on the type of development proposed tanddation. These changes, including
both Part 3A of the Act and the new State EnviromtaePlanning Policy (Major Projects),
(SEPP) are applicable to White Bay/Glebe Islandh dvecause of its strategic location.
Clause 7(2) of SEPP states that port and relatet$len Sydney Harbour are significant.

The three major planning considerations that colerentire site are the Sydney Regional
Environment Plan No. 26 (SREP 26) the Glebe Iskamdl White Bay Masterplan, and the
Customs Areas. Under the provisions of the SRERN26White Bay and Glebe Island areas
are zoned for “port and employment” uses. Thismpidentifies the permitted uses on the
site, and would need to be changed if land usdgliianot meet this zoning provision were

desired.

The Glebe Island and White Bay Masterplan is ingéehid link the regional planning process
with specific development applications. It is, ably, a development control plan. It

contains principles and provisions that identify alviis desired in themes, including

landscaping, views, pedestrian and cycle accesdiffarent parts of the area. The plan is
detailed in its provisions on how to maintain thmeeaity of the area. Although the Glebe
Island and White Bay Masterplan was released & 2100, it seems increasingly dated
given the changing nature of maritime functionSyuney. It appears to envisage a working
harbour of 10-20 years ago, with little recognitminthe expansion of Port Botany and the
impacts this may have on White Bay. While the ptaoseful as a guide, the development
of a community-based vision for the White Bay sit®uld be able to raise more innovative

ideas for the future of this site that are in adeoice with the trends identified in this report.

The Customs Act is important and needs to be clthndfeis a reflection of land uses that
have operated in White Bay to date, rather thaassslor thinking about the future. Section
15 of the Customs Act (1901) limits access to dawes at Glebe Island, White Bay and to
parts of the Rozelle Marshalling Yards lands thaimf a “secure zone” with authorised
access only. It is likely that given the shipptngnds identified in the next section of this
report, there will be little need for the contingarof the “secure zone” on much of the site.

White Bay - Planning for Sustainability: Phil McMa#s) August 2006 13



6. Port Redevelopments — a literature review

There is a substantial body of literature on partd port redevelopments from around the
world. One website that is particularly useful tie Waterfront Communities Project

(www.edinburgh.gov.uk/wcp/partngrsOf importance to the location at White Bay i th

literature on port redevelopments that attempt &mniain aspects of a “working harbour”.

Port redevelopments that have modified the use fi@niworking harbour” include
redevelopments for;

e entertainment Darling Harbour,

residential Eastern Harbour District in Amsterdasee NAI Publishers,

2006, but also sites in Balmain

e commercial London Docklands
e arts Gateshead Quays in Gateshead, England
e culture specifically music, in Aalborg, Denmark

In contrast to the above, a number of developmardand the world are notable because
they have attempted to include uses (often asgéatredevelopment rather than being the
only permitted use) that maintain the “working” cheter of an area. Notable examples of
this approach include;
e Granville Island This is a “mixed-use” island n#d@e centre of
Vancouver, Canada — a large redevelopment of former
waterfront land nearby at False Creek has converted
old timber yards to residential use.
» Dagenham Docks This is a Sustainable Industagt Based on eco-
industrial park principles as part of a redeveloptrod
133 hectares of the eastern port area along themd@ha
River in London — see Appendix 2 plus Grant, 2000;
Lambert and Boons, 2002; Roberts, 2004 for an
understanding of eco-industrial parks)

e The Fore River Shipyard This is a site near Quiltgssachusetts (part
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* Kingston-upon-Hull

6.1 The port-city interface

of the Boston urban area). See Rafferty (1996) and
Preer (2006).

This is a city on the Humlgdver where a mix of

“anchor attractions” such as “The Deep” (an
aquarium) were introduced, but ferry transport to
Europe and industrial uses on other parts of the

Humber Estuary were maintained.

The literature on port redevelopment includes aergew of the “port-city interface” and

identifies how this has changed over time. Anaititd reference is Brian Hoyle (1988),

who identified five stages of the port-city inteséa These were;

1. Primitive cityport

2. Expanding cityport

3. Modern industrial
cityport

4. Retreat from the
waterfront

5. Redevelopment of

and the waterfront

Genoa, Naples, Venice, Maiggibnd so on — up until
the 19" century. This relationship is characterised by a
close spatial and functional association between th
city and the port.

Perth-Fremantle, Sydney, Quéhigg Boston, Hong
Kong, Singapore — ports emerge beyond the city
confines in the 1 and early 28 centuries.

Sydney Harbour.

1960s-1980s and beyond — Riaiter Zeebrugge, Port
Botany, Brisbane’s port on MoretoryBa

London, Cardiff, Bristol, Sydisejparling Harbour,
so oh).

The ports of Bristol (UK) highlight this port-cityjterface. The old ports were on the River

Avon in what is now Bristol, to be hidden from pgea. In 1804 the cityport was expanded,

but in 1877 a new deep-water port was opened andeaith, where the Avon enters the

River Severn. In 1977, after years of conflict, tteav Royal Portbury Dock was opened in

! Some of the examples in this list have been peavioly Hoyle, while others have come from otherditiere
sources or examples with which the author is famili
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what is effectively stage 4 of Hoyle’'s (1988) modBhssett and Hoare, 1996). The late
1990s and the early Zlcentury have seen the redevelopment of Bristoiandoned
cityport.

While the context is different than in Bristol, tarrent land use conflicts relating to the
proposed concrete terminal at White Bay exemplifgy tise of Hoyle’'s (1988) “port-city
interface”. The concrete terminal is an attemptettreate stage 3 (a modern cityport), but
containing land uses that have not moved to stageéA4concrete terminal is financially
viable because of the high price of transportingccete, and the demand for concrete at city
centre and inner city construction sites. Unfoatefy, the concrete terminal effectively
limits the options for a stage 5 redevelopment hed tvaterfront, which may be more

economically viable.

The move to stage 4 of Hoyle’s (1988) model canrmerstood as a “shortening of the turn-
over time of capital by a reorganisation of thergleds of circulation; in other words, the
redimensioning of the waterfront time-space” (@ithid, 2004, 452). This process is
occurring with the proposed expansion of Port Bgptam move that includes increased
mechanisation of the port and proposed increasaghfr movements by both road and rail
through older suburbs of Sydney. Simultaneoustye”effect of incessant technological
innovation is to periodically destroy past investitseand radically transform the urban
landscape” (Gilliland, 2004, 453). This is theuation at White Bay, which makes possible
either the B stage of Hoyle's (1988) model — redevelopmeng aew form of land use that

continues the3stage (in this case the cement terminal proposal).

6.2 The city-port interface, sustainable developmerand ecological footprints

What does the city-port interface model of changing functions and viability mean for the
various categories of ports? Vallega (1996) prepog model of ports comprising four
interacting “structures” and suggests how they wduhction in accordance with the notion
of sustainable development (see WCED, 1987). Aecogrdo Vallega (1996), the four
structures to consider are 1) the central busidedsct, 2) the redeveloped waterfront, 3)

the containerised seaport and 4) the maritime indiisievelopment area.
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Of importance to White Bay, Vallega (1996, 304)ssdlee “redeveloped waterfront” as
including;
facilities and services centred on the protectidntlee coastal and ocean
ecosystems, the assessment of the sea, includaigbtsed on educational
interactive methodologies, and the assessment ttirau heritage that is
concerned with the marine environment ... the watetfrcould acquire high-
rank functions, dealing with research, universigue@ation, decision-making

systems, and others.

The feasibility of White Bay containing these funaos is dependent on changing plans and
zoning, and ensuring the economic viability of sacproject. Importantly, these facilities
can co-exist with other developments based ondgaiand “working harbour”. One such
possibility is the idea of a Sydney Harbour Hemtagentre (discussed in section 7). This
concept could include research as identified bylegal (1996) and heritage, as has been
done in Hartlepool with a publicly funded histosigips heritage centre and in London with a
Docklands Museum established at West India Quayr@h 1996).

In terms of sustainable development, and redudiegetological footprint as set out in the
terms of reference, a port redevelopment that sedban importing and exporting is very
likely to extend the ecological footprint (see Weriagel and Rees, 1996; McManus and
Haughton, 2006). This is the case whether theogaml footprint is understood as a
metaphor for ecological impact, or as a specifiasoeing tool. The individual port may
have a reduced ecological footprint if it movesiirstage 3 to stage 5 of the cycle, but this is
not usually a move towards sustainability in amardt simply means that a new port has
been created as a stage 4 modern seaport. Thetwgpofor a port redevelopment to
promote sustainable development means moving amay & trading focus to being a site
for activities such as education, research (Valld@®6) and to more sustainable energy
generation, the encouragement of “green busingssedgustrial ecology (as in the
Dagenham Docks Sustainable Industrial Park) andirtbleision of walking, cycling and

viable public transport access.

6.3 Maintaining a “working harbour”

An important issue for White Bay is how to maintan“working harbour” given the
challenges mentioned in the Introduction, yet meetironmental and cultural expectations
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of the 2F century. Rafferty (1996, 281) offers the examyfi¢he Fore River Shipyard near
Boston, and identifies the plan for this redevelepimas “a model for port redevelopment
strategies”. She notes four key elements. HRing,site still serves as a port, largely for
shipbuilding. Second, “the plan preserves thegmie of the site” and recommends
“continued ownership by a single agency ... to enshaé development and implementation
take place in accordance with the plan” (Raffet§96, 281). Third, public use of the site is
enhanced through a tourism centre, “a naval shigiingi museum, interpretive facilities at
the marine technology centre, and a ferry gatewayegional and local coastal heritage
resources” (Rafferty, 1996, 281). Fourth, thera mlance of uses including manufacturing,

high technology and tourism to diversify the ecog@and employment.

The Fore River example is also important becauseghlights the articulation between a
planning process, community involvement, scenaggetbpment and feasibility criteria.
The planning process involved the identificationfiek re-use scenarios (effectively six
scenarios as an important distinction was made deriva revitalized port and revitalized
shipbuilding). The feasibility criteria were agdegpon, and the scenario that best met the
feasibility criteria was selected. In this case slcenario was to develop the site as a centre
for marine technology and tourism. There were ftiviéeria used, although these included
sub-components. The feasibility criteria were; catiiplity with the physical characteristics
of the site, economic feasibility, employment andnmgipal revenue impacts, transport
impacts and regulatory consistency (including mist@reservation and hazardous waste
regulations) (Rafferty, 1996). In this examplee ttriteria were not standardised so the
ratings could include “poor” and “excellent” for ygical compatibility, monetary units for
development costs and numbers for employment oreati his is shown in Appendix 3 of
this report, along with recent developments angy@sals for this site. While the Fore River
development has not been entirely successful, antbw being redeveloped again by a
private investor (see Preer, 2006), the principtesl the approach are worthy of

consideration.

6.4 Port redevelopment and employment

The importance of employment-generation is recaghia a number of studies, and is one
of the criteria identified for White Bay. Neumafb997) studied eight former industrial

waterfronts in England and Wales. He concludedithport cities where local councils had

a relatively high influence on decision-making (asHull, Swansea and Southampton)
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“many more jobs were created by newly-establisiwdkpendent firms” (Neumann, 1997,
161). These jobs are different in character tten“typical” waterfront uses (identified as
offices, retail and leisure). Importantly, it wasssible to create these jobs, but it relied on
“supporting the endogenous economic potential apndittracting new businesses, which
harmonize with the local economy”, as was done ull KNeumann, 1997, 161). The
relevance for White Bay is that local businesse®xist in locations such as Rozelle Bay
and other parts of Sydney Harbour. A coordinaties po relocate businesses such as boat
building, boat repair, maritime salvage, and samWhite Bay can potentially enable these
businesses to overcome some of the constraintgiatsb with their present sites. These

businesses can then form the basis to attractssiilrelated businesses to the area.

6.5 Port redevelopment and communities

The redevelopment of former port land can be arodppity for improving the quality of an
area, or it could be the catalyst for major concerhloyle (1999, 2000) studied the
approaches to port redevelopment in five Canadiaesg Halifax, Kingston, St. Johns,
Vancouver and Victoria. He concluded that theres wawide range in the degree of
involvement of community groups in waterfront reelepment projects. He also noted that
the influence of community groups on the processedevelopment varied substantially.
Importantly, he also noted that “community groupivasts are frequently only too well
aware that the problems they face on their urbaenivants are commonplace to port cities

and other urban places, not only in Canada butrarthie world” (Hoyle, 1999, 77).

This awareness is apparent from recent researBlorihAdelaide (Oakley, 2005; Rofe and
Oakley, 2006) where there are attempts to charggatter part of the port, because it is seen
as declining and has potential for redevelopmend, & new residential/commercial/tourism
area. Rofe and Oakley (2006) focus on the corstruof industry as being dirty and grime.
In this example, a number of local residents wandustrial activities and a “working
harbour” maintained because there is a strong abionebetween the residents and the port.
White Bay does not have the above connection betwed and residents. The construction

of industry as undesirable is apparent in someodises.

White Bay is unique. As this literature review hmghlighted, it is, however, facing many

of the same issues as declining port sites in qihds of the world.
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7. Possible Land Uses for White Bay

There are many possible land uses for the White dtay but it is important to understand
that attempts to maintain a “working harbour” as bperated in recent decades runs counter

to the literature on ports (see Section 6).

The site could be made as part of a “working harbby drawing on a number of ideas
from the literature review and integrating theséhviocal knowledge of the site conditions,
the potential site conditions and the situationhwather sites on Sydney Harbour. After
doing so, the following list of possible land ussserges for the site. Some of these land
uses could co-exist, a scenario that may be nagessanhance the economic viability of

the site.

* A “Sydney Harbour Heritage Centre” (including “warg harbour” and linked to the
White Bay Power Station). This could be based amseums such as in the
Docklands of London. It could include the Sydnegrithge Fleet, although this
organization can exist as a stand-along entityesied. The heritage centre idea
could include revenue generating activities witmaritime focus, for example, the
port of Leith (Edinburgh) secured a major vess@hg Brittania”) as an attraction,
while at the United States Naval Shipbuilding Museat Fore River (near Boston)
overnight guests pay to stay on a former heavyseruthe USS Salem.

* An educational centre for marine research and tegch This could potentially
involve various universities and museums in a taltative approach.

* A sustainable industrial park (similar to the Ddgam Docks redevelopment in
London). This would involve substantial coordioati but the location and potential
market position of being associated with this aftivcould attract new,
environmentally-benign industries.

* A maritime film set (not economically viable accmgl to Dovey, 2005), but could
form a small part of the site if there is demarahfrfilm and television production
companies.

* A site for the Sydney Heritage Fleet (this is cotiein Rozelle Bay, but is required
to move and would love to find accommodation at WBiay).

* A boat building and repair precinct (currently sesgd around the harbour at sites

including Woolwich). Some consolidation of thidieity could occur at White Bay,
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and would complement the Sydney Heritage Fleetdmgahstrating the evolution of
boat building and repair on one site. This coutdshpplemented by interpretative
material (as at Fore River) and could include camantary facilities such as a café,

a safe playground with a maritime theme, and so on.
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8. Planning Criteria to Assess Possible Land Uses

The planning criteria developed to assess pos$inld uses has been derived from the
literature and from the analyses of site conditipeginent to White Bay. The “permitted
use matrix” for the Fraser River Estuary Study (Boy.990) was a starting point, but the
matrix presented in Section 9 of this report ex¢etids format and aligns it with planning
criteria rather than permitted uses. The feagbitiriteria used in the Fore River
redevelopment near Boston (Rafferty, 1996) wer® alsnsidered, but it was felt that
“planning criteria” needed to be more comprehengin ‘feasibility criteria”. The format
for presentation used at Fore River was also censttl The format adopted in Section 9 is
derived from work on sustainability indicators, amtempts to show the degree to which a
development proposal meets individual criteria (8tandardised legend), but does not
attempt to aggregate the values given to eachriorite The discussion that contributes to
and follows from the assigning of values is impotta developing a consensus (if this is
possible) on the desired planning options.

The matrix in Section 9 contains 23 planning cigteplus criteria for regulatory compliance
and economic viability. Values have been assigetivo possible land uses, simply to

demonstrate the way the planning criteria woulccfiom. These are indicative values only.

The criteria recognised different types of maritiemel industrial uses as part of a “working
harbour”. One criterion also relates to employmetltis important that the site not only
accommodate facilities that appear to be “workifgit that these facilities do generate
employment. Another criterion advocates a pawiculype of employment, ie. non-

professional employment because this relates tbittery of the site, the site is suitable for
this form of employment and because there is ald@athis type of employment in this part
of the city.

The criterion about the significance of tenuretedao the ability to avoid fragmentation on
these important sites. Fragmentation makes ongpliaigning very difficult, and to have
such important land largely in public ownershipresgnts an opportunity to plan effectively

now, and in the future.
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There are a number of criteria relating to the iotpaf developments on the surrounding
residents. As was previously noted, residentialtiimgs abut this site and the needs of local
residents must be considered in any redevelopmepbpal.

The criterion relating to pedestrian and cycle asceoncern sustainable transport and
recreational needs. This criterion cannot be aeliat the moment due to the Customs Act
making the site a secure zone. If this is no longeessary, then pedestrian and cycling
access should be an important consideration, addhiwe ability to link this site with other
public open spaces. Part of the site could becpuidic open space, particularly if the

choice of other land uses was compatible with ks

The criterion relating to outcomes being commertsunath effort is important. Some of the
port redevelopment activities involve substaniialetand effort. They may be the preferred
option, but they do not come easily. Activitiexlslas a sustainable industrial park, or a
heritage precinct, take a long time to coordinaie @evelop.

The ability of White Bay to open up opportunitigsother sites (Blackwattle Bay, Rozelle
Bay, etc.) can potentially represent good cooreithg@ianning. If it solves problems at other
sites that is also a good planning outcome, pralvide other criteria are also satisfied.
Criteria such as environmentally compatible witie sionditions is essential for any site, but

particularly one located at a key point in the loarband the road network.

The criteria related to economics and social vakientended to address the issue of
development from the economic and social sideshef gustainability triangle. The
social/cultural criterion acknowledges that patacuand uses may be highly desirable for
social and cultural reasons, but are not econofgicampetitive. They can be justified on
community value grounds, and if they are compatiate other uses, can be part of a larger
redevelopment where the entire redevelopment isauoaally viable, not the individual
components. In this sense, activities that do astrict other activities from occurring are

desirable, as are activities that do not detrachfsurrounding land values.

It is necessary to improve activities over timdanRing should be ongoing, and ideally this

capacity should be demonstrated at the initialestag

White Bay - Planning for Sustainability: Phil McMa#s) August 2006 23



The criterion addressing other harbour sites ikided to avoid duplication. While it could
be argued that this will be addressed in economability criteria, it is important to
coordinate activities at different sites and henags a planning criterion when considering

development options.

The need to address future population is identifrethe criterion about the appropriateness
of development for a future demographic in the arémally, the need for sustainability is
highlighted in the terms of reference, which called ways to reduce the ecological
footprint. As noted earlier, this is very difficulising the traditional “working harbour”
which was based on trade and the movement of geedgices and people. The literature
review highlighted activities that may be compatiblith this criterion for city-ports such as
White Bay.

White Bay - Planning for Sustainability: Phil McMa#s) August 2006 24



9. The Planning Criteria Matrix

:d)

Legend|Meets criteria Possible Usegincludes new, overflow and relocats
2 |Strongly
1 [Moderately
0 |neutral/not applicable
-1 [not preferred/would require significant mitigati Sydney | MaritimgConcretgBoat Building|industrial
measures to meet the criteria if adopted Harljeilm Set [Plant & Repair Ecology
-2 |Incompatible with the criteria Heritage Precinct
Centre
Potential Criteria promoting desirable outcomes Imicative Only
Land tenure enables effective ongoing planning 1 0
Maritime working 2 1
Non-maritime working 0 2
Maritime history 2 0
Non-maritime history (eg. Castlefields in Manclegpt 2 1
Number of ongoing jobs (relative to scale, imppacts 1 -2
Employment opportunities (non professional) 1 1
Visual acceptability for residents and non-residen . -2
Compatibility with surrounding land uses
(includes hours of operation, noise gas¢etc.) 1 -2
Enables cycling/pedestrian access 1 -1
Establishment effort compatible with worth -2 1
Integrates with the open space network 1 -1
Provides opportunities at other harbour sites 1 1
Solves problems at other harbour sites 0 O
Social/community value 1 -2
Environmentally compatible with site conditions 1 -1
Enables other compatible activities to occur o@ si -1 -2
Enhances surrounding land values 1 -2
Ability to be improved over time 1 -1
Is an effective economic use of the site (unlbss t
social/community value is considered morgortant 0 -2
Appropriate for an increased inner Sydney popaati d 1
Compatible with other harbour planning (Cockateg étc) 2 2
Reduces the ecological footprint of Sydney 0 -1
Conformity with existing plans and regulations
SREP 26 compatible 1 2
Glebe Island and White Bay Masterplan compatible 1 2
Australian customs regulations -2 0
Evidence of demand for possible uses -2 2
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10. Economic Viability of Proposed Land Uses

The economic viability of proposed uses requiredéapth studies by financial experts at a
greater depth than is possible in this report. Vihability issue has been addressed in other
port redevelopments, notably the Fore River redgprakent (Rafferty, 1996). In that

particular case, viability was calculated by thevelepment costs, the municipal revenue
impact and the number of jobs created (see Appe3)dix his may have been appropriate in

that context, but it does not necessarily translattly to White Bay.

While the methods used in the Fore River case aranmmediately transferable to White
Bay, it is possible to identify potential land usasd provide evidence of demand, or
potential demand. The land uses discussed belewarcosted against one another. It is
also important to note that the planning critemrapmsed included social and community
value, and that some uses of high social and contynalue may need to be subsidised, or
cross-subsidised, in order to exist. The abilityparticular uses to co-exist also enables a
“viability package” to be constructed so that degitand uses may be obtained, and the
overall viability of the site is maintained.

The proposed land uses and evidence of viabilgypaesented below.

10.1 Sydney Harbour Heritage Centre

The concept of a new heritage centre for Sydnexciting. Stakeholders could include the
Powerhouse Museum, the Australian Museum, the Musefl Sydney, the Australian

National Maritime Museum and the Sydney HarboureBbore Authority. Further

discussions will be needed on this issue to asopettze willingness and ability of

organizations to be involved in such an idea.

The viability of this proposal is enhanced by thingkof it as a “living museum” and a
“heritage centre in progress”. In other words, thaseum is similar to the industrial
heritage of Castlefields in Manchester, or plaagshsas Timbertown in Wauchope, in its
approach to displays and objects. The “heritag&reein progress” idea refers to the
building it up over time as more activities thatremtly form the “working harbour” are
made redundant. This could extend to bringingems from Port Botany as it too changes

over time.
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The existence of a significant heritage buildinge(iWhite Bay Power Station), and the
willingness of the Sydney Heritage Fleet to mové&\bite Bay (as confirmed in the Focus
Group on August 15), are good starting points fiis toncept. Other potential advantages
include the possibility of reclaiming the historyf ¢the Glebe Island abattoir and
incorporating this into a heritage site. The ladkdeep water space at the Australian
National Maritime Museum, plus the potential torat historical and marine oriented
research activities to the site, make the inclusibfoverflow” activities likely. The main
ingredients that appear to be missing are a comatigraviable activity on the site to
complement the heritage uses, and the ferry/ligihtnansport access to link the site with the
city centre. A “commercially viable activity” (cactivities) could include accommodation
(as is done in Fore River with the USS Salem), emhaps a market, as was accomplished

with Granville Island in Vancouver (see Appendix 4)

This idea will take time to develop, but it is comtiple with other uses and, over time, can
potentially become a feature and major touristation for Sydney.

10.2 An Eco-Industrial Park

This proposed activity is along the lines of DagantDock in London. The viability of this
approach to industrial development has not beeiousty tested in Australia. The only
genuine attempt to create a new eco-industrial askopposed to developing industrial
ecology by linking existing activities in sites suas the Kwinana Industrial Area south of
Perth) has been at Synergy Park, in the suburb abl€ Park between Brisbane and
Ipswich. This western Brisbane site has been deusj, but not entirely as originally
envisaged (which was to value-add to the agricaltproduction of the nearby Lockyer
Valley). The lessons learned from the Synergy Raperience have been documented, and
include the need for a coordinating organizationbtold trust and relationships so that
corporations are willing to engage in this forndelvelopment (Roberts, 2004).

The viability of this activity at White Bay restsamly on the location of White Bay in
relation to Sydney, and on the deep water accegbility cannot be extrapolated from the
overseas experience, particularly as some sitdgiJSA bear no resemblance to the White
Bay site. The viability of this approach at a ssiech as White Bay is untested in the
Australian context. The closest example to Sydweg the failed Steel River project in

Newcastle in the late 1990s. This project had laghironmental requirements on a site in
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Newcastle at a time when the Newcastle economy stegnating, and there were many

other vacant industrial sites that had less enviemtal requirements.

The possibility of companies that care about adicland green” image being able to operate
in Balmain is compatible with the environmental aeveess of inner-west residents. In order
to make this idea viable, it would be necessaryifidustrial ecology experts to identify
potential land uses, inputs and outputs, and dpvalplan for a mix of industries. This
would be a different form of industrial estate theanventional industrial estates where
similar industries (eg. Light industry, logisticstc.) is desired. In addition to reducing
“waste”, the resulting industrial park could easihcorporate water and energy saving
features, and be compatible with other public axe@sl public open space considerations.

10.3 A boat building and repair precinct

This activity is currently scattered in varioustpasf Sydney Harbour. While that may be an
advantage, some of the marine construction work e situated at sites where there
is/was overcrowding and poor environmental suiighibr such activities (eg. Rozelle Bay).
It is possible that locating these facilities in WéhBay can result in environmental
improvements because of the better site, the oppitytto plan it better, and the ability to
commence with new technology. There is certaindptity from boat builders and other
people to maintain a presence in Sydney Harbourerd'is also the possibility of linking
this idea with the Sydney Heritage Fleet, thus shgwthe changes in boat building
technology and methods over time. This activityalso compatible with other uses,
including recreation, if carefully planned. The-@dstence of boat building/repair at
Woolwich Dock with the development of walking tsiat the site is an example of how

good planning and design can enable both activibiexist.

The boat building/repair precinct idea representsl@cation of existing industries, but also
has the potential to attract new industries and,j@milar to the approach taken in Hull
(England). This idea can be extended to marindractors more generally. Waterway
Constructions is the largest marine contractor ydn®y Harbour, and offers potential to
expand or relocate from Rozelle Bay to White B&yrther discussions with boat builders,
boat repair companies and marine contractors agdeaeto confirm the level of viability,

but again this is an idea that can be built up dwee. It is viable to the extent that firms
currently exist on less than optimal sites, and ifheome of these firms move over a period
of time a precinct will emerge that can generage atvn identity to attract additional
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companies. In considering this idea, it is impoirta recognise the proximity of parts of the
White Bay site to residential development. Therboof operations is also an issue that
needs to be addressed. Currently there are noctests on shipping, but in order to
guarantee residential amenity there would needetdirbits to the working hours if this

facility was developed at White Bay.

10.4 An educational and marine research centre

This use is not strictly “working harbour” but & compatible with other uses that could
clearly be labelled working harbour. It represevitdlega’s (1996) idea of sustainability
incorporated into the redundant city-port site, leshallowing the seaport to develop.
Research undertaken at, or from, this site cowtd improve environmental quality of other

ports and the ocean.

The commercial viability of this proposal has neth tested. The University of Sydney has
a long lease at Callan Park, so it is possibleltely based educational institutions would
contemplate setting up in such a location. Theyeot international universities into the
Australian education market could provide an opputy to offer a lease on a site such as
White Bay — with transport infrastructure providédvould be easy to market this site to
prospective staff and students. If this is possibistitutions that have a maritime focus, or
are committed to maintaining and enhancing the tmaeicharacter of the site, should be
preferred.
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11. Recommendations

The following recommendations arise from the redear

Recommendation 1:
It is possible to maintain this part of Sydney Harnbas a ‘working harbour”, but not in the

way that it has been over recent decades.

Recommendation 2:
“New” (including relocated and overspill) land ugkat comply with the “working harbour”
concept need to be compatible with changing sa@kles about environmental quality and

amenity.

Recommendation 3:

Improving access to the site is important in chagghe viability of potential land uses.
Access relates to passenger ferries, light rdieopublic transport, and cycling and walking.
Leichhardt Council could adopt a proactive appros&xhthis issue because it may be a
catalyst for desirable land use changes, andsfifisiue is not emphasized in any discussions

about redevelopment the existing infrastructure @uuabrtunities could be lost forever.

Recommendation 4:

White Bay is a suitable site for a maritime indigtsite that could include a Sydney

Harbour Heritage Centre, the Sydney Heritage Feet contemporary boat building/boat

repair facilities. This site could demonstrate rafes in boat design and construction over

time, and provide employment opportunities andefsr uses with high social value.

Recommendation 5:

If recommendation 4, or part thereof, is appealings important to engage all stakeholders
in a consultative planning process. This inclu@giney Ports, the Sydney Harbour
Foreshore Authority, the National Trust of NSW, fgstralian National Maritime Museum,

the Powerhouse Museum, the Museum of Sydney anflusialian Museum.
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Recommendation 6:

The economic viability of the site needs to be adered in its entirety. Uses that fragment
the site, or limit the potential for other usesdperate on the site, should be avoided.
Considering the economic viability of the site agtele can allow for cross-subsidization, if

necessary, so that economically viable land usesaaxist with socially valuable uses.

Recommendation 7:

The planning criteria presented in this researglonteneeds to be integrated with a plan for
the future of White Bay. This plan should contaivision that has wide spread support, and
be the basis for an implementation strategy thapr@active in seeking to attract and

maintain desired land uses in White Bay. The glaould also recognise that White Bay is

entering a new stage in the model of the City-pusdrface.

Recommendation 8:

If some of the potential land uses identified instheport are attractive to Leichhardt
Council, detailed analysis of their commercial vigpand planning should be undertaken.
It is important to note that some activities maycbenmercially viable, but will likely take a

great deal of effort to bring to fruition.
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12. Conclusion

White Bay is an important site in Sydney Harbouattls connected to surrounding land
(Balmain, Glebe Island, White Bay Power Station treRozelle Marshalling Yards) and to
surrounding bays (Blackwattle Bay, Rozelle Bay awdon). It is, however, relatively
disconnected from the city centre and other majes $n Sydney, and is currently a strategic
and vulnerable node in a highly stressed trangystem.

The site has been used for a variety of industrs&s over 140 years. These uses accord
with the discourse of “working harbour”. The natwkthese industrial uses has changed
over time, as have the surrounding land uses. dBesal areas now abut the port, but unlike
in previous times there is a lack of material anliucal identification with the port by many
residents. As was highlighted in Section 6 of tieigort, White Bay is a declining industrial
cityport (Stage 3 of the model in Hoyle, 1988) luith potential to be redeveloped. This
report has identified a number of possible landsuggt are suitable as redevelopment
options and are consistent with the discourse obrkimg harbour”. These land uses

represent a move to Stage 5 of the model preséytéetbyle (1988).

This report also contains a set of criteria forlesng any proposed land uses for the White
Bay site. The 23 planning criteria presented astifjed in this report have been developed
from the literature and studies of internationatl docal examples of port redevelopment.
They have been considered in relation to the exystind potential future characteristics of
White Bay. While there are other planning consatlens such as SREP 26, the Glebe
Island and White Bay Masterplan and the “secureeZzamder the Customs Act, these
considerations are amenable to change if therafigient support for a compelling vision

of an alternative future for the site.

Given the strategic importance of White Bay anddpportunities identified in this report, it
is worth the effort to develop a vision that carrnga widespread support. It is an
opportunity to establish something of value forrent and future generations. With
innovative thinking and careful planning, White B&an become an internationally

acclaimed example of a port redevelopment thatrirtes to sustainability.
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Appendix One

White Bay Focus Group consultation
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White Bay Focus Group Consultation

As part of the process for preparing this repofgcais group was held on Tuesday 15
August 2006. Invitations were sent to a rangesaigbe and organisations. There was some
concern expressed at the focus group that it wasepeesentative of all sections of the
community, but there was also strong support ferpgsition that the focus group had been
attended by a wide range of interests.

A number of people were invited and were unablattend. These people included Sandra
Nori (the MLA for Port Jackson), Michelle McKenzi@&reens Councillor on Leichhardt
Council), Kate Hamilton (Greens Councillor of Lefgrdt Council), Kevin Warrell (Metro
Transport Sydney) John Stamolis (Area represemfasind Sydney Ports. This was partly
due to the short notice of the focus group, whiels wonducted prior to a weekend
workshop at the Balmain Town Hall. There was aerlap of people between the focus
group and the workshop. The site characteristidstia@ planning criteria that was presented
to, and updated following, the focus group were enawzhilable to the workshop organisers.

The focus group was held at Clontarf Cottage. foewing people attended it:

Ann Bastock, President, The Balmain Association |
Damien CobleyFinch Leichhardt Councillor

Alan Edenborough  Sydney Heritage Fleet (Rozellg) Ba
Mary Jane Gleeson EcoTransit Sydney

Kath Hacking White Bay community

Cr. Marcelle Hoff Sydney City Council

David Lawrence Save Rozelle Bay Association, The

John Mant Lawyer — chaired White Bay workshop

John Paull White Bay Joint Steering Committeen-b®half of Paul Cooper
Scott Pedder Leichhardt Council

Christina Ritchie White Bay community

lan Scandrett President, Balmain & Rozelle Chamb&€ommerce

Rebecca Ward National Trust of Australia, NSW

Gordon Weiss Birchgrove Precinct Committee chair

The focus group lasted two hours. It began witintnoduction by Dr. Phil McManus.
Attendees were invited to review a draft list déstharacteristics, a draft set of points about
the notion of “working harbour” and a draft setpddinning criteria that was presented in the
form of a matrix (similar to Section 9 of this repo Discussion focused on these specific
issues in the focus group.
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