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Executive Summary 
 
This report provides 23 planning criteria that are appropriate for the planning of White Bay, 

plus criteria to cover regulatory compliance and economic feasibility.  The criteria have been 

developed through an extensive literature search of port redevelopments both in Australia 

and internationally, and by considering this literature in relation to the specific site.  The 

application of the criteria is demonstrated through the use of a matrix, and additional 

material is provided on the economic viability of selected land uses. Eight recommendations 

are included in this report about how Leichhardt Council may wish to proceed with regard to 

the planning and redevelopment of White Bay. 

 

Planning for White Bay should be coordinated and transparent.  In this report White Bay is 

seen as integrated with Balmain, with the surrounding bays and with other large parcels of 

land such as Glebe Island, the White Bay Power Station and the former Rozelle Marshalling 

Yards.  While developing and implementing a desired vision for the wider area is very 

important, individual development projects may emerge on occasion.  It is therefore 

necessary to develop appropriate planning criteria such as those presented in this report to 

assess the desirability of these projects. White Bay represents an opportunity to be proactive 

in redeveloping a port facility.  With innovative thinking and careful planning, White Bay 

can become an internationally acclaimed example of a port redevelopment that contributes to 

sustainability.  This report provides some important foundations on which to conduct this 

redevelopment process.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

About the author: 
Dr. Phil McManus is a Senior Lecturer in the School of Geosciences at the University of 
Sydney.  He has tertiary level qualifications in urban and regional planning, environmental 
studies and geography.  Phil lectures on sustainable cities, sustainable development and 
resource and environmental management.  His publications include Vortex Cities to 
Sustainable Cities: Australia’s Urban Challenge (UNSW 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 Council resolved: 

 

That Council develop a brief for a feasibility study of the type of industries consistent with 

the working harbour in White Bay which will contribute to reducing Sydney’ ecological 

footprint. 

 

The output from this study should comprise the following: 

• A list of criteria that can be applied when assessing potential future uses in White 

Bay; 

• A list of viable uses that satisfy some or all of the criteria and which would be 

commercially viable in this location. 
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Introduction 

 

This report seeks to address the above terms of reference provided by Leichhardt Council.  

These terms of reference refer to the notion of a “working harbour”.  This idea is worthy of 

discussion because its meaning is somewhat slippery. It is based on non-Indigenous history 

(“tradition”) and conveys positive connotations of life, vitality, activity and even community.  

It tends to overlook issues of pollution, noise, health concerns and so on.  This is challenging 

because good planning for the future in relation to sustainability, environmental quality and 

community wellbeing cannot be based on mythical notions of history. 

 

A “working harbour” has been constructed as the opposite of “a pond” (by former NSW 

Deputy Premier Andrew Refshaugge).  This comment highlights the desire to maintain 

maritime activities on Sydney Harbour, a desire that appears to be shared by the owner of the 

site, Sydney Ports.  The concept of a working harbour is, however, being increasingly 

challenged by other stakeholders, such as local residents who are concerned about quality of 

life issues.   

 

It is also becoming increasingly challenging to reconcile the notion of a “working harbour” 

with contemporary processes that undermine the viability of a “traditional working harbour”.  

These processes include; 

• containerisation (introduced in the late 1960s, but changing in logistics such that it 

requires particular wharf configurations that are not presently available or easily 

constructed in White Bay) 

• the move from harbours to sea ports, (Sydney Harbour to Port Botany) 

• the emergence of security issues (particularly the concept of “dirty bombs”) 

• changes to manufacturing and assembly processes, such as the assembly of 

automobiles imported from overseas manufacturing sites. 

 

The above trends will be discussed in Section 6 of this report.  At this stage it is sufficient to 

say that they contain a number of possible implications.  First, the existing working harbours 

that many people are trying to maintain (and other people are trying to remove) are already 

becoming increasingly historical in character.  This is certainly the case for the medium-long 

term planning timeframe. Second, the proposed uses for a working harbour should be either 
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future uses with economic viability, and/or a repackaging of existing uses such that they 

become economically viable in a different context (for example, as heritage with a tourism 

focus).  Tourism does have environmental impacts, but these can be managed carefully. 

 

The above considerations have informed the development of the potential criteria presented 

in this report.  There are three levels of criteria.  These are 

• criteria for desirable outcomes for land and water planning given the site 

characteristics and potential characteristics.  There are 23 criteria presented and 

justified in this report; 

• the conformity with existing plans and regulations.  These plans and regulations can 

be changed, and have not been treated as a significant constraint to devising 

appropriate planning criteria by which development visions and proposals can be 

assessed.  The Glebe Island and White Bay Masterplan could be seen as a 

development control plan, and appears particularly dated given announcements to 

move various activities to Botany Bay and elsewhere.  While not provided as criteria, 

other process-oriented planning statutes may need to be considered in relation to 

particular development proposals and sites, including Part 3A of the Environmental 

Planning and Assessment Act relating to critical infrastructure projects; 

• the economic viability of selected proposals, based on the evidence of demand.  This 

is a significant point, but it is not the same as good planning for land and water 

integration, nor is it the same as conforming to existing plans and regulations.  The 

evidence is based on an analysis of trends in the literature, knowledge of Sydney, 

analysis of similar scenarios and direct comments from people associated with 

specific land uses.  This issue is addressed in Section 9 of this report. 

 

There is no weighting given to the criteria.  This is a value judgement, as would be any 

weighting system.  The criteria are not aggregated.  Adding the scores could easily obliterate 

important considerations on individual criterion.  Given that each development proposal or 

idea will be idiosyncratic, some criteria may be more important in relation to particular 

development proposals and less important in relation to different proposals.  Aggregation 

would effectively conceal this point, and potentially close 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 in this report with two contrasting development 

proposals.  This has been done to provide an indication of how the criteria could work in 

practice.  Two contrasting proposals have been chosen.  One is the highly contentious 

concrete terminal proposal.  The other is a maritime film set.  The film set proposal is not 

economically viable, based on the literature (Dovey, 2005).  This viability analysis is taken 

from Dovey’s discussion of this development option in the redevelopment of the Melbourne 

Docklands, and an analysis of Sydney’s experience with the Fox Studios at Moore Park.  As 

noted, the choice of these two options is to demonstrate the matrix scoring system in 

operation, and the values assigned to the particular criteria should be considered “indicative 

only”.   

 

Before presenting and justifying the planning criteria, it is necessary to outline the 

methodology used in this research (Section 1) and to present the context of the particular site 

at White Bay.  This context includes the history (Section 2), the site characteristics and 

potential characteristics (Section 3), projected demographic and land use changes in the 

surrounding area (Section 4) and the statutory planning controls (Section 5).  While these 

factors make White Bay unique, the literature review highlights the similarities between the 

redevelopment of White Bay and other port redevelopments around the world (Section 6).  

Section 7 of this report identifies possible land uses that may be appropriate for White Bay in 

accordance with the terms of reference.   

 

The justification for the planning criteria is presented in Section 8, while the criteria and 

their application is demonstrated in the planning criteria matrix (Section 9).  This is followed 

by an analysis of the viability of potential land uses (Section 10).  The report concludes with 

recommendations about how to proceed with the planning criteria. 
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1.  Methodology 

 

The terms of reference have been addressed by integrating an extensive literature review on 

port redevelopment, an analysis of documents and policy relating to the particular site and a 

Focus Group held at Clontarf Cottage on Tuesday 15 August, 2006 (see Appendix 1). The 

need for an integrated plan for the wider area (including White Bay, Glebe Island, the White 

Bay power station, Rozelle Bay and the Rozelle Marshalling Yards) was a strong theme in 

the focus group, as was the call for government departments to work together to ensure 

coordination and compatibility of decision making. 

 

The literature review includes literature on port redevelopment from a geographical and 

planning focus, with particular reference to the role of communities in the redevelopments.  

While a large body of literature exists about port redevelopments, the methodology adopted 

for this research has, unless otherwise necessary, limited the literature to that which deals 

with port redevelopments that maintain something of an industrial character.   
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2.  The site and its history 

 

White Bay and Glebe Island are important areas in Sydney.  Glebe Island was once an island 

(not just in name) and was the largest island in Sydney Harbour at the time of European 

settlement.  Prior to European settlement the country was home to the Gadigal and Wangal 

people.  The surrounding terrain was Hawkesbury Sandstone, vegetated with forests and cut 

by creeks flowing through mangrove wetlands to Sydney Harbour.     

 

In the context of non-Indigenous history, the Glebe Island abattoir, which operated from 

1864 to 1916, fostered the growth of meat preserving works and soap and candle 

manufacturers in Balmain and Leichhardt (Coward, 1988; McManus, 2001).  Shipbuilding 

and repairs were located in Balmain, timber yards and iron works in Rozelle and coal 

loading facilities in Blackwattle Bay (Quinn, 1975).  Over time, large portions of Rozelle 

Bay, Blackwattle Bay and White Bay were filled to construct port facilities and industrial 

land (McManus, 2004). 

 

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

sawmill, joinery and timber yard dominating the area and employing 300 men in 1889 

(Solling and Reynolds, 1997).  Eight years late in 1897 Lever Brothers established their 

factory complex.  In the 1960s it employed 1100 workers (Solling and Reynolds, 1997).  The 

White Bay and Glebe Island area has also been important as an area of grain silos, the main 

base for American soldiers during World War Two, and then a coal handling area (Sydney 

Ports, 2000). 

 

In summary, the area around White Bay was once a major industrial location employing 

thousands of workers who generally lived nearby.  While it is unrealistic to expect that such 

a scenario can be recreated, the generation of employment opportunities is important given 

the anticipated population increases and changing demographics in the surrounding area. 



White Bay - Planning for Sustainability:  Phil McManus, August 2006 10 

3.  White Bay Site Characteristics 

 

The site characteristics can usefully be divided into existing site characteristics that are of 

importance for the future planning of White Bay, and potential site characteristics that are 

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

 

 

3.1  Existing Site Characteristics 

 

These are; 

• An available deep water site (there is an underwater sandstone bar that may cause 

challenges for deeper draught ships).  This sort of site is rare in Sydney Harbour. 

• The site is atypical of most port redevelopments cited in the literature because it is 

not contiguous with the city centre. 

• A large area (including White Bay, Glebe Island, White Bay Power Station and the 

Rozelle Railway yards land) 

• Flat land – there is a rise to Victoria Road, but otherwise the land is flat.  Much of 

this land is infill of some kind deposited over various time periods.  The land was 

originally wetlands near the harbour. 

• The site has existing rail access. 

• Despite the rail access, there is poor public transport access because the rail was a 

freight line, not a passenger rail line. 

• There are poor road and parking facilities at a strategic point in the local and 

metropolitan transport network.  The existing road transport system is very fragile in 

its operations and will not readily accommodate new demands. 

• There are nearby residential areas.  This is important because these residential areas 

are not 

o degraded,  

o 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 criteria should take into account potential changes to 

the site characteristics of the area.  These site characteristics are mainly related to access 

considerations and include; 

 

• The potential to include a passenger ferry stop at the site (this would access to 

Darling Harbour, Circular Quay, North Sydney, Parramatta, and so on), 

• The potential to extend the existing light rail system from near Rozelle Bay to 

connect with the existing good rail lines (this would provide access to Balmain, 

Central Station, Chinatown, and any future possible westward extension beyond 

Lilyfield).  It is worth noting that the existing light rail line incorporates part of an 

old goods line, 

• The potential to develop/upgrade both cycle and pedestrian paths (this is related to 

the flat land and the ability to plan traffic movements around cycling and pedestrian 

routes, rather than fitting these routes into existing traffic movement patterns), 

• The potential to provide a modified road network that can increase safety and 

improve the amenity of the local area. 

 

The ability to change the characteristics of a site by changing its access should not be 

underestimated.  This was an important feature in the redevelopment of Gateshead Quays 

(near Newcastle in northern England).  Vacant sites and declining uses in Gateshead 

were made accessible to the Newcastle waterfront by the construction of a pedestrian 

bridge (the Millenium Bridge).  This increased their viability substantially. 
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4. Projected demographic and land use changes in the surrounding area 

The population of Leichhardt Council is projected to increase from an estimated population 

of 48 705 in 2003, after allowing for the local government boundary changes in May of that 

year, to 52 052 by 2011.  This represents an increase of 7 per cent (Leichhardt Municipal 

Council 2003).  The report from which these statistics were derived estimated that the bulk 

of the population growth would come from a natural increase, and that there would be a 

“steady, but generally moderate supply of new, predominantly multi-unit dwellings” 

(Leichhardt Municipal Council, 2003, 44).  Appendix 4 of that report highlights the potential 

of the light rail network to enable an increase in dwelling density around transport nodes.  

Two nodes of relevance for this current report were identified – the Rozelle Goods Yard and 

the White Bay Power Station sites.  Table 5 (Leichhardt Municipal Council, 2003, 54) 

indicates that about 300 dwellings could be provided on the White Bay Power Station site. 

 

The above projections may be compared with the recently released housing strategy for 

Sydney developed as part of the NSW Government’s Metropolitan Strategy (NSW 

Government 2005). The population projections for 2031 contained in this report lead the 

government to the conclusion that about 60-70 per cent of new dwellings (approximately 

445,000 new dwellings) will be constructed in the existing urban areas in Sydney and the 

Central Coast.  Of particular relevance to the current report is that the housing capacity in the 

Inner West was identified as 95 198 dwellings in 2004, but was planned to be increased to 

125 000 dwellings in 2031 (NSW Government, 2005).  The Inner West area comprises the 

local government areas of Leichhardt, Burwood, Canada Bay and Strathfield.  The projected 

increase of a little over 31 per cent in total dwellings in the next 25 years is going to be very 

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

 

This projected increase needs to be considered in relation to the redevelopment of White 

Bay. The site, including the flat land extending as far south as the Rozelle Marshalling 

Yards, is a rare opportunity to provide for the future employment, recreational and other 

needs of the existing residents and the likely future residents.  If there is a continuation of the 

“working harbour”, what proximity to residential dwellings is acceptable, what does this 

mean for the hours of operation and the nature of work being undertaken, and what design 

aspects have to be considered? 
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5. Statutory Planning Considerations  

There are a number of important statutory planning considerations that need to be taken into 

account for developments in White Bay.  These include heritage items if the development 

concerns a heritage building such as the White Bay Power Station.  They also include the 

changes to the NSW the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act), 

depending on the type of development proposed and its location.  These changes, including 

both Part 3A of the Act and the new State Environmental Planning Policy (Major Projects), 

(SEPP) are applicable to White Bay/Glebe Island area because of its strategic location. 

Clause 7(2) of SEPP states that port and related lands in Sydney Harbour are significant. 

 

The three major planning considerations that cover the entire site are the Sydney Regional 

Environment Plan No. 26 (SREP 26) the Glebe Island and White Bay Masterplan, and the 

Customs Areas.  Under the provisions of the SREP 26, the White Bay and Glebe Island areas 

are zoned for “port and employment” uses.  This zoning identifies the permitted uses on the 

site, and would need to be changed if land uses that did not meet this zoning provision were 

desired. 

 

The Glebe Island and White Bay Masterplan is intended to link the regional planning process 

with specific development applications. It is, arguably, a development control plan.  It 

contains principles and provisions that identify what is desired in themes, including 

landscaping, views, pedestrian and cycle access, in different parts of the area.  The plan is 

detailed in its provisions on how to maintain the amenity of the area.  Although the Glebe 

Island and White Bay Masterplan was released in late 2000, it seems increasingly dated 

given the changing nature of maritime functions in Sydney.  It appears to envisage a working 

harbour of 10-20 years ago, with little recognition of the expansion of Port Botany and the 

impacts this may have on White Bay.  While the plan is useful as a guide, the development 

of a community-based vision for the White Bay site should be able to raise more innovative 

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

 

The Customs Act is important and needs to be changed.  It is a reflection of land uses that 

have operated in White Bay to date, rather than a basis for thinking about the future.  Section 

15 of the Customs Act (1901) limits access to all wharves at Glebe Island, White Bay and to 

parts of the Rozelle Marshalling Yards lands that form a “secure zone” with authorised 

access only.  It is likely that given the shipping trends identified in the next section of this 

report, there will be little need for the continuance of the “secure zone” on much of the site. 
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6. Port Redevelopments – a literature review 

 

There is a substantial body of literature on ports and port redevelopments from around the 

world.  One website that is particularly useful is the Waterfront Communities Project 

(www.edinburgh.gov.uk/wcp/partners). Of importance to the location at White Bay is the 

literature on port redevelopments that attempt to maintain aspects of a “working harbour”. 

 

Port redevelopments that have modified the use from a “working harbour” include 

redevelopments for; 

• entertainment   Darling Harbour,  

• residential   Eastern Harbour District in Amsterdam – see NAI Publishers,  

2006, but also sites in Balmain 

• commercial   London Docklands  

• arts    Gateshead Quays in Gateshead, England 

• culture   specifically music, in Aalborg, Denmark 

 

 

In contrast to the above, a number of developments around the world are notable because 

they have attempted to include uses (often as part of a redevelopment rather than being the 

only permitted use) that maintain the “working” character of an area.  Notable examples of 

this approach include; 

• Granville Island   This is a “mixed-use” island near the 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 Industrial Park based on eco- 

industrial park principles as part of a redevelopment of 

133 hectares of the eastern port area along the Thames 

River in London – see Appendix 2 plus Grant, 2000; 

Lambert and Boons, 2002; Roberts, 2004 for an 

understanding of eco-industrial parks) 

• The Fore River Shipyard This is a site near Quincy, Massachusetts (part  
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of the Boston urban area).  See Rafferty (1996) and 

Preer (2006). 

• Kingston-upon-Hull      This is a city on the Humber River 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. 

 

 

6.1 The port-city interface 

 

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

identifies how this has changed over time.  An oft-cited reference is Brian Hoyle (1988), 

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

1. Primitive cityport   Genoa, Naples, Venice, Marseille, and so on – up until  

the 19th century.  This relationship is characterised by a 

close spatial and functional association between the 

city and the port. 

2. Expanding cityport  Perth-Fremantle, Sydney, Quebec City, Boston, Hong  

Kong, Singapore – ports emerge beyond the city 

confines in the 19th and early 20th centuries. 

3. Modern industrial   Sydney Harbour. 

cityport    

4. Retreat from the    1960s-1980s and beyond – Rotterdam, Zeebrugge, Port  

waterfront    Botany, Brisbane’s port on Moreton Bay. 

5. Redevelopment of   London, Cardiff, Bristol, Sydney’s Darling Harbour, 

and the waterfront  so on).1 

 

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

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

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

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

                                                 
1 Some of the examples in this list have been provided by Hoyle, while others have come from other literature 
sources or examples with which the author is familiar. 
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what is effectively stage 4 of Hoyle’s (1988) model (Bassett and Hoare, 1996).  The late 

1990s and the early 21st century have seen the redevelopment of Bristol’s abandoned 

cityport. 

 

While the context is different than in Bristol, the current land use conflicts relating to the 

proposed concrete terminal at White Bay exemplify the use of Hoyle’s (1988) “port-city 

interface”.  The concrete terminal is an attempt to recreate stage 3 (a modern cityport), but 

containing land uses that have not moved to stage 4.  A concrete terminal is financially 

viable because of the high price of transporting concrete, and the demand for concrete at city 

centre and inner city construction sites.  Unfortunately, the concrete terminal effectively 

limits the options for a stage 5 redevelopment of the waterfront, which may be more 

economically viable. 

 

The move to stage 4 of Hoyle’s (1988) model can be understood as a “shortening of the turn-

over time of capital by a reorganisation of the channels of circulation; in other words, the 

redimensioning of the waterfront time-space” (Gilliland, 2004, 452).  This process is 

occurring with the proposed expansion of Port Botany, a move that includes increased 

mechanisation of the port and proposed increased freight movements by both road and rail 

through older suburbs of Sydney.  Simultaneously, “one effect of incessant technological 

innovation is to periodically destroy past investments and radically transform the urban 

landscape” (Gilliland, 2004, 453).  This is the situation at White Bay, which makes possible 

either the 5th stage of Hoyle’s (1988) model – redevelopment, or a new form of land use that 

continues the 3rd stage (in this case the cement terminal proposal). 

 

 

6.2 The city-port interface, sustainable development and ecological footprints 

 

What does the city-port interface model of changing port functions and viability mean for the 

various categories of ports?  Vallega (1996) proposes a model of ports comprising four 

interacting “structures” and suggests how they would function in accordance with the notion 

of sustainable development (see WCED, 1987). According to Vallega (1996), the four 

structures to consider are 1) the central business district, 2) the redeveloped waterfront, 3) 

the containerised seaport and 4) the maritime industrial development area.   
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Of importance to White Bay, Vallega (1996, 304) sees the “redeveloped waterfront” as 

including; 

facilities and services centred on the protection of the coastal and ocean 

ecosystems, the assessment of the sea, including that based on educational 

interactive methodologies, and the assessment of cultural heritage that is 

concerned with the marine environment … the waterfront could acquire high-

rank functions, dealing with research, university education, decision-making 

systems, and others. 

 

The feasibility of White Bay containing these functions is dependent on changing plans and 

zoning, and ensuring the economic viability of such a project.  Importantly, these facilities 

can co-exist with other developments based on heritage and “working harbour”.  One such 

possibility is the idea of a Sydney Harbour Heritage Centre (discussed in section 7).  This 

concept could include research as identified by Vallega (1996) and heritage, as has been 

done in Hartlepool with a publicly funded historic ships heritage centre and in London with a 

Docklands Museum established at West India Quay (Church, 1996). 

 

In terms of sustainable development, and reducing the ecological footprint as set out in the 

terms of reference, a port redevelopment that is based on importing and exporting is very 

likely to extend the ecological footprint (see Wackernagel and Rees, 1996; McManus and 

Haughton, 2006).  This is the case whether the ecological footprint is understood as a 

metaphor for ecological impact, or as a specific measuring tool.  The individual port may 

have a reduced ecological footprint if it moves from stage 3 to stage 5 of the cycle, but this is 

not usually a move towards sustainability in an area – it simply means that a new port has 

been created as a stage 4 modern seaport.  The opportunity for a port redevelopment to 

promote sustainable development means moving away from a trading focus to being a site 

for activities such as education, research (Vallega, 1996) and to more sustainable energy 

generation, the encouragement of “green businesses”, industrial ecology (as in the 

Dagenham Docks Sustainable Industrial Park) and the inclusion of walking, cycling and 

viable public transport access. 

 

6.3 Maintaining a “working harbour” 

 

An important issue for White Bay is how to maintain a “working harbour” given the 

challenges mentioned in the Introduction, yet meet environmental and cultural expectations 
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of the 21st century.  Rafferty (1996, 281) offers the example of the Fore River Shipyard near 

Boston, and identifies the plan for this redevelopment as “a model for port redevelopment 

strategies”.  She notes four key elements.  First, the site still serves as a port, largely for 

shipbuilding.  Second, “the plan preserves the integrity of the site” and recommends 

“continued ownership by a single agency … to ensure that development and implementation 

take place in accordance with the plan” (Rafferty, 1996, 281).  Third, public use of the site is 

enhanced through a tourism centre, “a naval shipbuilding museum, interpretive facilities at 

the marine technology centre, and a ferry gateway to regional and local coastal heritage 

resources” (Rafferty, 1996, 281).  Fourth, there is a balance of uses including manufacturing, 

high technology and tourism to diversify the economy and employment. 

 

The Fore River example is also important because it highlights the articulation between a 

planning process, community involvement, scenario development and feasibility criteria.  

The planning process involved the identification of five re-use scenarios (effectively six 

scenarios as an important distinction was made between a revitalized port and revitalized 

shipbuilding).  The feasibility criteria were agreed upon, and the scenario that best met the 

feasibility criteria was selected.  In this case the scenario was to develop the site as a centre 

for marine technology and tourism.  There were five criteria used, although these included 

sub-components. The feasibility criteria were; compatibility with the physical characteristics 

of the site, economic feasibility, employment and municipal revenue impacts, transport 

impacts and regulatory consistency (including historic preservation and hazardous waste 

regulations) (Rafferty, 1996).  In this example, the criteria were not standardised so the 

ratings could include “poor” and “excellent” for physical compatibility, monetary units for 

development costs and numbers for employment creation.  This is shown in Appendix 3 of 

this report, along with recent developments and proposals for this site. While the Fore River 

development has not been entirely successful, and is now being redeveloped again by a 

private investor (see Preer, 2006), the principles and the approach are worthy of 

consideration. 

 

 

6.4 Port redevelopment and employment 

The importance of employment-generation is recognised in a number of studies, and is one 

of the criteria identified for White Bay.  Neumann (1997) studied eight former industrial 

waterfronts in England and Wales.  He concluded that in port cities where local councils had 

a relatively high influence on decision-making (as in Hull, Swansea and Southampton) 
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“many more jobs were created by newly-established, independent firms” (Neumann, 1997, 

161).  These jobs are different in character than the “typical” waterfront uses (identified as 

offices, retail and leisure).  Importantly, it was possible to create these jobs, but it relied on 

“supporting the endogenous economic potential and by attracting new businesses, which 

harmonize with the local economy”, as was done in Hull (Neumann, 1997, 161).  The 

relevance for White Bay is that local businesses do exist in locations such as Rozelle Bay 

and other parts of Sydney Harbour.  A coordinated plan to relocate businesses such as boat 

building, boat repair, maritime salvage, and so on to White Bay can potentially enable these 

businesses to overcome some of the constraints associated with their present sites.  These 

businesses can then form the basis to attract similar or related businesses to the area. 

 

6.5  Port redevelopment and communities 

The redevelopment of former port land can be an opportunity for improving the quality of an 

area, or it could be the catalyst for major concern.  Hoyle (1999, 2000) studied the 

approaches to port redevelopment in five Canadian cities; Halifax, Kingston, St. Johns, 

Vancouver and Victoria.  He concluded that there was a wide range in the degree of 

involvement of community groups in waterfront redevelopment projects.  He also noted that 

the influence of community groups on the process of redevelopment varied substantially.  

Importantly, he also noted that “community group activists are frequently only too well 

aware that the problems they face on their urban waterfronts are commonplace to port cities 

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

 

This awareness is apparent from recent research in Port Adelaide (Oakley, 2005; Rofe and 

Oakley, 2006) where there are attempts to change the inner part of the port, because it is seen 

as declining and has potential for redevelopment, into a new residential/commercial/tourism 

area.  Rofe and Oakley (2006) focus on the construction of industry as being dirty and grime.  

In this example, a number of local residents want industrial activities and a “working 

harbour” maintained because there is a strong connection between the residents and the port.  

White Bay does not have the above connection between port and residents.  The construction 

of industry as undesirable is apparent in some discourses.   

 

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

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

 

There are many possible land uses for the White Bay site, but it is important to understand 

that attempts to maintain a “working harbour” as has operated in recent decades runs counter 

to the literature on ports (see Section 6). 

 

The site could be made as part of a “working harbour” by drawing on a number of ideas 

from the literature review and integrating these with local knowledge of the site conditions, 

the potential site conditions and the situation with other sites on Sydney Harbour.  After 

doing so, the following list of possible land uses emerges for the site.  Some of these land 

uses could co-exist, a scenario that may be necessary to enhance the economic viability of 

the site. 

 

• A “Sydney Harbour Heritage Centre” (including “working harbour” and linked to the 

White Bay Power Station).  This could be based on museums such as in the 

Docklands of London.  It could include the Sydney Heritage Fleet, although this 

organization can exist as a stand-along entity if desired.  The heritage centre idea 

could include revenue generating activities with a maritime focus, for example, the 

port of Leith (Edinburgh) secured a major vessel (“The Brittania”) as an attraction, 

while at the United States Naval Shipbuilding Museum at Fore River (near Boston) 

overnight guests pay to stay on a former heavy cruiser, the USS Salem. 

• An educational centre for marine research and teaching.  This could potentially 

involve various universities and museums in a collaborative approach.   

• A sustainable industrial park (similar to the Dagenham Docks redevelopment in 

London).  This would involve substantial coordination, but the location and potential 

market position of being associated with this activity could attract new, 

environmentally-benign industries. 

• A maritime film set (not economically viable according to Dovey, 2005), but could 

form a small part of the site if there is demand from film and television production 

companies.  

• A site for the Sydney Heritage Fleet (this is currently in Rozelle Bay, but is required 

to move and would love to find accommodation at White Bay). 

• A boat building and repair precinct (currently scattered around the harbour at sites 

including Woolwich).  Some consolidation of this activity could occur at White Bay, 
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and would complement the Sydney Heritage Fleet by demonstrating the evolution of 

boat building and repair on one site.  This could be supplemented by interpretative 

material (as at Fore River) and could include complementary 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 possible land uses has been derived from the 

literature and from the analyses of site conditions pertinent to White Bay.  The “permitted 

use matrix” for the Fraser River Estuary Study (Boyle, 1990) was a starting point, but the 

matrix presented in Section 9 of this report extends this format and aligns it with planning 

criteria rather than permitted uses.  The feasibility criteria used in the Fore River 

redevelopment near Boston (Rafferty, 1996) were also considered, but it was felt that 

“planning criteria” needed to be more comprehensive than ‘feasibility criteria”.  The format 

for presentation used at Fore River was also considered.  The format adopted in Section 9 is 

derived from work on sustainability indicators, and attempts to show the degree to which a 

development proposal meets individual criteria (the standardised legend), but does not 

attempt to aggregate the values given to each criterion.  The discussion that contributes to 

and follows from the assigning of values is important in developing a consensus (if this is 

possible) on the desired planning options. 

 

The matrix in Section 9 contains 23 planning criteria, plus criteria for regulatory compliance 

and economic viability.  Values have been assigned to two possible land uses, simply to 

demonstrate the way the planning criteria would function.  These are indicative values only. 

 

The criteria recognised different types of maritime and industrial uses as part of a “working 

harbour”.  One criterion also relates to employment.  It is important that the site not only 

accommodate facilities that appear to be “working” but that these facilities do generate 

employment.  Another criterion advocates a particular type of employment, ie. non-

professional employment because this relates to the history of the site, the site is suitable for 

this form of employment and because there is a dearth of this type of employment in this part 

of the city. 

 

The criterion about the significance of tenure relates to the ability to avoid fragmentation on 

these important sites.  Fragmentation makes ongoing planning very difficult, and to have 

such important land largely in public ownership represents an opportunity to plan effectively 

now, and in the future. 
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There are a number of criteria relating to the impacts of developments on the surrounding 

residents.  As was previously noted, residential dwellings abut this site and the needs of local 

residents must be considered in any redevelopment proposal. 

 

The criterion relating to pedestrian and cycle access concern sustainable transport and 

recreational needs.  This criterion cannot be achieved at the moment due to the Customs Act 

making the site a secure zone.  If this is no longer necessary, then pedestrian and cycling 

access should be an important consideration, as should the ability to link this site with other 

public open spaces.  Part of the site could become public open space, particularly if the 

choice of other land uses was compatible with this use. 

 

The criterion relating to outcomes being commensurate with effort is important.  Some of the 

port redevelopment activities involve substantial time and effort.  They may be the preferred 

option, but they do not come easily.  Activities such as a sustainable industrial park, or a 

heritage precinct, take a long time to coordinate and develop. 

 

The ability of White Bay to open up opportunities at other sites (Blackwattle Bay, Rozelle 

Bay, etc.) can potentially represent good coordinated planning.  If it solves problems at other 

sites that is also a good planning outcome, provided the other criteria are also satisfied.  

Criteria such as environmentally compatible with site conditions is essential for any site, but 

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

 

The criteria related to economics and social value is intended to address the issue of 

development from the economic and social sides of the sustainability triangle.  The 

social/cultural criterion acknowledges that particular land uses may be highly desirable for 

social and cultural reasons, but are not economically competitive.  They can be justified on 

community value grounds, and if they are compatible with other uses, can be part of a larger 

redevelopment where the entire redevelopment is economically viable, not the individual 

components. In this sense, activities that do not restrict other activities from occurring are 

desirable, as are activities that do not detract from surrounding land values. 

 

It is necessary to improve activities over time.  Planning should be ongoing, and ideally this 

capacity should be demonstrated at the initial stages. 
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The criterion addressing other harbour sites is included to avoid duplication.  While it could 

be argued that this will be addressed in economic viability criteria, it is important to 

coordinate activities at different sites and hence it is a planning criterion when considering 

development options. 

 

The need to address future population is identified in the criterion about the appropriateness 

of development for a future demographic in the area.  Finally, the need for sustainability is 

highlighted in the terms of reference, which called for ways to reduce the ecological 

footprint.  As noted earlier, this is very difficult using the traditional “working harbour” 

which was based on trade and the movement of goods, services and people.  The literature 

review highlighted activities that may be compatible with this criterion for city-ports such as 

White Bay. 
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9. The Planning Criteria Matrix  

 

 

Legend Meets criteria Possible Uses (includes new, overflow and relocated ) 

2 Strongly      

1 Moderately      

0 neutral/not applicable      

-1 not preferred/would require significant mitigation  Sydney  Maritime Concrete Boat Building Industrial 

 measures to meet the criteria if adopted Harbour  Film Set Plant & Repair  Ecology 

-2 Incompatible with the criteria Heritage   Precinct  

  Centre   

 Potential Criteria promoting desirable outcomes  Indicative 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 Manchester)  2 1   

 Number of ongoing jobs (relative to scale, impacts)  1 -2   

 Employment opportunities (non professional)  1 1   

 Visual acceptability for residents and non-residents  2 -2   

 Compatibility with surrounding land uses       

           (includes hours of operation, noise, access, 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 0   

 Social/community value  1 -2   

 Environmentally compatible with site conditions  1 -1   

 Enables other compatible activities to occur on site  -1 -2   

 Enhances surrounding land values  1 -2   

 Ability to be improved over time  1 -1   

 Is an effective economic use of the site (unless the       

          social/community value is considered more important)  0 -2   

 Appropriate for an increased inner Sydney population  0 1   

 Compatible with other harbour planning (Cockatoo Is., etc)  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 requires in-depth studies by financial experts at a 

greater depth than is possible in this report.  The viability issue has been addressed in other 

port redevelopments, notably the Fore River redevelopment (Rafferty, 1996).  In that 

particular case, viability was calculated by the development costs, the municipal revenue 

impact and the number of jobs created (see Appendix 3).  This may have been appropriate in 

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

 

While the methods used in the Fore River case are not immediately transferable to White 

Bay, it is possible to identify potential land uses and provide evidence of demand, or 

potential demand.  The land uses discussed below are not costed against one another.  It is 

also important to note that the planning criteria proposed included social and community 

value, and that some uses of high social and community value may need to be subsidised, or 

cross-subsidised, in order to exist.  The ability of particular uses to co-exist also enables a 

“viability package” to be constructed so that desired land uses may be obtained, and the 

overall viability of the site is maintained. 

 

The proposed land uses and evidence of viability are presented below. 

 

10.1 Sydney Harbour Heritage Centre 

The concept of a new heritage centre for Sydney is exciting. Stakeholders could include the 

Powerhouse Museum, the Australian Museum, the Museum of Sydney, the Australian 

National Maritime Museum and the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority.  Further 

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

organizations to be involved in such an idea.   

 

The viability of this proposal is enhanced by thinking of it as a “living museum” and a 

“heritage centre in progress”.  In other words, the museum is similar to the industrial 

heritage of Castlefields in Manchester, or places such as Timbertown in Wauchope, in its 

approach to displays and objects.  The “heritage centre in progress” idea refers to the 

building it up over time as more activities that currently form the “working harbour” are 

made redundant.  This could extend to bringing in items from Port Botany as it too changes 

over time. 
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The existence of a significant heritage building (the White Bay Power Station), and the 

willingness of the Sydney Heritage Fleet to move to White Bay (as confirmed in the Focus 

Group on August 15), are good starting points for this concept.  Other potential advantages 

include the possibility of reclaiming the history of the Glebe Island abattoir and 

incorporating this into a heritage site.  The lack of deep water space at the Australian 

National Maritime Museum, plus the potential to attract historical and marine oriented 

research activities to the site, make the inclusion of “overflow” activities likely.  The main 

ingredients that appear to be missing are a commercially viable activity on the site to 

complement the heritage uses, and the ferry/light rail transport access to link the site with the 

city centre.  A “commercially viable activity” (or activities) could include accommodation 

(as is done in Fore River with the USS Salem), or perhaps a market, as was accomplished 

with Granville Island in Vancouver (see Appendix 4). 

 

This idea will take time to develop, but it is compatible with other uses and, over time, can 

potentially become a feature and major tourist attraction for Sydney. 

 

10.2 An Eco-Industrial Park 

This proposed activity is along the lines of Dagenham Dock in London.  The viability of this 

approach to industrial development has not been seriously tested in Australia.  The only 

genuine attempt to create a new eco-industrial park (as opposed to developing industrial 

ecology by linking existing activities in sites such as the Kwinana Industrial Area south of 

Perth) has been at Synergy Park, in the suburb of Carole Park between Brisbane and 

Ipswich.  This western Brisbane site has been developing, but not entirely as originally 

envisaged (which was to value-add to the agricultural production of the nearby Lockyer 

Valley).  The lessons learned from the Synergy Park experience have been documented, and 

include the need for a coordinating organization to build trust and relationships so that 

corporations are willing to engage in this form of development (Roberts, 2004). 

 

The viability of this activity at White Bay rests mainly on the location of White Bay in 

relation to Sydney, and on the deep water access.  Viability cannot be extrapolated from the 

overseas experience, particularly as some sites in the USA bear no resemblance to the White 

Bay site.  The viability of this approach at a site such as White Bay is untested in the 

Australian context.  The closest example to Sydney was the failed Steel River project in 

Newcastle in the late 1990s.  This project had high environmental requirements on a site in 
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Newcastle at a time when the Newcastle economy was stagnating, and there were many 

other vacant industrial sites that had less environmental requirements. 

 

The possibility of companies that care about a “clean and green” image being able to operate 

in Balmain is compatible with the environmental awareness of inner-west residents.  In order 

to make this idea viable, it would be necessary for industrial ecology experts to identify 

potential land uses, inputs and outputs, and develop a plan for a mix of industries.  This 

would be a different form of industrial estate than conventional industrial estates where 

similar industries (eg. Light industry, logistics, etc.) is desired.  In addition to reducing 

“waste”, the resulting industrial park could easily incorporate water and energy saving 

features, and be compatible with other public access and public open space considerations. 

 

10.3 A boat building and repair precinct 

This activity is currently scattered in various parts of Sydney Harbour.  While that may be an 

advantage, some of the marine construction work has been situated at sites where there 

is/was overcrowding and poor environmental suitability for such activities (eg. Rozelle Bay).  

It is possible that locating these facilities in White Bay can result in environmental 

improvements because of the better site, the opportunity to plan it better, and the ability to 

commence with new technology.  There is certainly viability from boat builders and other 

people to maintain a presence in Sydney Harbour.  There is also the possibility of linking 

this idea with the Sydney Heritage Fleet, thus showing the changes in boat building 

technology and methods over time.  This activity is also compatible with other uses, 

including recreation, if carefully planned.  The co-existence of boat building/repair at 

Woolwich Dock with the development of walking trails at the site is an example of how 

good planning and design can enable both activities to exist.   

 

The boat building/repair precinct idea represents a relocation of existing industries, but also 

has the potential to attract new industries and jobs, similar to the approach taken in Hull 

(England).  This idea can be extended to marine contractors more generally.  Waterway 

Constructions is the largest marine contractor in Sydney Harbour, and offers potential to 

expand or relocate from Rozelle Bay to White Bay.  Further discussions with boat builders, 

boat repair companies and marine contractors are needed to confirm the level of viability, 

but again this is an idea that can be built up over time. It is viable to the extent that firms 

currently exist on less than optimal sites, and that if some of these firms move over a period 

of time a precinct will emerge that can generate its own identity to attract additional 
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companies.  In considering this idea, it is important to recognise the proximity of parts of the 

White Bay site to residential development.  The hours of operations is also an issue that 

needs to be addressed.  Currently there are no restrictions on shipping, but in order to 

guarantee residential amenity there would need to be limits 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 it is compatible with other uses that could 

clearly be labelled working harbour.  It represents Vallega’s (1996) idea of sustainability 

incorporated into the redundant city-port site, while allowing the seaport to develop.  

Research undertaken at, or from, this site could then improve environmental quality of other 

ports and the ocean.   

 

The commercial viability of this proposal has not been tested.  The University of Sydney has 

a long lease at Callan Park, so it is possible that locally based educational institutions would 

contemplate setting up in such a location.  The entry of international universities into the 

Australian education market could provide an opportunity to offer a lease on a site such as 

White Bay – with transport infrastructure provided it would be easy to market this site to 

prospective staff and students.  If this is possible, institutions that have a maritime focus, or 

are committed to maintaining and enhancing the maritime character of the site, should be 

preferred. 
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11.  Recommendations  

 

The following recommendations arise from the research. 

 

Recommendation 1:  

It is possible to maintain this part of Sydney Harbour as a ‘working harbour”, but not in the 

way that it has been over recent decades.   

 

Recommendation 2: 

“New” (including relocated and overspill) land uses that comply with the “working harbour” 

concept need to be compatible with changing social values about environmental quality and 

amenity.   

 

Recommendation 3: 

Improving access to the site is important in changing the viability of potential land uses.  

Access relates to passenger ferries, light rail, other public transport, and cycling and walking.  

Leichhardt Council could adopt a proactive approach to this issue because it may be a 

catalyst for desirable land use changes, and if this issue is not emphasized in any discussions 

about redevelopment the existing infrastructure and opportunities could be lost forever. 

 

Recommendation 4: 

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

Harbour Heritage Centre, the Sydney Heritage Fleet and contemporary boat building/boat 

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

time, and provide employment opportunities and a site for uses with high social value. 

 

Recommendation 5: 

If recommendation 4, or part thereof, is appealing, it is important to engage all stakeholders 

in a consultative planning process.  This includes Sydney Ports, the Sydney Harbour 

Foreshore Authority, the National Trust of NSW, the Australian National Maritime Museum, 

the Powerhouse Museum, the Museum of Sydney and the Australian Museum.  
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Recommendation 6: 

The economic viability of the site needs to be considered in its entirety.  Uses that fragment 

the site, or limit the potential for other uses to operate on the site, should be avoided.  

Considering the economic viability of the site as a whole can allow for cross-subsidization, if 

necessary, so that economically viable land uses can co-exist with socially valuable uses. 

 

Recommendation 7: 

The planning criteria presented in this research report needs to be integrated with a plan for 

the future of White Bay.  This plan should contain a vision that has wide spread support, and 

be the basis for an implementation strategy that is proactive in seeking to attract and 

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

entering a new stage in the model of the City-port interface. 

 

Recommendation 8: 

If some of the potential land uses identified in this report are attractive to Leichhardt 

Council, detailed analysis of their commercial viability and planning should be undertaken.  

It is important to note that some activities may be commercially 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 Harbour that is connected to surrounding land 

(Balmain, Glebe Island, White Bay Power Station and the Rozelle Marshalling Yards) and to 

surrounding bays (Blackwattle Bay, Rozelle Bay and so on).  It is, however, relatively 

disconnected from the city centre and other major sites in Sydney, and is currently a strategic 

and vulnerable node in a highly stressed transport system.  

 

The site has been used for a variety of industrial uses over 140 years.  These uses accord 

with the discourse of “working harbour”. The nature of these industrial uses has changed 

over time, as have the surrounding land uses.  Residential areas now abut the port, but unlike 

in previous times there is a lack of material and cultural identification with the port by many 

residents. As was highlighted in Section 6 of this report, White Bay is a declining industrial 

cityport (Stage 3 of the model in Hoyle, 1988) but with potential to be redeveloped.  This 

report has identified a number of possible land uses that are suitable as redevelopment 

options and are consistent with the discourse of “working harbour”.  These land uses 

represent a move to Stage 5 of the model presented by Hoyle (1988).   

 

This report also contains a set of criteria for evaluating any proposed land uses for the White 

Bay site.  The 23 planning criteria presented and justified in this report have been developed 

from the literature and studies of international and local examples of port redevelopment.  

They have been considered in relation to the existing and potential future characteristics of 

White Bay.  While there are other planning considerations such as SREP 26, the Glebe 

Island and White Bay Masterplan and the “secure zone” under the Customs Act, these 

considerations are amenable to change if there is sufficient support for a compelling vision 

of an alternative future for the site.   

 

Given the strategic importance of White Bay and the opportunities identified in this report, it 

is worth the effort to develop a vision that can garner widespread support.  It is an 

opportunity to establish something of value for current and future generations.  With 

innovative thinking and careful planning, White Bay can become an internationally 

acclaimed example of a port redevelopment that contributes 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 report, a focus group was held on Tuesday 15 
August 2006.  Invitations were sent to a range of people and organisations.  There was some 
concern expressed at the focus group that it was not representative of all sections of the 
community, but there was also strong support for the position that the focus group had been 
attended by a wide range of interests. 
 
A number of people were invited and were unable to attend.  These people included Sandra 
Nori (the MLA for Port Jackson), Michelle McKenzie (Greens Councillor on Leichhardt 
Council), Kate Hamilton (Greens Councillor of Leichhardt Council), Kevin Warrell (Metro 
Transport Sydney) John Stamolis (Area representative) and Sydney Ports.  This was partly 
due to the short notice of the focus group, which was conducted prior to a weekend 
workshop at the Balmain Town Hall.  There was an overlap of people between the focus 
group and the workshop. The site characteristics and the planning criteria that was presented 
to, and updated following, the focus group were made available to the workshop organisers. 
 
The focus group was held at Clontarf Cottage.  The following people attended it: 
 
Ann Bastock,   President, The Balmain Association Inc 
Damien CobleyFinch Leichhardt Councillor 
Alan Edenborough  Sydney Heritage Fleet (Rozelle Bay) 
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 Committee – On behalf of Paul Cooper 
Scott Pedder  Leichhardt Council 
Christina Ritchie White Bay community 
Ian Scandrett   President, Balmain & Rozelle Chamber of Commerce 
Rebecca Ward  National Trust of Australia, NSW 
Gordon Weiss  Birchgrove Precinct Committee chair  
 
The focus group lasted two hours.  It began with an introduction by Dr. Phil McManus.  
Attendees were invited to review a draft list of site characteristics, a draft set of points about 
the notion of “working harbour” and a draft set of planning criteria that was presented in the 
form of a matrix (similar to Section 9 of this report).  Discussion focused on these specific 
issues in the focus group. 










































