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26 May 2025 
 
 

Eastside Roseville Resident Action Group Inc 
c/- Storey and Gough Lawyers 
‘Harrisford’ 182 George Street 

Parramatta NSW 2150 
 
 

SSD-78996460 – 16-24 Lord Street and 21-27 Roseville Avenue, Roseville  

Heritage Response to EIS  
 
1. Background 

Eastside Roseville Resident Action Group Inc (ERAG) has engaged me to provide 

independent heritage advice in response to the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 

SSD-78996460, which is currently on public exhibition. The SSD relates to a proposed 

residential development with infill affordable housing, at 16-24 Lord Street and 21-27 Roseville 

Avenue, Roseville. The development site is located within the Clanville Heritage Conservation 

Area (Clanville HCA) as listed in Schedule 5 Part 2 of the Ku-ring-gai Local Environmental 

Plan (C32). The EIS includes a Heritage Impact Statement (HIS), prepared by URBIS (URBIS 

HIS), at Appendix GG. This letter reviews the URBIS HIS and provides a high level 

independent assessment of the likely heritage impacts of the proposed development.  

In preparing this advice, I have reviewed the publicly available information in relation to the 

proposed development, undertaken a visual inspection of the site and surrounding area, and 

reviewed other documents relevant to the Clanville HCA to form an evidence-based opinion 

on the heritage impacts of the proposal. 

2. Relevant documents 

A review of other relevant documents has been undertaken to inform this report, including, but 

not limited to: 

− HIS for 16-24 Lord Street and 21-24 Roseville Avenue, URBIS, 2025 (URBIS HIS) 

− HIS for 27 Roseville Ave, Stephenson and Turner, 2014 

− HIS for 16 Lord St, Weir Philips Heritage, 2022 

− HIS for 22 Lord St, GBA Heritage, 2015  

− HIS for 24 Lord St, Darren Campbell, 2013 

− Ku-ring-gai Heritage Conservation Area Review, Tanner Kibble Denton, 2024 
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− Comparative Study: Conservation Areas of Ku-ring-gai and Sydney’s Suburbs - Ku-

ring-gai Council, 2024 

− Review of Potential Heritage Items in Ku-ring-gai LGA, Perumal Murphy Alessi, April 

2006  

− Heritage Item by Heritage Conservation Area, from Ku-ring-gai Council website 

− Municipality of Ku-ring-gai Heritage Study, Robert Moore et al, 1987 

− Roseville Heritage Issues, Submission to Ku-ring-gai Council be then Residents' 

Action Group, 1996 

− Ku-ring-gai Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, David Logan et al, 2000 

− Roseville Heritage Review, Architectural Projects, 2012 

− The Street Where We Live, Dudley Ave Roseville, Max Farley 1991  

− The Historian - Beautiful Roseville, Official Journal of the Ku-ring-gai Historical Society, 

Vol 48 No 1, 2020-2023  

− Focus on Ku-ring-gai, Ku-ring-gai Historical Society, 1996. 

3. The site 

The development site is located at 16-24 Lord Street and 21-27 Roseville Avenue, in Roseville, 

and includes the following properties: 

− 21 Roseville Avenue – Lot 9 DP1046734  

− 23 Roseville Avenue – Lot 66 Section B DP3277  

− 25 Roseville Avenue – Lot 65 Section B DP3277  

− 27 Roseville Avenue – Lot 64 Section B DP3277  

− 16 Lord Street – Lot 14 Section B DP3277  

− 18 Lord Street – Lot 15 Section B DP3277  

− 20 Lord Street – Lot 16 Section B DP3277  

− 22 Lord Street – Lot 17 Section B DP3277 & Lot 1 DP104781  

− 24 Lord Street – Lot 18 DP1173328. 

The site is currently zoned R2 Low Density Residential 
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Figure 1 – Location of the development site (Source: URBIS) 
 
4. Transport Oriented Development and Council’s Preferred Scenario 

The development site is located in an area identified by the NSW Government under the 

Transport Oriented Development (TOD) policy, introduced in May 2024. The policy rezoned 

traditionally low-density areas within 400 metres of railway between Roseville and Gordon 

stations to permit apartment buildings ranging from six to eight storeys. 

In November and December 2024, Ku-ring-gai Council (Council) exhibited four alternative 

scenarios to the TOD policy. These alternatives provided approximately the same number of 

new homes as the government's TOD policy. After the community consultation period, Council 
identified and further exhibited its TOD Preferred Scenario, which reflects community 

feedback, technical studies and the need to meet dwelling targets, and is designed to meet 

Council’s seven principles for good planning in the Roseville to Gordon corridor. The Preferred 

Scenario will be considered by Council on 5 June 2025.  

The development site is zoned R2 under the Preferred Scenario for Roseville, as shown on 

Figure 2 Below, with a maximum height limit of 9.5m.  
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Figure 2 – Council’s TOD Preferred Scenario for Roseville 
 



   

5 
 

 

5. The proposal 

The proposal is for the demolition of 9 existing houses, and their garden settings, 

amalgamation of 10 lots, and the construction of a nine storey multi-unit residential 

development with 259 units (of which 17% are proposed to be affordable housing) across 9 

storeys, above three levels of basement parking. 

6. Heritage context 

The development site is located within the Clanville HCA (C32) as listed in Schedule 5 of the 

Ku-ring-gai Local Environmental Plan. It is also located directly adjacent to a heritage item at 

(Scout Hall) and within the vicinity of locally listed heritage items as indicated on the table and 

in the maps below. Note that of the properties listed, only the Roseville Scout Hall has been 

identified or considered in the URBIS HIS. 

The development site is also located within the vicinity of many contributory properties along 

both sides of Roseville Avenue and Lord Street. The southern side of Lord Street is the 

northern boundary of the Lord Street/Bancroft Avenue HCA, which has strong associations 

with the Clanville HCA. 

 
Figure 3: Map of development site (in blue) and its heritage context (Source: NSW Spatial Viewer with LTHA overlay) 
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Table 1: Heritage Items in the vicinity of the development site 

Description Address Location Significance Item No.  

Roseville Scout Group Hall 29 Roseville Avenue Immediately adjacent Local I115 

Dwelling House 19 Lord Street Immediately across road Local I106 

Dwelling House 22 Roseville Avenue Immediately across road Local I695 

Lord Street/ Bancroft Avenue HCA  Immediately across road Local C36 

Dwelling House 31 Roseville Avenue <50m north-east Local I697 

St Lukes Hall 28 Lord Street <50m east Local I689 

Dwelling House 16 Roseville Avenue <50m west Local I114 

‘Lawarra’ Dwelling House 12 Roseville Avenue <100m west Local I113 

Dwelling House 10 Roseville Avenue <100m west Local I112 

Dwelling House 24 Bancroft Avenue <100m south Local I197 

Dwelling House 26 Bancroft Avenue <100m south Local I198 

Dwelling House 28 Bancroft Avenue <100m south Local I199 

 

7. What is an HCA? 

HCAs are streetscapes, suburbs, areas and precincts that are recognised by a community for 

their distinctive historical character. HCAs most often provide evidence of the historical 

development of an area through their high proportion of original historic buildings. HCAs are 

protected through statutory listings because they demonstrate a distinctive identity, a 

particular sense of place and character that is valued by the community. The significance of 

an HCA is usually demonstrated in its subdivision layout and street pattern, and buildings that 

share common periods of development, with historical associations, and consistent typology, 

form, scale, materials and details. They often include trees and landscaping, and public 

domain elements. 

Heritage Conservation Areas are listed within Schedule 5 of Local Environmental Plans. This 

statutory listing is underpinned by detailed heritage assessments against the NSW standard 

criteria for heritage assessment and supported by thorough strategic planning and extensive 

community consultation. They are highly regarded by communities and visitors and provide 

NSW with historic layers that are evident for current and future generations.  
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8. The Clanville Conservation Area 

As noted above, the development site is located within the Clanville HCA.  The Clanville HCA 

was classified as a Urban Conservation Area Precinct in 1997 and identified as a potential 

heritage conservation area in the Ku-ring-gai Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study 

2000 has been listed as a heritage conservation area on the KLEP since 2012. The HCA has 

been the subject of multiple studies over the past three decades which have confirmed its high 

level of historic, aesthetic and representative significance to the Ku-ring-gai area.  

The Ku-ring-gai Heritage Conservation Area Review (Tanner Kibble Denton, 2024) provided 

the most recent review of the integrity boundaries of the Clanville HCA and noted: 

The conservation area retains a relatively high degree of integrity overall and has high aesthetic values 
because of its topographical variety, quality of early housing stock and public and private landscaping. 

A map of the Clanville HCA is provided at figure 4.  
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Figure 4: Map of the Clanville HCA (Source: Ku-ring-gai Council website 
https://www.krg.nsw.gov.au/files/assets/public/v/1/hptrim/information-management-publications-public-website-ku-ring-gai-
council-website-planning-and-development/c32_clanville_conservation_area.pdf) 
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The following information is extracted from the State Heritage Inventory (a copy of the full 

Inventory Sheet is attached to this report at Appendix A): 

Statement of Significance  

The Clanville Conservation Area has historical significance as part of the Daniel Dering Mathew 400-acre 
land grant “Clanville”. The area has further historic significance for the successive subdivisions of 
“Clanville” in the late nineteenth century with the subdivisions of Roseville Park Estate (1893) and 
Roseville Station Estate (1896), and the early twentieth century subdivisions of Clanville Estate (1903); 
Clanville Heights Estate (aka Lindfield Heights Estate of 1906) (1905); Terry’s Hill Estate (1908); Archbold 
Hill Estate (1909); Clermiston Estate (1912); Taraville Estate (1914); The Firs Estate (1918); The Garden 
Estate (1920); Hordern’s Roseville Estate (1922) and Archbold Hill Estate (1923). 

The area has aesthetic significance for the highly intact and quality Federation and inter-war houses, with 
some examples of mid to late twentieth century development. Architectural styles present from the 
Federation period include Federation and transitional bungalows, Queen Anne, and Arts and Crafts, and 
present from the inter-war period mostly Californian Bungalows with some examples of Old English., Art 
Deco and Spanish Mission.  

The area is of local heritage significance in terms of its historical and aesthetic value. This satisfies two 
of the Heritage Council criteria of local heritage significance for local listing 

Assessment of Significance: 

Criterion (a) Historical significance 
The area is of significance as it demonstrates its historical development following the 1903 Clanville 
Estate subdivision, spurred by the construction of the North Shore rail line in 1890. Meets this criterion at 
a local level. 
 
Criterion (b) Aesthetic significance 
The area is of aesthetic significance as a cohesive early twentieth century streetscape of Federation and 
inter-war housing. It is aesthetically significant for the high proportion of quality houses. Meets this 
criterion at a local level. 
 
Criterion (g) Representative significance 
The area is representative of suburban development in Ku-ring-gai and in Roseville close to the railway 
following the 1903 Clanville Estate subdivision. Meets this criterion at a local level. 

 

Description: 

The Clanville Conservation Area covers a large part of the eastern side of the suburb of Roseville and 
represents a substantial portion of the 400-acre land grant to Daniel Dering Mathew. Following the 
purchase of Mathews’ land by Richard Archbold, upon his death the land was subsequently divided 
amongst his eight children. The 400 acres was divided into 50-acre strips of land running between the  
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Pacific Highway and Archbold Road, and it is the division between these eight lots that form the main 
roads through the area, running east-west, including Boundary Street, Bancroft Avenue, Lord Street, 
Roseville Avenue, Clanville Road, Chelmsford Avenue and Middle Harbour Road. These long avenues 
are joined periodically by smaller and narrower side streets to allow access through the area. Most of the 
streets developed with a linear pattern, except for the section between the railway line and Trafalgar 
Avenue, within which the street pattern follows the original irregular lines of Gerald and Richard Archbold 
junior’s land parcels. The irregularity can be seen in Clanville Road, Roslyn Avenue, Kelburn Road and 
Waimea Road. The main roads through the area are generally wide and slope gently down from the 
railway line and rise up again towards Archbold Road.  

The area contains great consistency of intact buildings. The predominant architectural style is Federation, 
and this varies from Federation Arts and Crafts to Queen Anne and the Bungalow. There are many fine 
examples of the inter-war Old English and Californian Bungalow styles which emerged after the 
Federation period. There are also examples of late twentieth century Sydney regional style within the 
area.  

The earliest subdivided areas such as Victoria Street, Bancroft Avenue, Lord Street, and Roseville 
Avenue contain the majority of Queen Anne and Arts and Crafts style buildings, but there are still elements 
of inter-war styles, such as California Bungalows and Old English, as well. The later subdivided area, 
such as Belgium Avenue, Trafalgar Avenue, Clanville Street, Kelburn Road and Rawhiti Street, contains 
highly significant buildings with more variety of architectural styles, including Federation Arts and Crafts, 
Federation Bungalow and inter-war styles such as Old English, Art Deco, Spanish Mission, but Californian 
Bungalows predominate.  

The area is characterised by extensive avenue plantings, dominated by jacarandas and brushboxes. The 
pedestrian network of footpaths throughout the suburb is uniform, as are the grassed verges, creating a 
practical and user-friendly pedestrian environment.  Private gardens are consistent in volume, density 
and style and generally an understanding by the owners of the architectural period of residence that the 
gardens surround. Many gardens are intricately designed and well maintained and provide a stimulating 
backdrop to the streetscape. There is distinct uniformity on front fencing, style and sizes.  

Detracting elements within the area include dominating garages and driveways, carports within the front 
setback, obstructive front hedges, enclosed front verandahs, dominating front porch additions, aluminium 
front windows, large dormers windows at the front of the house, upper storey front balconies, rendered 
face brick work, painted face brick work and uncharacteristic colour schemes.  
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9. What is a contributory property? 

Contributory items are part of the collective significance of a particular conservation area in 

which they are located. They are important for what they contribute to the significance and 

streetscape character of the heritage conservation area. As a result, the focus for contributory 

items is how the building presents in the public domain, and especially from the street.  

The following definition is extracted from Section B Part 19 of the Ku-ring-gai Development 

Control Plan 2014 (KDCP): 

Contributory Properties are buildings and sites within a HCA which are deemed to exhibit one or more of 
the following characteristics:  
i) buildings and sites that make an important contribution to the character and significance of the 

HCA. They can be from a key historical layer, true to an architectural type, style or period, or 
highly or substantially intact including their garden setting. Where subdivision has occurred, the 
subdivision is within the key historical period or the area. 

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

iii) buildings and sites with new layers/additions sensitive to the style, form, bulk, scale and 
materials of the original building.  
Note: Contributory buildings do not necessarily need to be high-quality buildings but should 
represent the key historical period of the HCA. An HCA may also contain high-quality buildings 
which are not necessarily from the key historical period.  
 

10. Analysis of the Existing Dwellings on the Development Site  

An analysis of the existing dwellings on the development site has been undertaken, informed 

by a visual assessment and available resources including heritage studies, previous HIS 

reports, the URBIS HIS and other relevant documents. The analysis of the contribution of the 

individual properties to the Clanville HCA has been based on the Statement and Assessment 

of Significance for the HCA as provided in the SHI Datasheet, and the definition of contributory 

properties provided in the DCP: 

Table 2: Analysis of Existing Dwellings to be demolished 

Property Year Built Style Key Features Modifications Contribution to 
Clanville HCA 

21 Roseville Ave 1913-1917 Federation 
Bungalow 

Typical Federation 
dwelling with broad 
simple roof planes, 
gabled roof with ridge 
parallel to the street 
and with main roof 
extending over 
verandah (enclosed) 

Modest single storey 
additions to the rear 
of the house. 

The property 
contributes to the 
historic, aesthetic 
and representative 
significance of the 
HCA through its era 
of construction, 
retained original 
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Property Year Built Style Key Features Modifications Contribution to 
Clanville HCA 

Original timber 
joinery, leadlight 
windows  
Mature garden with 
several large trees 
and established 
flowering shrubs 
Original/early low 
brick fence with iron 
gate and driveway 
entry gates 

Federation form and 
features, garden 
setting and 
subdivision pattern.  
Modifications to the 
dwelling are modest 
and do not alter its 
contribution to the 
identified significance 
of the HCA.  

23 Roseville Ave c.1911 Federation 
Bungalow 

Typical simple 
massing, broad 
simple roof plan,  
Gabled roof with 
ridge parallel to the 
street and main roof 
extending over 
verandah, verandah 
with roofs supported 
by masonry piers and 
simple timber posts, 
face brick, leadlights 
used sparingly 
Principal rooms and 
front façade intact 
Some intact interiors 
in front rooms  
Mature garden with 
several large trees in 
front, front boundary 
fence is low 
sandstone wall with a 
tall hedge planted 
behind - obscures 
the garden view 

Extension to 
verandah to wrap 
around east elevation 
Single storey 
additions to rear 
 

The property 
contributes to the 
historic, aesthetic 
and representative 
significance of the 
HCA through its era 
of construction, 
retained original 
Federation form and 
features, garden 
setting and 
subdivision pattern.  
Modifications to the 
dwelling are modest 
and do not alter its 
contribution to the 
identified significance 
of the HCA. 

25 Roseville Ave 1910-1915 Federation 
Bungalow 

Simple bungalow 
façade with original 
verandah (extended 
around east façade) 
Gabled roof with 
ridge parallel to the 
street and main roof 
extending over 
verandah 
Primary roof form of 
original dwelling 
appears intact 
Front windows have 
been replaced but 

Contemporary single 
storey addition to the 
rear of the dwelling 
and verandah 
addition/ extension 
along the east façade 
– only the original 
verandah is under 
the roof line and so 
the later works read 
as a contemporary 
addition  
The original front 
façade is largely 
intact and presents 

The property 
contributes to the 
historic, aesthetic 
and representative 
significance of the 
HCA through its era 
of construction, 
retained original 
Federation form and 
features, garden 
setting and 
subdivision pattern. 
Modifications to the 
dwelling do not alter 
its scale or 
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Property Year Built Style Key Features Modifications Contribution to 
Clanville HCA 

arrangement remains 
intact. Front door 
appears original. 
Mature garden with 
several large 
magnolia trees in 
front garden.  
Tall hedging along 
east boundary.  

as mid-Federation 
dwelling with only 
minor modifications 

presentation to the 
street, and no not 
diminish its 
contribution to the 
identified significance 
of the HCA. 

27 Roseville Ave 1909-1910 Federation 
Bungalow 

Presents to street as 
single storey 
Gabled roof with 
ridge parallel to 
street 
Facebrick (painted), 
sandstone 
foundations 
Main roof extending 
over verandah 
Tiled roof 
Original timber 
windows to front 
façade/gable 
Principal rooms intact 
Large front lawn with 
hedge planting 
fronting the dwelling 
Low sandstone 
stacked fence along 
front boundary with 
contemporary entry 
gate and driveway 
entry gate 
Brick driveway 
Low timber paling 
fence to the east 
(boundary with 
heritage item scout 
hall – maintains good 
visibility from a 
distance to the item) 

Large addition to the 
side/rear elevation, 
using materials 
(timber, sandstone, 
tile roof) and scale 
consistent with 
original dwelling 
Painted face 
brickwork 
Second storey within 
new addition to roof 
line. However, the 
roof of original 
dwelling remains 
largely intact from 
primary façade 
 
 

The property 
contributes to the 
historic, aesthetic 
and representative 
significance of the 
HCA through its era 
of construction, 
retained original 
Federation form and 
features, garden 
setting and 
subdivision pattern. 
Although modified, 
the modifications are 
mostly located to one 
side (east) and the 
rear of the dwelling. 
The original front 
façade is largely 
intact and presents 
as mid-Federation 
bungalow to the 
street. The 
modifications to the 
dwelling do not alter 
its scale or 
presentation to the 
street, and no not 
diminish its 
contribution to the 
identified significance 
of the HCA. 

16 Lord Street 1900-1903 Federation 
Bungalow 

Presents to street as 
single storey 
Gabled roof with 
ridge parallel to 
street 
Facebrick (painted) 
with roughcast to 
upper portion of 

Second storey 
addition within new 
roofline – primarily 
visible from east 
elevation/driveway 
Additions to the side 
(east) and rear 
elevations  

The property 
contributes to the 
historic, aesthetic 
and representative 
significance of the 
HCA through its era 
of construction, 
retained original 
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Property Year Built Style Key Features Modifications Contribution to 
Clanville HCA 

facades, sandstone 
foundations 
Main roof extending 
over verandah 
Reinstated front 
verandah with timber 
floor and  
Tile roof 
Original timber 
windows to front 
façade/gable 
Principal rooms intact 
Reinstated front entry 
Mature garden 
setting, large 
established trees, 
with original brick 
(painted) fence to 
front boundary with 
modern timber 
inserts 

Pool  
 

Federation form and 
features, garden 
setting and 
subdivision pattern.  
Modifications to the 
dwelling are well-
located and do not 
diminish the 
contribution of the 
property to the 
identified significance 
of the HCA. 

18 Lord Street 1908-1910 Federation 
Bungalow 

Largely intact 
No apparent 
alterations to original 
dwelling 
Original leadlight 
windows to front bay 
principal rooms intact 
According to Urbis 
HIS, dwelling 
contains significant 
interiors (not shown) 
Mature garden 
setting, established 
shrubs and large 
exotic trees, original 
sandstone piers (4) 
to timber picket fence 

Enclosure of front 
verandah (reversible) 
 
 
 

The property 
contributes to the 
historic, aesthetic 
and representative 
significance of the 
HCA through its era 
of construction, 
retained original 
Federation form and 
features, garden 
setting and 
subdivision pattern. 
The property is in in 
largely original 
condition.  

20 Lord Street c.1906 Federation 
Queen Anne 

Intact high-quality 
dwelling with intact 
Queen Anne 
elements  
Fretted woodwork, 
verandah timber 
posts, double hung 
sash windows  
Gabled roof with 
ridge parallel to 
street with rising sun 

Second storey 
addition within 
roofline with dormers  
French doors to front 
verandah replacing 
original sash 
windows 
Loss of 2 original 
chimneys 

The property 
contributes to the 
historic, aesthetic 
and representative 
significance of the 
HCA through its era 
of construction, 
retained original 
Federation form and 
features, garden 
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Property Year Built Style Key Features Modifications Contribution to 
Clanville HCA 

half-timbered motif to 
gable end 
Principal rooms intact 
Mature established 
garden with large 
flowering shrubs 
including camelias 
etc, hedging to front 
boundary timber 
picket fence 
The primary façade, 
including front 
verandah, gable, 
sash windows and 
entry arrangement 
present as good 
quality Federation 
dwelling with modest 
modifications to the 
upper storey and 
roofline 

The primary façade 
remains largely intact 
with a small dormer 
window visible to 
indicate a small 
second storey 
addition.  

setting and 
subdivision pattern. 
Modifications are 
well-located and do 
not diminish the 
contribution of the 
property to the 
identified significance 
of the HCA. 

22 Lord Street 1900-1906 Federation 
Queen Anne 

Primary façade is 
entirely intact 
All principal rooms, 
including fireplaces, 
front and side timber 
lined verandahs 
intact, timber 
verandah posts and 
brackets, front door, 
timber windows 
Chimneys and roof 
intact 
Mature front garden 
with simple pared 
back planting. 
Timber picket front 
fence and entry gate. 
Established hedging 
to side boundaries. 
 

Large addition to 
rear, minimal impact 
on original front 
section of dwelling 
 

The property 
contributes to the 
historic, aesthetic 
and representative 
significance of the 
HCA through its era 
of construction, 
retained original 
Federation form and 
features, garden 
setting and 
subdivision pattern. 
Modifications are 
well-located and do 
not diminish the 
contribution of the 
property to the 
identified significance 
of the HCA. 

24 Lord Street 1910-15 Federation 
Queen Anne 

Primary façade is 
entirely intact, 
repointed facade 
All principal rooms, 
including fireplaces, 
front and side timber 
lined verandahs 
intact, timber 
verandah posts and 

Large two storey 
extension to rear – 
however principal 
front rooms and front 
façade remain intact 
 
 

The property 
contributes to the 
historic, aesthetic 
and representative 
significance of the 
HCA through its era 
of construction, 
retained original 
Federation form and 
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Property Year Built Style Key Features Modifications Contribution to 
Clanville HCA 

brackets, front door, 
timber windows 
Mature garden with 
low hedging and 
painted timber fence 
around front corner 
lot boundary 

features, garden 
setting and 
subdivision pattern. 
Modifications are 
well-located and do 
not diminish the 
contribution of the 
property to the 
identified significance 
of the HCA. 

 

11. Review of URBIS HIS 

A review of the URBIS HIS provided at Appendix GG of the EIS has been undertaken. The 

URBIS HIS is fundamentally flawed for the following primary reasons: 

• The report does not follow the appropriate guidelines for assessing heritage 

significance or heritage impacts (Guidelines for Preparing a Statement of Heritage 
Impact, NSW Department of Planning and Environment, 2023). 

• The report does not contain the required detailed historical analysis or fabric analysis 

of the existing houses and their settings and contains multiple factual errors about the 

history of the properties. This undermines the understanding of the contribution of the 

individual houses to the Clanville HCA and the impacts of their demolition. 

• The report has not provided an assessment against the standard criteria to inform the 

statements made in the report about the significance of the buildings and their 

contribution to the significance and character of the Clanville HCA. 

• The report is not informed by an analysis of the conservation area as a whole and fails 

to consider the contribution of the existing houses to the collective significance of the 

Clanville HCA. It fails to identify or acknowledge the key characteristics that contribute 

to the significance and character of the HCA. This undermines statements made about 

the impacts of the proposal on the HCA. 

• The report has not referenced critical documents such as previous and recent heritage 

studies, original architectural drawings and previous HIS reports for the properties 

which must inform any assessment of the impacts of the proposed development. 

• The report significantly over-states the effect of alterations and additions to the 

individual houses. It provides no analysis of the contribution of original facades, roof 

form and setting to the significance of the HCA or the reversibility of the additions; and 

is based on the incorrect assumption that any modification reduces significance.  
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• No diagrams have been provided to provide evidence of the level of change. There are 

no internal photographs, external photographs are limited and poor quality, and lack 

the evidence required to substantiate statements made in the report about level of 

change. 

• The report fails to identify numerous heritage items  and contributory properties in the 

vicinity of the site that will be impacted by the proposed development or consider the 

impacts of the proposal on those heritage items. 

• The report significantly understates the impact of the loss of nine individual houses 

which contribute to the significance and character of the Clanville HCA.  

• The assessment against the LEP and DCP heritage controls contained in the report 

states that it is based on ‘extensive historical and fabric analysis’ but no such analysis 

has been provided.  

• The assessment against the DCP controls has omitted an assessment against Section 

19A – Subdivision and Site Consolidation, and 19F – Development in the Vicinity of 

Heritage Items and HCAs 

• Whilst the HIS indicates in-principal support for the application, it also includes 

recommendations for substantial modifications to the design to address its impact on 

the HCA and nearby heritage items, that warrant its refusal on heritage grounds. 

The table below summarises key inaccuracies (I), omissions (O)and unfounded statements 

(U) in the URBIS HIS  

Table 3: Review of URBIS HIS 

Page  I/O/U Content of Urbis HIS Comment 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1 O Items and HCA in the vicinity No mention of the many heritage items in the 
vicinity (other than the adjacent Scout Hall) or 1 
HCA in the vicinity 

1 I Extensive historical and fabric analysis of the 
dwellings 

Not included in report 

1 U Most primary street frontages within the 
subject site are highly modified 

Not substantiated – discussed in more detail per 
individual property 

1 I Some retain their original scale, most have 
undergone notable changes to their principal 
facades that have obscured their original 
configuration 

Not substantiated – discussed in more detail per 
individual property 
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Page  I/O/U Content of Urbis HIS Comment 

1 I Visually dominant, anachronistic 
changes…which do not have well resolved 
relationships with the original forms 

Not substantiated – discussed in more detail per 
individual property 

1 I The streetscape is more prominently 
characterised by notably altered dwellings 

Not substantiated – discussed in more detail per 
individual property 

1 I The subject area…is not considered to make a 
defining contribution to the significance of the 
HCA 

Not substantiated – discussed in more detail per 
individual property 

1 U The heritage significance of the HCA will be 
retained despite their removal 

Significantly understates the loss of 9 
contributory properties in one block. 
 

3 I This HIS has been prepared in accordance 
with Heritage NSW guidelines “Assessing 
Heritage Significance” and “Statements of 
Heritage Impact” 

Incorrect, does not follow these guidelines 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

6 I ..predominantly low-rise buildings of one or 
two storeys that have been constructed 
throughout the twentieth century. The 
character of Lord Street and Roseville Avenue 
is therefore mixed. 

Predominantly one storey single family dwellings 
constructed in the early twentieth century (1900-
1930). Therefore, it is an intact and cohesive 
streetscape. 

6 I Lord Street and Roseville Avenue are of a 
quiet residential nature with minimal vehicular 
traffic 

Evident in their own photos (p.8) that the traffic 
and parking in both streets are busy 

7 I Locally heritage listed Roseville Scout Hall lies 
East along Roseville Avenue and is nearby to 
the subject site 

Heritage item directly adjoins the subject site 

7 I Items of interest along the Pacific Highway 
include Roseville railway Station and Roseville 
Post Office 

Roseville Post Office is located on Hill Street, not 
the Pacific Highway 

8 O Images of Lord Street and Roseville Avenue 
(Figs 4-7) 

No streetscape or houses included in images – 
just the road surface 

9-22 U Individual site descriptions 
 

Covered in sections below 
 

HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 

24 I By 1824 Richard Archbold was granted 51 
acres of land containing the present subject 
site 

In 1824, Richard Archbold (snr) purchased 
Daniel Dering Mathew’s 1819 land grant of 400 
acres.  

24 I  Upon his death in 1836, the Clanville Estate was 
divided into 50 acre lots and divided between his 
children. In 1885 Richard Archbold (jnr) inherited 
a 51 acre lot (Lot 3) Cert of Title Vol 728-Fol 
219. 
 The conservation area (along with adjacent The 
Grove HCA and Lord/Bancroft HCA) 
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Page  I/O/U Content of Urbis HIS Comment 
compromises most of Lots 1-6 of the Clanville 
Estate. 

24 I Figure 45 Richard Archbold Land grant of 
1824 

Map shown is from 1885 and was not a land 
grant 

26 I Figure 46 Francis Lord land grant of 1888  In 1886, Francis Lord purchased Lot 3 from 
Richard Archbold (jnr). 

27 I Figure 47 Red Overlay indicating “subject site” Overlay includes two extra properties not part of 
the subject site – 19 Roseville Avenue and 14 
Lord Street 

16 LORD STREET 1900-1903 Lot 14 Section B DP 3277 

9 I …the right side, including the veranda and 
supporting pillars, has been entirely 
reconstructed to match the original detailing… 

Pre 1974 the front verandah was enclosed (see 
BA74/1459). It was reinstated in 2008 and 
extended around the eastern elevation 

31 I Incorrect history  Vol-Fol 728-219 – Transfer to Daniel Dering 
Mathew 
Vol-Fol 905-66 – Transfer to Francis Lord (1888) 
– Transfer to George Hough (1899) 
Vol-Fol 1282-141 – Transfer to William Cole 
(1929) – Transfer to Ernest Duval and Frederick 
George Lane (1933) – Transfer to Evelyn Cecily 
Earnshaw (1934) – Transfer to Milton Margules 
and Vivenne Margules (1956) – Transfer to Tim 
Charles John  Caldwell and Betty Buchan 
Coldwell (1974)  
Vol-Fol 12411-88 

32 I 2009 – “rebuild front verandah”  Verandah was reopened to original form, not 
rebuilt – apparent in Fig 57 (upper right) piers 
and sandstone were still intact 

88 I Statement of Significance 
“No contributory value” 
 
 
 
“Contemporary extension to the left-hand side 
of the verandah” 
 
 
 
 
“No significance has been identified to warrant 
an individual listing in the dwellings own right” 

Remains clearly readable as a Federation 
bungalow from Lord Street. 
 
There is no verandah extension to the left. The 
extension to the right (east) is consistent with the 
original materials and style of the house 
 
The building makes a significant contribution to 
the HCA as a Federation bungalow on its 
original, intact site with acceptable modifications 

18 LORD STREET 1900-1903 Lot 15 Section B DP 3277 

10 U Minimal fabric analysis of the original building The report provides only minimal fabric analysis 
of this site in particular – one obscured photo of 
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Page  I/O/U Content of Urbis HIS Comment 
the front façade and one of a late addition 
cabana. 

10 I “Overall massing and exterior have been 
altered since its original construction, with the 
front room initially serving as an uncovered 
porch” 

Easily reversable enclose of front porch 

40 U DA 1072/04  The works approved in DA 1072/04 have not 
been constructed. The drawings indicate an 
intact floorplan at that time, and no further DAs 
have been approved. 

88 I Statement of Significance: 
“…has little contributory value to the 
surrounding Clanville Conservation Area” 
 
“The dwelling features some aesthetic 
significance…original fabric…horsehair ceiling 
lining, hardwood flooring…decorative diamond 
leadlight casement window set into primary 
gable…which presents to Lord Street.” 
 
“The site however does present as an intact 
item…in its overall form” 
 
“A pedestrian representation of a Federation 
abode” 
 
 
“A lack of intact adjacent items” 
 
“The dwelling does not support the heritage 
character of the subject area” 

As an almost entirely original building on its 
original site, the house makes an important 
contribution to the HCA 
 
The dwelling features significant intact interiors 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is a contributory building. The building is a 
good and intact representation of a modest 
suburban dwelling from the Federation period 
 
Heritage item directly opposite. A lack of 
adjacent ‘items’ is not the intent of an HCA 
 
As an intact, modest Federation dwelling c. 
1900-1903, the building clearly supports the 
heritage character of the area 

20 LORD STREET c. 1906 Lot 16 Section B DP 3277 

11 U “The dwellings original construction did not 
match the prepared architectural 
documentation as shown…” 

The original drawings align very well with the 
original construction. The gable half-timbered 
rising sun pattern has likely been a 
contemporary replacement in same style as the 
original fretwork, replicated on the 1991 upper 
storey addition.  

11 O “Transom French doors replacing the typical 
multi-paned window” 
 
“The original footprint of the dwelling remains 
identifiable up to the large hallway 
contemporary archway” 

Reversible work which is an acceptable 
modification in keeping with original style 

88 I Statement of Significance:  
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Page  I/O/U Content of Urbis HIS Comment 
“Has little contributory value to the surrounding 
Clanville Conservation Area” 
 
 
 
The prescribed ornamental extent of the 
façade design…ornate 
verandah…fretwork…fenestration 
pattern…deviates from the original design 

While the front elevation has been altered with 
the addition of a set-back second storey, the 
house remains very readable as a Federation 
bungalow  
 

 
22 LORD STREET 1910-1915 Lot 17 Section B DP 3277 & Lot 1 DP 104781 

12 U “Heavily altered, with only the master 
bedroom, an additional front bedroom with a 
bay window, the formal lounge room and the 
front and side verandas remaining from the 
original footprint” 

All principal rooms, front and side verandahs are 
intact  
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Page  I/O/U Content of Urbis HIS Comment 
1926 (L) and 2000 (R) footprints

 
2022 Floor plan (Urbis p. 55) 

   Original roof from also still intact 

12 U “The dwelling is constructed of facebrick with a 
sandstone base, though the street facing 
bricks have been recently replaced and 
repointed” 

It seems unlikely they would both replace and 
repoint the bricks. Repointing is likely and does 
not dimmish the contribution of the house to the 
HCA 

12 O “The front and side verandahs are finished 
with contemporary Old English tiling” 

Does not reduce contribution to the HCA 

12 O “the lead-light front entry door is a replica” Does not reduce contribution to the HCA 

12 O “The name ‘Billingsley’ name plaque on the 
front façade was installed post 2014” 

Does not reduce contribution to the HCA 

48 I Incorrect History  For Lot 17 Section B DP 3277: 
Vol-Fol 728-219 – Transfer to Daniel Dering 
Mathew 
Vol-Fol 1287-42 – Transfer to Dodds, Dickson 
and Jones (1899) 
Vol-Fol 1438-89 – Transfer to Frederick Hewy 
Oxby (1907) 
Vol-Fol 1799-139 – Transfer to Matilda Jane 
Woodford (1908) – Transfer to Amy Wilcox 
(1909) – Transfer to Public Trustees (1959) 
Vol-Fol 10312-216 

89 I Statement of significance: 
“…has little contributory value to the 
surrounding Clanville Conservation Area” 

With the main footprint, original façade, roof line 
and principal rooms all intact, the Federation 
bungalow dwelling makes a significant 
contribution to the HCA 
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Page  I/O/U Content of Urbis HIS Comment 
 
“Its original footprint of the front rooms, gable 
form and fenestration pattern are 
representative of traditional Queen Anne 
elements” 
 
However these elements are presently 
contemporary reconstructions 
 
Little original fabric remains on the exterior 

 
This statement confirms that the building 
contributes to the significance of the HCA 
 
 
 
No evidence that these are reconstructions 
 
The majority of fabric on the original part of the 
building is original 

24 LORD STREET (1910-1915) Lot 18 DP 1173328 

15 I  

 
1926 (L) and 2022 (R) footprint 

89 I Statement of significance: 
“Has no contributory value to the surrounding 
Clanville Conservation Area” 
 
 
“Does not possess any characteristics 
indicative of architectural excellence” 
 
“Nor does it qualify for any category of 
significance” 
 
“It is a common example of Federation 
dwelling” 
 

With the principal façade including veranda and 
bay window largely as per the original footprint, 
the dwelling is readily recognisable as a 
Federation Queen Anne building and as such is 
a contributory site to the HCA 
 
Unsubstantiated comment 
 
No adequate assessment had been carried out 
to support this statement 
 
Confirms that it is contributory dwelling within the 
Clanville HCA. 
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Page  I/O/U Content of Urbis HIS Comment 
“The original presentation to the 
streetscape…has also been altered through 
contemporary updates…” 

Appropriate modifications have been carried out, 
and the dwelling continues to make a 
contribution to the HCA 

21 ROSEVILLE AVENUE (1913-1917) Lot 9 DP 1046734  

16 U Most likely built by Frederick Lockwood 
Holmes  

Incorrect - Holmes owned the site from 1915-
1936 

16 I Federation period home with Queen Anne 
style elements 

No Queen Anne style elements visible in photos 
and they are not described in report 

16 I The home is on a simple lot 
The roof is simple terracotta tiling 

The lot is a regular lot and the roof is a typical 
Federation roof “broad simple roof planes, often 
featuring gabled roof with ridge parallel to the 
street and with main roof extending over 
verandah” (Apperley et al p. 147) 

65 I Construction date c.1917-1918 Incorrect - the house (“Chigwell”) was occupied 
by owner Percy Farebrother from 1912 (Sands) 

65 I Incorrect history  
 

Lot 67 Section B DP 3277: 
Vol-Fol 728-219 – Transfer to Daniel Dering 
Mathew 
Vol-Fol 905-66 – Transfer to Francis Lord (1888)  
Vol-Fol 1287-42 – Transfer to Dodds, Dickson 
and Jones (1899) 
Vol-Fol 1438-89 - Transfer to George Hough 
(1908)  
Vol-Fol 1862-37 – Transfer to Percy Farebrother 
(1910) – Transfer to Frederick Lockwood 
Holmes (1915) – Transfer to FL Holmes Pty Ltd 
(1936) – Transfer to George Lindsay Main 
(1968)  

89 I Statement of significance: 
“…has little contributory value to the 
surrounding Clanville Conservation Area” 
 
“The subject dwelling possesses a degree of 
aesthetic and representative significance in 
that it is the most visibly intact dwelling of the 
subject area” 
 
“Further, a substantial degree of original fabric 
is extant on the site, specifically the timber 
joinery and leadlight fenestration arrangement 
is intact and representative of the Queen Anne 
style which was prevalent within the LGA and 
(sic) the time of construction” 
 
“Although these characteristics attribute a 
degree of significance…the dwelling in itself 

From satellite images, the original footprint 
appears intact at the front of the dwelling. All 
additions appear to be at the rear of the property 
 
This contradicts the previous statement and 
instead indicates that the property contributes to 
the significance of the HCA. 
 
 
This comment further indicates that the property 
contributes to the significance of the HCA 
 
 
The word ‘pedestrian’ is not appropriate to 
describe a dwelling and does not follow the 
appropriate guidelines. It appears has been used 
to undermine the representative values of the 
building.  It is a good quality example of its type 
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Page  I/O/U Content of Urbis HIS Comment 
largely presents as a pedestrian example of a 
mid-Federation dwelling…” 

and contributes to the collective significance of 
the HCA. 

23 ROSEVILLE AVENUE Lot 66 Section B DP 3277  

18 I “…primary form is of unfinished red face-brick 
construction…with a common sandstone base 
below, meanwhile the roof construction is of 
simple terracotta roof tiling devoid of applied 
ornamentation” 

The dwelling is a very good example of a 
Federation bungalow, with simple, massing, 
broad simple roof plan, gabled roof with ridge 
parallel to the street and main roof extending 
over verandah, verandah with roofs supported 
by masonry piers and simple timber posts, face 
brick, leadlights used sparingly (Apperley et al p. 
147) 

18 O “The left side of the wrap around verandah 
and horizontal timber elements along the 
primary façade were added during a 1973 
extension” 

Appropriate modifications have been carried out, 
and the dwelling continues to make a 
contribution to the HCA 

20 U Figure 36: Reconstructed leadlight front entry 
door  

The door appears original and there are no plans 
provided that detail a new front door 

69 I Both figures show BA73/2959, labelled as 
indicating alterations and additions “from 
1984” 

A 1973 BA plan would not show changes to the 
building made in 1984 

66 I Incorrect history Vol-Fol 728-219 – Transfer to Daniel Dering 
Mathew 
Vol-Fol 905-66 – Transfer to Francis Lord (1888)  
Vol-Fol 1287-42 – Transfer to Dodds, Dickson 
and Jones (1899) 
Vol-Fol 1438-89 - Transfer to George Mitchell 
(1919)  
Vol-Fol 1998-170 – Transfer to Oswald Allen 
West Dengate (1911) – Transfer to Donald John 
Durie and Judith Mary Durie (1962) – Transfer to 
Owen Curtis Hales and Roberta Wynn Hales 
(1982)  
Vol-Fol 14729-116 

89 I Statement of significance: 
“…has little contributory value to the 
surrounding Clanville Conservation Area” 
 
 
 
“Little extant original fabric remains within the 
internal and external construction” 
 
“The dwelling has undergone extensive 
contemporary modifications to its overall from 
thorough the extension of the side verandah 
and the addition of living spaces at the rear” 

The house is a good and largely intact example 
of a Federation bungalow and makes a 
contribution to the HCA. The original roof form 
and facade are almost entirely intact, with the 
sensitive addition of a side verandah to the 
existing front verandah in 1973 
 
Unsubstantiated. Neither the plans nor photos 
provided illustrate “extensive modifications”. 
Then verandah extension is an acceptable 
modification which does not reduce the 
contributory value of the house. Other work has 
been appropriate, modest in scale and limited to 
the rear façade. 
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Page  I/O/U Content of Urbis HIS Comment 
 
 
“…presentation to the streetscape along the 
primary façade has also been updated through 
insertion of contemporary glazing…” 
 
“Internally, a minor amount of original fabric 
remains in the front rooms. Some joinery in 
these spaces, such as the rear fretwork 
arrangement in the hallway, which presents as 
original, is a reconstruction of remaining extant 
fretwork” 
 
"The lack of delineation between original and 
reconstructed fabric detracts from the site’s 
aesthetic and representative value” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“Overall, due to the extent of contemporary 
modifications within the subject site, no 
significance has been identified to warrant an 
individual listing on the dwelling’s own right”  

All glazing on the primary façade appears 
original and no plans indicate otherwise 
 
 
 
 
No images or plans to support the statement 
 
 
 
 
The work that has been carried out has been 
minimal. The original roof plane appears entirely 
intact. The only significant alteration – the 1973 
verandah extension along the eastern façade – 
is clearly delineated with a separate roof (seen 
below, extending along the right hand side of the 
building) 

 
 
Images and Development Applications do not 
support extensive contemporary modifications 

25 ROSEVILLE AVENUE Lot 65 Section B DP 3277 

20 I “The simple façade includes Bungalow 
characteristics such as a large, deep roof 
plane sheltering a wrap-around verandah. The 
façade lacks ornamentation, with a 
contemporary front timber balustrade and 
replaced timber joinery and glazing” 
 
“The verandah has been heavily 
modified…sandstone base at the front is the 
only remaining original element” 
 

Contradictory – the façade is described as 
typical for a Federation bungalow yet lacks 
ornamentation. 
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Page  I/O/U Content of Urbis HIS Comment 
“The dwelling has been heavily modified, with 
both front and rear facades retaining ,little 
original fabric” 

1994 DA (BA94/1705) indicate the verandah was 
existing. In 1994 it was extended to the east, and 
the balustrade was added 
 
The images and DAs do not reflect this. The 
primary roof form remains intact. The front gable, 
with awning, is intact. The front door appear 
original. While the verandah has been extended 
to the east, this newer section is not underneath 
the roofline and clearly reads as a later addition, 
and is completely reversable.  The original front 
façade is largely intact and presents as mid-
Federation dwelling with only minor 
modifications 

89 I Statement of significance: 
“…has no contributory value to the 
surrounding Clanville Conservation Area” 
 
 
 
“The primary façade features a notable lack of 
applied ornamentation in comparison with 
other dwellings within the subject area” 
 
“…the fenestration arrangement and left-side 
verandah being of recent construction” 
 
 
 
“the original internal arrangement of the 
dwelling has been disrupted through the 
amalgamation of living spaces…” 
 
 
“Consequently, no significance has been 
identified to warrant an individual listing in the 
dwelling’s own right” 

The original front façade is largely intact and 
presents as mid-Federation dwelling with only 
minor modifications, and as such makes a 
contribution to the HCA 
 
Contradictory – other dwellings in the area 
meaning the subject sites they argue should be 
demolished? 
 
 
 
While the windows have been replaced (not 
documented in the DAs but listed as 2006 p. 71) 
the arrangement is as per the original and the 
work is reversible 
 
1984 plans indicate a dividing wall between the 
living and dining rooms was removed. This is 
reversible and has little impact on the integrity of 
the building 
 
The removal of a dividing wall between two living 
spaces (reversable work) does not remove all 
significance from the dwelling or diminish its 
contribution to the HCA 

27 ROSEVILLE AVENUE Lot 64 Section B DP 3277  

21 I “The dwelling has been heavily modified, with 
both front and rear facades retaining little 
original fabric. The only original features on 
the street-facing façade are the prominent 
gable with a simple timber screen, roughcast 
finish, and a protruding window awning with 
ornate timber bracket” 

While the dwelling has undergone extensive 
alterations, the majority of the impact is to the 
rear of the site. The primary facade retains its 
basic form, including the roof line, windows, front 
door (although a new main entry was created, 
the original front door appears to remain in 
place), timber posts and brackets, chimney, half-
timbered gable, with awning over timber window. 
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Page  I/O/U Content of Urbis HIS Comment 

21 I “are contemporary renovations, including the 
entire left-side verandah, updated in 2015” 

The verandah on the eastern elevation, which 
had been enclosed at an earlier stage, was a 
reinstatement to its original form (DA0014/14) 
See Figure 116 p. 80 and below (2009) 

 
89 I Statement of significance: 

“…has no contributory value to the 
surrounding Clanville Conservation Area” 
 
 
 
 
Comparatively to other dwellings in the subject 
area, the dwelling has undergone the most 
extensive degree of contemporary 
modifications…” 
 
 
“The lounge room and front bedrooms are the 
only extant spaces remaining form the 
structures original construction…” 
 

Although modified, the original front façade is 
largely intact and presents as mid-Federation 
dwelling with modifications mostly located to one 
side (east) and the rear of the dwelling, and as 
such makes a contribution to the HCA 
 
The primary façade and floorplan of the original 
dwelling remain readable as a federation 
dwelling. The modifications have been limited to 
the eastern and southern façades and sit well 
back from the original primary façade and street 
scape, making them highly readable as more 
recent additions. 
 
The front four rooms remain in their original 
location, Plans indicate the fireplaces remain 
intact (see Figure 126). As no internal images 
have been provided, this is not able to be 
substantiated. 

HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE 

85 I “The subject site is located within the vicinity 
of the following heritage items -  
Item I115 Roseville Scout Group Hall” 

Omits: 
Lord Street/Bancroft Ave HCA 
24, 26, 28 Bancroft Avenue 
28 Lord Street 
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Page  I/O/U Content of Urbis HIS Comment 
10, 12, 16, 22, 31,32, 40, 45, 47 Roseville 
Avenue 
No inventory sheets included for any (inc. Scout 
Hall) 
No images included that show Scout Hall in 
relation to the proposed development  

87 U “detailed analysis have been identified to not 
be “highly intact” or “high quality”  

No detailed analysis has been provided 
No acknowledgement of the nature of these 
contributory sites and their role in the collective 
HCA 

  “Substantial contemporary modifications to 
their primary, street-facing facades” 

All sites have a level of intactness making them 
highly readable of examples of Federation 
dwellings. None have been so compromised that 
they present as anything other than early 1900s 
dwellings 

  “Substantial modern extensions present at the 
rear resulting in the obscurement of their 
original form” 

Rear additions are almost unavoidable in 
dwellings of the early 20th century and do not 
diminish their role as contributory items in an 
HCA 

  “...many feature...modern verandah 
constructions to the dwellings...disrupt the 
original formal arrangement” 

Several of these verandah constructions are 
reinstatements of the original verandah from, 
following typical verandah enclose during the 
1940s-1960s 

88 U “all of the subject sites have been assessed 
against the Heritage Council of Aust criteria for 
assessing heritage significance...” 

No assessment against the criteria is included 
within this report 

 
 

 

12. Independent Heritage Impact Assessment 

An assessment of the heritage impacts of the proposal has been undertaken against the relevant KLEP 

and KDCP controls relating to heritage. 

Table 4: Assessment of the proposal against the relevant provisions of KLEP and KDCP  
Relevant Clause in KLEP 2015 Comment 

Clause 5.10 Heritage Conservation 

5.10 (1) Objectives The proposal involves the demolition of 9 dwelling houses that individually 
and collectively contribute to the heritage significance of the Clanville 
HCA. The demolition of the houses will have a major detrimental impact 
on the significance and setting of the HCA. 
As such, it is contrary to the objective of Clause 5.10, as it does not 
conserve the heritage of Ku-ring-gai. 

5.10 (2) Requirement for consent Consent is required and has been sought for the development on this 
site 
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Relevant Clause in KLEP 2015 Comment 

5.10 (4) Effect of proposed development 
on heritage significance 

The impacts of the proposal on the Clanville HCA and the many heritage 
items adjacent to and in the vicinity of the site must be considered in the 
assessment of this application 

5.10 (5) Heritage Assessment The HIS provided with the application is fundamentally flawed, does not 
follow the relevant guidelines and contains many inaccuracies. It fails to 
identify and assess key aspects of the Clanville HCA and fails to identify 
and assess impacts to heritage items, contributory properties and an HCA 
within the vicinity of the site. 

5.10 (6) Heritage Conservation 
Management Plans 

A Conservation Management Plan is not required. 

5.10 (7) Archaeological sites The subject site is not an identified archaeological site. 

5.10 (8) Aboriginal Places of heritage 
significance 

The subject site is not an identified Aboriginal Place of heritage significance. 

 

 

Relevant Clause in KDCP 
2014   

Relevant Objectives and Controls Comment 

19A.1 Subdivision and Site 
Consolidation for new 
development within an HCA 

Objectives: 
1 To retain the historic subdivision 
patterns within HCAs, that reflect the 
age and circumstances of the early and 
later subdivisions including the 
characteristic rhythm and built form 
spacing. 
 2 To ensure that new development 
respects the established streetscape, 
and the historical patterns of 
development. 
 3 To ensure new subdivisions and lot 
consolidations do not have an adverse 
impact upon the curtilage of Heritage 
Items, the streetscape setting of 
significant buildings and the identified 
character of the HCA as a whole 
Controls: 
1. Applications for subdivision and site 
consolidation within an HCA is 
discouraged and will only be considered 
if the application:  
i) will have no adverse affect the 
significance of the HCA; 
 ii) retains the typical block width 
characteristics and historic subdivision 
pattern of the area, including rear lanes; 
 iii) the setting and curtilage of Heritage 
Items or significant buildings in the 
vicinity, including important structures 
and landscape elements, are retained;  

 
The proposal is contrary to the objectives 
of this section, by proposing the 
amalgamation of 10 existing lots that 
reflect the historic subdivision rhythm and 
built form spacing of the HCA.  
The new amalgamated lot is entirely 
different to the established streetscape 
and historical subdivision pattern, with 
resultant major adverse impact on the 
streetscape and identified character of the 
HCA and the adjacent and nearby heritage 
items. 
 
 
 
The proposal is contrary to the specific 
controls of this section, in that: 
• The proposed site amalgamation does 

not retain the typical block width 
characteristics and historic subdivision 
pattern of the area 

• The proposal isolates the adjacent 
heritage item and will have an adverse 
impact on its setting and visual 
curtilage, including views and vistas 

• The proposed site amalgamation will 
result in a future development which 
will adversely affect the significance, 
character and appearance of the HCA.  
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Relevant Clause in KDCP 
2014   

Relevant Objectives and Controls Comment 

iv) vistas and views to and from Heritage 
Items and contributory properties, 
especially the principal elevations of 
buildings, are not interrupted or 
obscured;  
v) the landscape quality of the 
streetscape is retained;  
vi) the contours and any natural features 
of the site have been retained and 
respected;  
vii) will not result in future development 
which will adversely affect the 
significance, character or appearance of 
the HCA.  
2 Subdivision or consolidation will not 
generally be permitted where the setting 
or curtilage of any Heritage Items and 
contributory properties within or 
adjoining the site, would be 
compromised.  
3 Applications for subdivision and site 
consolidation within an HCA will require 
a curtilage assessment. 

• The proposed amalgamation will 
compromise the setting and curtilage of 
the 9 contributory dwellings on the site 

• No curtilage assessment has been 
provided with the Application 

 
  
 

19B.1 Demolition within HCAs Objectives 
1 To ensure that sites, buildings and 
landscape features that contribute to the 
significance of an HCA are retained. 
 
Controls 
2 The demolition of Heritage Items and 
contributory properties within HCAs is 
not supported.  
3 Whole demolition of buildings, 
structures and landscape features 
(including significant trees) is generally 
not supported unless the applicant can 
satisfactorily demonstrate:  
i) demolition will not result in any 
adverse impacts on the streetscape or 
character of the HCA; 
ii) retention and stabilisation of the 
building or structure is unreasonable; iii) 
all alternatives to demolition have been 
considered with reasons provided why 
the alternatives are not acceptable;  
v) the replacement building is 
compatible with the identified 
significance and character of the 
streetscape and the HCA as a whole.  

The proposal is contrary to the objectives 
of this section, as it proposes the full 
demolition of 9 existing dwellings that 
contribute to the significance of the 
Clanville HCA. 
 
The proposal is contrary to the controls of 
this section, in that: 
•  The proposal is for the demolition of 9 

existing dwellings that contribute to the 
significance of the HCA 

• The proposed demolition will result in 
major adverse impacts on the 
streetscape and character of the HCA 
through loss of contributory fabric and 
setting 

• Retention of the existing buildings is not 
unreasonable 

• Alternatives to demolition have not been 
considered 

• The replacement building is entirely 
incompatible with the identified 
significance and character of the HCA as 
a whole 
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Relevant Clause in KDCP 
2014   

Relevant Objectives and Controls Comment 

19C Development within HCAs 

19C1 Local Character and 
Streetscape 

Objectives 
1 To ensure that sites, buildings and 
landscape features that contribute to the 
significance of an HCA are retained.  
2 To conserve and enhance the 
character and significant elements of the 
HCA. 
3 To ensure that additions or changes to 
contributory properties within HCAs 
respect their original, built form, 
architectural style and character. 
4 To ensure the visual impact of new 
work is minimised through appropriate 
design, detail, proportion, scale and 
massing.  
5 To promote high quality new design 
that complements the streetscape 
character and heritage significance of 
the HCA.  
6 To ensure that new development 
retains the identified historic character of 
the HCA in which it is situated.  
Controls 
Additional Requirements for New 
Buildings 
4 The scale and massing of new 
buildings is to be integrated into the 
established character of the HCA and 
respect the scale, form and character of 
adjacent or nearby development. They 
are to incorporate design elements such 
as the roof forms, facade and parapet 
heights, door, window and verandah 
proportions of contributory properties in 
the HCA, particularly neighbouring 
buildings from the same key 
development period. 
5 The design and character of any new 
buildings are to be informed by the: 
i) date and style of contributory 
properties; 
ii) scale and form of contributory 
properties; 
iii) street and subdivision patterns of the 
HCA; 
iv) setbacks of neighbouring contributory 
properties; 

The proposal is contrary to the objectives 
of this section, as it: 
• proposes the full demolition of 9 existing 

dwellings that contribute to the 
significance of the Clanville HCA.  

• does not retain the character of 
significant elements of the HCA  

• does not respect the original built form, 
style or character 

• does not minimise visual impact through 
appropriate design, particularly scale and 
massing 

• does not complement the streetscape 
character and significance of the HCA, 
introducing a 9 storey building into a low 
scale residential precinct 

• does not retain the identified historic 
character of the HCA 

 
 
 
The proposal is contrary to the controls of 
this section, as 
• The scale and massing of the proposed 

development has not been integrated 
into the established character of the HCA 
and does not respect the scale, form and 
character of adjacent and nearby 
development.  

• It does not incorporate design elements 
such as the roof forms, facade and 
parapet heights, door, window and 
verandah proportions of contributory 
properties in the HCA 

• The design and character of the 9 storey 
proposal is not informed by the date, 
style, scale, form, street and subdivision 
patterns, setbacks, materials, details of 
neighbouring properties, or views and 
vistas of the HCA. 
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Relevant Clause in KDCP 
2014   

Relevant Objectives and Controls Comment 

v) materials, building techniques and 
details used in the HCA; and 
vi) views, vistas and skylines in the 
HCA. 
6 Facades of new buildings are to be 
modulated to break down the scale of 
new development. 
7 The height of new buildings is not to 
be higher than contributory properties. 
8 New building roofs visible from the 
street are to reflect the size, shape, 
pitch, eaves and ridge heights, and bulk 
of contributory properties and roofs. 
They are to respect the complexity and 
patterns of predominant roof shapes and 
skylines of the HCA. 
9 New buildings may be contemporary 
in design, however, their scale, form and 
detail is not to detract from the scale, 
form, unity, cohesion and predominant 
character of streetscape elements 
around it. 
10 Where an HCA is characterised by 
single-storey development, single-storey 
development on infill sites is preferred.  
 

 
 
• The long, monotonous facades of the 

proposed development is not modulated 
to break down its 9 storey scale 

• At 9 storeys, the proposal is significantly 
higher than surrounding contributory 
dwellings which are generally single 
storey in scale 

• The proposed flat roof does not reflect 
the pitched roof forms that characterise 
the area 

• The new building is contemporary in 
design, however its scale, form and 
detail significantly detracts from the 
scale, form, cohesion and predominant 
character of the streetscape. 

• The HCA is characterised by single-
storey development, however the 
proposal is 9 storeys 

 

19C.2 Setbacks and Building 
Separation 

Objectives 
1 To conserve and maintain the 
character and significance of individual 
properties and streetscapes in the HCA 
by maintaining the established pattern of 
front and side boundary setbacks. 
3 To ensure the location and siting of 
new development respects the 
established pattern of built elements in 
the streetscape and the HCA.  
4 To ensure new development does not 
adversely impact on the immediate 
streetscape or significant views within 
the HCA. 
Controls 
1 The siting of alterations, additions and 
new buildings are to maintain the 
established streetscape pattern, 
including principal dwellings, garages, 
carports and garden structures. 
2 Where there is a uniform building 
setback within streets, alterations and 
additions and new buildings are to 
respect the established pattern and not 

The proposal is contrary to the objectives 
of this section, as it: 
• Does not maintain the established 

pattern of front and side setbacks 
through the amalgamation of nine 
allotments and loss of landscape 
corridors between buildings 

• The location and siting of the proposal 
does not respect the established pattern 
of the streetscape 

• The proposal will have a very high level 
of adverse impact on the immediate 
streetscape and views within the HCA. 

 
The proposal is contrary to the controls of 
this section, as 
• The siting and setbacks of the building 

are such that they destroy, rather than 
maintain, the establish streetscape 
pattern 

• The front setbacks of the proposed 
building does not reflect the established 
pattern of the street 
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Relevant Clause in KDCP 
2014   

Relevant Objectives and Controls Comment 

be located forward of adjacent buildings. 
Where variations in setback exist, the 
larger setback will apply. Side setbacks 
are to be consistent with historic 
patterns.  
3 Where variations in setbacks exist 
within the immediate vicinity and the 
streetscape, the larger setback will 
apply. 
Additional Requirements for New 
Buildings 
4 New buildings are not to be orientated 
across sites contrary to the established 
alignment pattern.  
5 The location of new buildings is to 
ensure that significant views to and from 
places within the HCA are retained. 
 

• The building is oriented contrary to the 
established alignment pattern 

• Significant views to and from places in 
the HCA are obstructed. 

19C.3 Gardens and 
Landscaping 

Objectives 
1 To retain the garden character of Ku-
ring-gai’s HCAs which is largely due to 
the deep frontages and large lots that 
support remnant trees, early surviving 
gardens with established introduced 
trees and built garden features such as 
fences, walls and paving. The street tree 
planting and pattern of soft and hard 
road verges also contribute to the 
landscape character. 
2 To conserve, retain and enhance the 
significance of the garden and 
landscape character within individual 
properties, streetscapes and the HCA as 
a whole. 
3 To ensure streetscapes within the 
HCAs are characterised by front 
gardens with substantial landscaped 
area and minimum hard surfaces. 
4 To provide landscape screening to 
neighbouring properties. 
Controls 
1 The established landscape character 
(height of the tree canopy, early 
gardens, remnant trees, historic tree 
plantings) that contributes to the 
significance of the streetscape and the 
HCA as a whole are to be retained and 
conserved in any new development. The 
reinstatement of original planting, where 
known, is encouraged.  

The proposal is contrary to the objectives 
of this section, as it: 
• Does not retain the garden character of 

the HCA 
• Does not provide substantial front 

gardens and introduces excessive and 
uncharacteristic hard paved areas 

• Does not retain and conserve the 
significance of the gardens and 
landscape character of the 9 individual 
properties on the site.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The proposal is contrary to the controls of 
this section, as 
• The established landscape character that 

contributes to the significance of the 
streetscape and the HCA as a whole is 
not retained and conserved in the new 
development. 

• Original gardens are removed 
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Relevant Clause in KDCP 
2014   

Relevant Objectives and Controls Comment 

2 Original garden features such as 
gates, paths, stonework, garden 
terracing, tiling, cement crazy paving, 
walling and garden edging are to be 
retained and conserved. 3 New paving 
and hard surfacing, particularly to front 
setbacks is to be limited.  
4 Front gardens are to avoid screening 
buildings from the street and: 
i) have a minimum of 70% landscaped 
area; 
 ii) include substantial tree and shrub 
planting along street frontages. 
 iii) front boundary hedges are to be a 
maximum 1.2m.  
5 Materials for new garden paving or 
pathways are to be appropriate to the 
architectural style of the HCA, such as 
gravel for Federation style and 
sandstone flagging for Inter-war styles. 
Plain or stencilled concrete is not 
acceptable. 
 6 New driveways are to provide 
landscaping on side boundaries.  
7 New, traditionally designed gardens 
that enhance historic and aesthetic 
character of the streetscape and the 
HCA as a whole are encouraged.  
8 New gardens should be horticulturally 
and stylistically sympathetic to the 
period of the HCA. The use of similar 
materials such as sandstone, brick and 
gravel is encouraged.  
9 The use of a variety of plant species to 
avoid mono-cultural plantings along 
street frontages and as screen planting 
is encouraged. 

 
 
• Front gardens and setbacks contain 

large areas of hard paving and do not 
allow for substantial tree and shrub 
planting 

• The landscape design is not 
horticulturally or stylistically sympathetic 
to the period of the HCA 

19C.4 Access and Parking 1 To ensure that modifications to 
provide access do not adversely affect 
significant built fabric of either individual 
buildings or the HCA as a whole.  
2 To allow for on-site car parking where 
possible while retaining the character of 
the property, the streetscape and 
significance of the HCA.  
3 To ensure that driveways do not have 
any adverse visual impact on the 
immediate streetscape and historic 
patterns in the HCA. 

The proposal is contrary to the objectives 
of this section, as: 
• The impact of the proposed basement 

carparking and access has a major level 
of adverse impact on the built fabric of 
the HCA and the HCA as a whole 

• The proposed carparking and access 
has major adverse visual impact on the 
immediate streetscape 
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Relevant Clause in KDCP 
2014   

Relevant Objectives and Controls Comment 

4 To minimise the visual impact of new 
car parking by locating it at the side or 
rear of properties, where possible 
Controls 
4 New parking areas, garages and 
driveways are to be designed carefully 
so that they do not dominate the 
principal elevations or detract from the 
immediate streetscape and incorporate 
provisions for landscaping.  
5 The siting of new driveways are to be 
consistent with the established pattern in 
the immediate streetscape and the HCA 
as a whole.  
8 No excavation for a driveway is 
permitted in any front setback. 
9 Excavation for a driveway is only 
permitted: 
 i) in the side setback, at a minimum 3m 
behind the front building line;  
ii) a minimum 1m from the original 
building foundation; 
 iii) where side setback requirements in 
the DCP are met;  
iv) only if a side gate is provided to hide 
the commencement of the excavated 
driveway slope. 

 
The proposal is contrary to the controls of 
this section, as: 
• The proposed parking access dominates 

the principal elevation of the building at 
street level and detracts from the 
immediate streetscape 

• The proposed driveway is not consistent 
with the established pattern in the 
immediate streetscape and the HCA as a 
whole.  

• Excavation is proposed in the front 
setback.  
 
 

19C.5 Building Design Materials, Colours and Details  
Objectives 
1 To retain significant materials and 
details within HCAs.  
2 To ensure that the materials and 
colours of new work complements the 
identified character of the HCA 
 3 To ensure that the selection of 
materials and colours for new work is 
based on an understanding of the 
materials, finishes and colours 
predominant within the HCA. 
 5 To ensure new development respects 
the character of, and minimises the 
visual impact upon, the HCA and its 
streetscapes. 
Controls 
Additional Requirements for New 
Buildings  

The proposal is contrary to the objectives 
of this section, as: 
• significant materials and details of the 

HCA are not retained 
• the materials and colours of the new 

work do not complement the identified 
character of the HCA. The proposal is for 
light coloured brick, rendered precast 
concrete, dark metallic bronze 
balustrades and glazing sets, dark 
metallic louvres and planters, and light 
timber fences, all of which are entirely 
uncharacteristic to the materials and 
colours of the HCA 

• the selection of materials and colours for 
new work is not based on an 
understanding of the materials, finishes 
and colours predominant within the HCA 

The proposal is contrary to the controls of 
this section, as 
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Relevant Clause in KDCP 
2014   

Relevant Objectives and Controls Comment 

8 Materials used for new buildings are to 
be similar to, or compatible with, the 
original buildings in the HCA.  
9 Development applications for new 
buildings are to provide a material board 
and details of colour scheme and 
finishes.  
10 New buildings are to incorporate 
architectural language such as massing, 
proportions, coursing lines, materials 
and finishes, which are sympathetic to 
and complement the predominant 
character of the HCA.  
11 New building colour schemes are not 
to detract from colour schemes in the 
streetscape and not to be in visual 
contrast with the colours of the 
contributory properties in the HCA. 
Recessive colours and traditional 
materials are preferred 

• Materials proposed for the new buildings 
are not similar to, or compatible with, the 
original buildings in the HCA.  

• The proposal does not incorporate 
architectural language such as massing, 
proportions, coursing lines, materials and 
finishes, which are sympathetic to and 
complement the predominant character 
of the HCA.  

• The proposed colour scheme will detract 
from colour schemes in the streetscape 
is in visual contrast with the colours of 
the contributory properties in the HCA 

19F Development within the Vicinity of Heritage Items and HCAs 
 

19F.1 Local Character and 
Streetscape 

Objectives 
1 To consider the impact on the historic 
curtilage and setting of the Heritage Item 
or HCA and related heritage features 
such as views, streetscape context, 
historical subdivisions, garden settings, 
alienated trees and other landscape 
features. 
2 To retain the significance of Heritage 
Items or HCAs in their settings.  
3 To ensure that the scale of new 
development does not dominate, detract 
from or compete with Heritage Items or 
HCAs in the vicinity.  
4 To ensure that new development 
respects and conserves the significance 
of any nearby Heritage Items or HCA 
and their settings. 
5 To ensure that new development does 
not visually dominate the adjoining or 
nearby Heritage Item or HCA. 
6 To ensure that the scale of new 
development in the vicinity of a heritage 
item and HCA is in harmony with the 
streetscape and does not dominate, 
detract from or compete with the 
Heritage Item or HCA. 

The proposal is contrary to the objectives 
of this section, in that  
• The proposal has not adequately 

considered the impact on the historic 
curtilage and setting of the adjacent and 
nearby heritage items, contributory 
properties and HCA, including 
streetscape context, views and 
landscape features 

• The HIS has failed to identify or assess 
the impacts of the proposal on numerous 
heritage items and an HCA in the near 
vicinity of the site, as detailed in section 
5 of this report 

• The proposal does not retain the setting 
of the adjacent and nearby heritage 
items  

• the scale of the proposal, at 9 storeys, 
will dominate, detract from and compete 
with the single storey heritage items and 
HCAs in the vicinity.  

• The proposal does not respect or 
conserve the setting of the nearby 
Heritage Items or HCA, introducing a 
very significantly larger building height 
and mass into the historic low-scale 
setting of the items  
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Relevant Clause in KDCP 
2014   

Relevant Objectives and Controls Comment 

7 To protect significant views and vistas 
to and from the Heritage Item or HCA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Controls 
1 All development in the vicinity of a 
Heritage Item or HCA is to include a 
Heritage Impact Statement (HIS). The 
HIS is to address the effect of the 
proposed development on a Heritage 
Item or HCA and demonstrate that the 
proposed works will not adversely 
impact upon significance, including any 
related heritage features within the 
identified curtilage and setting. 
Built form  
2 Development on sites that either 
directly adjoin or are in the vicinity of a 
Heritage Item or an HCA is to have 
regard to:  
i) the form of the existing building or 
buildings including height, roofline, 
setbacks and building alignment; 
 ii) dominant architectural language such 
as horizontal lines and vertical 
segmentation;  
iii) proportions including door and 
window openings, bays, floor-to ceiling 
heights and coursing levels;  
iv) materials and colours;  
v) siting and orientation;  
vi) setting and context;  
vii) streetscape patterns 
Views 
New development in the vicinity of a 
Heritage Item or HCA is to demonstrate 
that it will not reduce or impair important 
views to and from the Heritage Item 
from the public domain. 

• The proposal will visually dominate the 
adjoining and nearby Heritage Items and 
HCA, due to its scale and massing. 

• The scale of the proposal is not in 
harmony with the streetscape and will 
dominate, detract from and compete with 
the items and HCA. 

 
• significant views and vistas to and from 

the Heritage Items and HCA are not 
protected. 

 
 
The proposal is contrary to the controls of 
this section, as 
• The HIS has failed to identify or assess 

the impacts of the proposal on numerous 
heritage items and an HCA in the near 
vicinity of the site, as detailed in section 
5 of this report 

• The proposal does not have regard to 
the built form of the nearby heritage 
items or HCA 

• The proposal will impair views to and 
from the adjacent heritage item from the 
public domain 
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Relevant Clause in KDCP 
2014   

Relevant Objectives and Controls Comment 

19F.2 Building Setbacks Objectives 
1 To ensure new work in the vicinity of a 
Heritage Item or HCA respects and 
contributes to the established 
streetscape patterns through careful 
siting of new buildings.  
2 To ensure new development provides 
an interface of scale and bulk to 
preserve the amenity to the adjacent 
Heritage Item or building within a HCA.  
3 To ensure new medium and high 
density development does not visually 
dominate the Heritage Item or building 
within the HCA. 
Controls 
1 The front setback of development 
adjacent to a Heritage Item or buildings 
within an HCA is to be greater than that 
of the Heritage Item or building within 
the HCA. Where variations in setbacks 
exist, the larger setback will apply.  
Residential Context  
2 All medium and high density 
development is to have a stepped 
facade to any common boundary with a 
Heritage Item or building within the 
HCA. The facade is to be stepped back 
above an 8m height from natural ground 
level. Facades greater than 8m high will 
not be permitted adjacent to a Heritage 
Item or building with an HCA.  
3 In addition to the side and rear 
setback controls in Section A of this 
DCP, new development adjacent to a 
Heritage Item or building within an HCA, 
is to comply with the following:  
i) adjacent developments are to have a 
minimum 12m building separation to the 
Heritage Item or building in the HCA 
(more if setback requirements are not 
met within the 12m)  
 ii) adjacent development is to not 
exceed a facade height of 8m from 
existing ground level, including 
balustrades; 
iii) adjacent development with a building 
mass above 8m high from existing 
ground level is to be stepped back an 
additional 6m from the Heritage Item. 

The proposal is contrary to the objectives 
of this section, in that  
• The proposal has not been sited with 

respect to the established streetscape 
pattern 

• The proposal does not provide an 
appropriate interface of bulk and scale in 
relation to the adjacent heritage item and 
items in the vicinity, which are 
predominantly single storey in scale 

• The proposal will visually dominate the 
adjacent and nearby heritage items and 
HCA due to its excessive scale, bulk and 
massing, resulting in major adverse 
impacts 

 

 
The proposal is contrary to the controls of 
this section, as 
• The front setback of the proposal is less 

than the front setback of the adjacent 
and nearby heritage items 

• The façade of the development is not 
appropriately stepped in relation to the 
adjacent and nearby heritage items 
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Relevant Clause in KDCP 
2014   

Relevant Objectives and Controls Comment 

Where variations in setbacks exist the 
larger setback will apply 
4 Any new development is to provide the 
following building separation to the 
building eaves or wall, whichever is 
closest, of: i) a neighbouring Heritage 
Item building; or ii) a neighbouring 
building within a Heritage Conservation 
Area:  
New Development Height  
1 or 2 levels Minimum 6m  
3 or more levels Min 12 m 
5 Where the building separation 
requirements of this Part result in a 
greater setback requirements than 
stated in Section A of this DCP, the 
building separation controls of this Part 
prevail.  
6 New development adjacent to a 
Heritage Item or adjacent to the HCA 
that has more than 2 levels or has a 
height more than 8m, is to step back the 
upper levels 

• The proposal is for a 6m setback from 
the adjacent heritage item, half the 
required 12m. 

• The building setback of 9m to the upper 
levels is grossly inadequate to protect 
the setting and significance of the 
adjacent Scout Hall. 

19F.3 Gardens and 
Landscaping 

Objectives 
1 To ensure that new development does 
not impact on the landscape character 
and garden setting of any nearby 
Heritage Item or HCA. 
Controls 
Gardens, Setting and Curtilage  
1 Development in the vicinity of a 
Heritage Item or an HCA is to: 
 i) retain original or significant landscape 
features associated with the Heritage 
Item or HCA, or which contribute to its 
setting. In particular, garden settings in 
the vicinity are not to be adversely 
affected in terms of overshadowing or 
physical impacts on significant trees; 
 ii) retain the established landscape 
character of the Heritage Item or HCA 
including height of the tree canopy and 
density of boundary landscape plantings 
or otherwise reinstated them in the new 
development;  
iii) include appropriate screen planting 
on side and rear boundaries 
 

The proposal is contrary to the objectives 
and controls of this section, in that  
• the proposal will have a high level of 

adverse impact on the garden settings of 
the nearby heritage items and HCA, 
through loss of existing established trees 
and gardens that contribute to that 
setting.  

• The proposed landscaping is 
fundamentally reduced and different to 
the existing landscaping on the 
development site, with adverse impacts 
on the setting of the adjacent and nearby 
heritage items and HCA  

• Appropriate screen planting has not been 
provided and is not able to be provided 
due to the excessive scale of the 
development in relation to the heritage 
items in the vicinity 

 



   

41 
 

Relevant Clause in KDCP 
2014   

Relevant Objectives and Controls Comment 

19F.4 Fencing Objectives 
1 To retain early and original fences, 
gates and retaining walls where they 
survive, and where they reinforce the 
original landscape character of the 
garden and streetscape. 
2 To retain those streetscapes where 
front and side fencing do not form part of 
the original streetscape.  
3 To encourage the reinstatement of the 
original form of fencing and gates, 
where known.  
4 To encourage new front fences and 
gates which contribute to the 
streetscape character of the HCA by 
being consistent with the established 
pattern of existing original fences 
Controls 
5 Replacement of unsympathetic 
fences, gates and walls with new 
elements of appropriate height, style 
and materials is encouraged.  
6 Where historic records and physical 
evidence exists, new front fencing and 
gates, including vehicular access gates, 
are to reinstate the original.  
7 Where no evidence is available to 
guide reconstruction of missing fences 
and gates to contributory properties, 
new front fencing, pedestrian and 
vehicular access gates are to match the 
architectural style and period of the 
house. 8 
No metal panel fencing is to be 
constructed on any boundary to a 
heritage item.  
11 Sloping driveways to basement 
parking is not acceptable except if the 
gradient down begins behind the front 
building line and is less visible from the 
street. 

The proposal is contrary to the objectives 
and controls of this section, in that the 
proposal is for the removal of 
characteristic fencing that contributes to 
the streetscape and its replacement with 
uncharacteristic light timber fencing that 
will detract from the adjacent heritage item 
and heritage items in the vicinity. 
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13. Conclusion  

This report provides an independent heritage impact assessment of SSD-78996460 which 

relates to a proposed residential development with infill affordable housing, at 16-24 Lord 

Street and 21-27 Roseville Avenue, Roseville. The development site is located within the 

Clanville HCA as listed in Schedule 5 Part 2 of the KELP. The EIS includes a Heritage Impact 

Statement prepared by URBIS. This letter reviews the URBIS HIS and provides a high level 

independent assessment of the likely heritage impacts of the proposed development.  

In preparing this advice, I have reviewed the publicly available information in relation to the 

proposed development, undertaken a visual inspection of the site and surrounding area, and 

reviewed other documents relevant to the Clanville HCA to form an evidence-based opinion 

on the heritage impacts of the proposal. 

A review of the URBIS HIS provided at Appendix GG of the EIS has been undertaken. The 

URBIS HIS is fundamentally flawed for the following primary reasons: 

• The report does not follow the appropriate guidelines for assessing heritage 

significance or heritage impacts (Guidelines for Preparing a Statement of Heritage 
Impact, NSW Department of Planning and Environment, 2023). 

• The report does not contain the required detailed historical analysis or fabric analysis 

of the existing houses and their settings and contains multiple factual errors about the 

history of the properties. This undermines the understanding of the contribution of the 

individual houses to the Clanville HCA and the impacts of their demolition. 

• The report has not provided an assessment against the standard criteria to inform the 

statements made in the report about the significance of the buildings and their 

contribution to the significance and character of the Clanville HCA. 

• The report is not informed by an analysis of the conservation area as a whole and fails 

to consider the contribution of the existing houses to the collective significance of the 

Clanville HCA. It fails to identify or acknowledge the key characteristics that contribute 

to the significance and character of the HCA. This undermines statements made about 

the impacts of the proposal on the HCA. 

• The report has not referenced critical documents such as previous and recent heritage 

studies, original architectural drawings and previous HIS reports for the properties 

which must inform any assessment of the impacts of the proposed development. 

• The report significantly over-states the effect of alterations and additions to the 

individual houses. It provides no analysis of the contribution of original facades, roof 

form and setting to the significance of the HCA or the reversibility of the additions; and 

is based on the incorrect assumption that any modification reduces significance.  
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• No diagrams have been provided to provide evidence of the level of change. There are 

no internal photographs, external photographs are limited and poor quality, and lack 

the evidence required to substantiate statements made in the report about level of 

change. 

• The report fails to identify numerous heritage items and contributory properties in the 

vicinity of the site that will be impacted by the proposed development or consider the 

impacts of the proposal on those heritage items. 

• The report significantly understates the impact of the loss of nine individual houses 

which contribute to the significance and character of the Clanville HCA.  

• The assessment against the LEP and DCP heritage controls contained in the report 

states that it is based on ‘extensive historical and fabric analysis’ but no such analysis 

has been provided.  

• The assessment against the DCP controls has omitted an assessment against Section 

19A – Subdivision and Site Consolidation, and 19F – Development in the Vicinity of 

Heritage Items and HCAs 

• Whilst the HIS indicates in-principal support for the application, it also includes 

recommendations for substantial modifications to the design to address its impact on 

the HCA and nearby heritage items, that warrant its refusal on heritage grounds. 

A detailed list of the inaccuracies and omissions of the Urbis HIS is in section 10 of this report. 

The assessment of the impacts of the proposal contained in this report concludes that the 

proposed development will have a major adverse impact on the significance and character of 

the Clanville HCA, and the adjacent and nearby heritage items and HCA, due to: 

• The loss of 9 existing houses, and their garden settings, that individually and 

collectively contribute to the identified and endorsed significance of the Clanville HCA. 

• The impact of the scale, bulk, design, site amalgamation and landscaping of the 

proposed development on the significance, setting and character of the Clanville HCA. 

• The impact of the proposed development on the heritage listed Scout Hall immediately 

adjacent due to the scale, bulk, setbacks and design of the proposed development.  

• The impact of the proposed development on the setting of the many heritage items in 

the vicinity due to the scale, bulk, setbacks and design of the proposed development.  

The proposal is contrary to the objectives of Clause 5.10 of the KLEP, as it does not conserve, 

but will have a major detrimental impact on the Clanville HCA and adjacent and nearby 

heritage items. In addition, the proposal is contrary to all of the relevant heritage objectives 

and controls contained within the KDCP 2015, as detailed in Section 11 above.  
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Accordingly, significant and major objections are raised to this proposal on heritage grounds. 

The consent authority is requested to consider this assessment in detail in its consideration of 

the proposed development. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

LISA TRUEMAN 

BSc(Arch) BArch(Hons) M. ICOMOS, M.PIA, Associate RAIA  

Attachments 

Inventory Sheet – Clanville HCA 

Lisa Trueman Curriculum Vitae 
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Clanville Conservation Area
SHR/LEP/S170
LEP #  C32
Address
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Ku-Ring-Gai
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Item Type Group/Collection Category
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Boundary Description
Refer to the Heritage Map on the Local Environmental Plan for the listing curtilage. 

Significance

Statement Of Significance



Historically, the area represents the fine residential development of Roseville and Lindfield during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 
The area provides evidence of the 1819 land grant to Daniel Dering Mathew, the subsequent purchase of this grant by Richard Archbold in 
1824 and later its subdivision. 

The area has further historic significance for the successive subdivisions of “Clanville” in the late nineteenth century with the subdivisions 
of Roseville Park Estate (1893) and Roseville Station Estate (1896), and the early twentieth century subdivisions of Clanville Estate (1903); 
Clanville Heights Estate (aka Lindfield Heights Estate of 1906) (1905); Terry’s Hill Estate (1908); Archbold Hill Estate (1909); Clermiston 
Estate (1912); Taraville Estate (1914); The Firs Estate (1918); The Garden Estate (1920); Hordern’s Roseville Estate (1922) and Archbold Hill 
Estate (1923). These subdivisions demonstrate the development resulting from the construction of the North Shore rail line at the end of 
the nineteenth century. 

The area has aesthetic significance for the highly intact and quality Federation and inter-war houses, with some examples of mid to late 
twentieth century development. Architectural styles present from the Federation period include Federation and transitional bungalows, 
Queen Anne, and Arts and Crafts, and present from the inter-war period mostly Californian Bungalows with some examples of Old English, 
Art Deco and Spanish Mission. 

The area is of local heritage significance in terms of its historical and aesthetic value. This satisfies two of the Heritage Council criteria of 
local heritage significance for local listing. 

Criteria a)
Historical Significance
The area has historic significance as part of the Daniel Dering Mathew 400-acre land grant known as “Clanville”. 

The area has further historic significance for the successive subdivision of “Clanville” in the late nineteenth century subdivisions of 
Roseville Stations Estate (1896), Clanville Estate (1906), Terry’s Hill Estate (1908), the first Archbold Hill Estate (1909), Clermiston Estate 
(1912), The Firs Estate (1918), The Garden Estate (1920) and the second Archbold Hill Estate (1923)

Meets this criterion at a local level.

Criteria c)
Aesthetic/Technical Significance
The area has aesthetic significance for the highly intact and quality Federation and inter-war houses, with some examples of mid to late 
twentieth century development. Architectural styles present from the Federation period include Federation and transitional Bungalows, 
Queen Anne, and Arts and Crafts, and present from the inter-war period mostly Californian Bungalows but also Old English, Art Deco and 
Spanish Mission. There are some examples of late twentieth century Sydney regional style within the area. 

Meets this criterion at a local level.

Criteria g)
Representative
Further investigation required to establish whether this criterion is met.

Integrity/Intactness
High level of integrity of the building stock.

Owners
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Description

Designer Builder/Maker

Physical Description Updated 02/29/2024

The Clanville Conservation Area covers a large part of the eastern side of the suburb of Roseville and represents a substantial portion of 
the 400-acre land grant to Daniel Dering Mathew. Following the purchase of Mathews’ land by Richard Archbold, upon his death the land 
was subsequently divided amongst his eight children. The 400 acres was divided into 50-acre strips of land running between the Pacific 
Highway and Archbold Road, and it is the division between these eight lots that form the main roads through the area, running east-west, 
including Boundary Street, Bancroft Avenue, Lord Street, Roseville Avenue, Clanville Road, Chelmsford Avenue and Middle Harbour Road. 
These long avenues are joined periodically by smaller and narrower side streets to allow access through the area. Most of the streets 
developed with a linear pattern, except for the section between the railway line and Trafalgar Avenue, within which the street pattern 
follows the original irregular lines of Gerald and Richard Archbold junior’s land parcels. The irregularity can be seen in Clanville Road, 
Roslyn Avenue, Kelburn Road and Waimea Road. The main roads through the area are generally wide and slope gently down from the 
railway line and rise up again towards Archbold Road. 

The area contains great consistency of intact buildings. The predominant architectural style is Federation, and this varies from Federation 
Arts and Crafts to Queen Anne and the Bungalow. There are many fine examples of the inter-war Old English and Californian Bungalow 
styles which emerged after the Federation period. There are also examples of late twentieth century Sydney regional style within the area. 

The earliest subdivided areas such as Victoria Street, Bancroft Avenue, Lord Street, and Roseville Avenue contain the majority of Queen 
Anne and Arts and Crafts style buildings, but there are still elements of inter-war styles, such as California Bungalows and Old English, as 
well. The later subdivided area, such as Belgium Avenue, Trafalgar Avenue, Clanville Street, Kelburn Road and Rawhiti Street, contains 
highly significant buildings with more variety of architectural styles, including Federation Arts and Crafts, Federation Bungalow and inter-
war styles such as Old English, Art Deco, Spanish Mission, but Californian Bungalows predominate. 

The area is characterised by extensive avenue plantings, dominated by jacarandas and brushboxes. The pedestrian network of footpaths 
throughout the suburb is uniform, as are the grassed verges, creating a practical and user-friendly pedestrian environment.  Private 
gardens are consistent in volume, density and style and generally an understanding by the owners of the architectural period of residence 
that the gardens surround. Many gardens are intricately designed and well maintained and provide a stimulating backdrop to the 
streetscape. There is distinct uniformity on front fencing, style and sizes. 

Detracting elements within the area include dominating garages and driveways, carports within the front setback, obstructive front 
hedges, enclosed front verandahs, dominating front porch additions, aluminium front windows, large dormers windows at the front of the 
house, upper storey front balconies, rendered face brick work, painted face brick work and uncharacteristic colour schemes. 

Physical Condition Updated

Modifications And Dates

Further Comments
These inventories are not comprehensive and should be regarded as a summary and general guide only. Council staff progressively update 
these inventories as further information becomes available. An inventory sheet with little information may indicate that the place was 
listed before inventories became common or there has been no building work or updates to the online information recently. It does not 
mean that the listed place is not significant. Further research is always recommended as part of preparation of development proposals for 
heritage items. This is necessary for preparing a heritage impact statement and conservation management plan, so that the significance of 
a listed place can be fully assessed prior to submitting development applications.

A heritage item listing generally covers the whole property including buildings, interiors and grounds. While not all listed features will be 
significant and warrant conservation, the full listing ensures the significance of features and heritage impacts on the whole place are 
assessed through the development application process before major changes proceed.
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History

Historical Notes or Provenance Updated 1/22/2024 9:55:52 AM

Early development of the locality:
For thousands of years before European settlement, the Ku-ring-gai area was home to the Darramurragal people and other First Nations 
clans, the traditional custodians of land within the Ku-ring-gai Council boundaries. Due to the impact of colonisation on the Indigenous 
population and lack of records, the exact clan area boundaries in this region are not known. (Aboriginal Heritage Office, 19 Aboriginal 
Heritage and History within the Ku-ring-gai local Government Area, 2015)

The Clanville Conservation Area is part of the 400-acre grant “Clanville”, issued to Daniel Dering Mathew in 1819. It was the first 
formalised grant north of the Lane Cove River and was used by Mathew mainly for timber-getting purposes. 

A little over four years later, Mathew placed an advertisement in the “Sydney Gazette” in February 1824 which described the 400-acre 
farm as having about 25 acres cleared, grubbed and partly enclosed with a four-rail fence suitable for cattle, with a five-roomed 
weatherboard house and accommodation and services for servants and farming (The Historian, Vol. 28 No. 1 p. 4).

Mathew sold the entire 400-acre grant to Richard Archbold in 1824. Archbold, a clerk, had been convicted in Dublin in 1813 to seven 
years’ transportation. He opened a school in The Rocks soon after his arrival and married Mary Pawley in 1917. According to “The General 
Muster List of New South Wales”, by 1925 Richard Archbold, listed as a school master, and Mary, had five children and were living in 
Sydney. Archbold had one employee and three government servants. For some years he diversified; he was granted a spirit licence, ran a 
tobacco store and dabbled in real estate but resumes school teaching in 1825. Archbold had repeatedly applied for land grants 
unsuccessfully until 14 November 1825 when he was granted 600 acres just south of and adjoining Daniel Dering Mathew’s grant (The 
Historian, Vol. 28 No. 1 p. 5). 

Archbold purchased “Clanville” on 17 February 1824 for £150. He moved his family to the area, with the 1828 census showing the family 
all living at “Clanville”. Archbold established a new school in the area, for ten boys and four girls, within their new property. The Archbold 
family developed a fine orchard at “Clanville”, noted for its oranges, nectaries, plums and peaches (Thorne, 1968, p. 49). 

When Richard Archbold died in 1836, his widow Mary was in her mid-30s, and their nine children ranged in age from 18 years to 8 
months. After Mary’s death in 1850, the estate was divided into eight allotments, one for each of her children. The lots were 
approximately 50-acre strips, with a north-eastern boundary to what would become known as Archbold Road, southwestern boundary to 



what is now Pacific Highway. In some cases, the tracks from the highway adjacent to their dividing lines became the roads eventually to 
Archbold Road, including Middle Harbour Road, Chelmsford Avenue, Roseville Avenue, Bancroft Avenue and Clanville Avenue (The 
Historian, Vol. 28 No. 1 p. 5). Gerald Archbold retained his Lot 4 and James transferred his Lot 2 to his wife Anne, but some sold their 
allotments to their sibling Richard (junior) who ended up with six of the eight lots. Lot 3 was bought by Francis Lord from Richard Archbold 
junior in 1886. Lord sold part of the land to the Railways Commissioner of NSW for the construction of the railway and the site of the new 
station in 1888. The conservation area is located entirely within Richard Archbold’s 400-acre land parcel, and across Lots 1 to 6 of the 
eight lots left to his children.

By the end of the 1890s, subdivision of these eight 50-acre parcels into residential lots had begun and Roseville the suburb began to 
emerge The Historian, Vol. 48 No. 1 p. 7). The first subdivision within the Clanville Estate was in 1893, within Lot 1, known as “The 
Roseville Park Estate”, with lots along both sides of Victoria Street and the northern side of Albert Street (now Boundary Street). A second 
subdivision took place in 1896, within Lot 3 which had been taken over by Lord’s mortgagees. In May 1896 they auctioned the “Roseville 
Station Estate” which comprised a total of 114 residential lots on Hill Street, Roseville Avenue and the northern side of Lord Street. By that 
stage, the small cut-through streets such as Martin Lane and Glencroft Road had not yet been created and by 1900, 46 of the lots had 
been sold and by 1919, 23 remained unsold. Subsequent subdivisions took place throughout the conservation area during the 1900s, 
1910s and 1920s: 

Clanville Estate 1906 – 76 lots on the southern side of Lord Street and both sides of Henry Street (now Bancroft Ave). 

Clanville Heights Estate 1905 - (aka Lindfield Heights Estate of 1906) – 20 lots along the southern side of Clanville Road.

Terry’s Hill Estate 1908 – 51 lots on both sides Dudley Street, Gerald Avenue and Gregory Avenue.

Archbold Hill Estate (1) 1909 – Between Trafalgar Avenue and the railway line, including Kelburn Road, Waimea Road, and the western 
side of Trafalgar Avenue and the western end of Chelmsford Avenue. 

Clermiston Estate 1912 – lots along Archbold Road between Boundary Road and Bancroft Avenue, and all of Clermiston Ave. This was a 
subdivision of earlier estate including Elouera (Hugh Sharpe Esq) on Archbold Road, Clermiston on cnr Clermiston and Boundary). Two 
large estates on southern side of Bancroft Avenue between Archbold and Clermiston – Charles Knowles Esq and CA Desjardines Esq). 

Taraville Estate 1914 – 64 lots including the eastern side of Trafalgar Avenue, Belgium Avenue and Oliver Road.

The Firs Estate 1918 – 41 lots on both sides of Clanville Road between Archbold Road and Gregory Street, plus lots on Cranbrook Avenue. 
The estate was named for the “magnificent fir trees on the land, together with other fine specimens of the blue and white gum”. 
Advertising makes note of large building blocks, well-formed roads, pleasant walk to the railways station and within a beautiful district of 
modern villa residences, picturesquely situated, surrounded by flowering gardens. The Council of the Shire of Ku-ring-gai was amongst the 
various parties which purchased allotments. Between December 1920 and January 1924, Council purchased a number of allotments, 
including that which contained the house belonging to Robert Fowler who had owned the land from until 1906 until 1918. It is believed 
the house was built at the end of the nineteenth century by the previous owners, the Archbold family. These allotments formed a large 
part of what is now Roseville Park. A portion of Marjorie Street was the subject of a Crown Grant to the Council on 22 October 1920 and 
this was added to the park. 

The Garden Estate 1920 – 54 lots on Chelmsford Ave (southern side between Archbold and McLeod), both side of Marjorie (between 
Archbold and McLeod) and the eastern side of McLeod Street.

Hordern’s Roseville Estate 1922 – 15 lots including the southern side of Oliver Road, between Hill Street and The Grove.

Archbold Hill Estate (2) 1923 – 19 lots between Trafalgar Avenue and McLeod Street – south side of Chelmsford Ave and the north side of 
Marjorie Street.

Very little further subdivision has taken place in the area since the early twentieth century. 
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Recommended Management



Management Summary
Retain and conserve historic buildings and settings that contribute to the conservation area. 

Conserve original or significant early features that contribute to the conservation area. 

Limit alterations to historic features to maintenance and repair.

Design additions to respect the form and style, without visually dominating, historic buildings in the conservation area.

Before lodging applications for works, contact Council’s duty planner for pre-application advice on the most efficient process, information 
requirements and the planned works.

Prepare a heritage impact statement for development applications. 

Refer to the heritage provisions in Ku-ring-gai Council’s Development Control Plan for more detailed development guidelines within a 
conservation area.  
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Data Source

The information for this entry comes from the following source:

Data Source Record Owner Heritage Item ID
Local Government Ku-ring-gai Council 1882683
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omissions please send your comments to  kmc@kmc.nsw.gov.au

All information and pictures on this page are the copyright of the Heritage Division or respective copyright owners.



 

 

 

LISA TRUEMAN - CURRICULUM VITAE  
 

Lisa Trueman is a heritage consultant with over 30 years’ experience in built heritage conservation, 
including 15 years as a heritage adviser in local government. Lisa has qualifications in architecture 
and specialises in providing heritage advice and statutory guidance to local and state government 
agencies and private developers in order to facilitate outcomes based on heritage best practice. 

Lisa has extensive knowledge of conservation practice and heritage legislation at both local and state 
level. She has worked on numerous local government heritage studies and reviews and provided 
advice on, and assessment of, the heritage impact of proposed works to heritage listed places for 
state and local government agencies.  

Lisa has over 20 years’ experience as an independent expert witness on heritage issues in the Land 
and Environment Court of NSW (LEC) and is a sought-after heritage expert for many local councils. 
Her LEC expertise includes facilitation of Section 34 agreements and provision of evidence.  

Lisa is a current member of the NSW Heritage Council and of numerous committees and panels 
advising local, state and federal government agencies on heritage and planning matters.  

Qualifications 
Bachelor of Architecture (Honours), University of Sydney, 1990 
Bachelor of Science (Architecture), University of Sydney, 1987 

Committees and Panels 
Member, Heritage Council of NSW, 2025-2028 
Member, State Heritage Register Committee of the NSW Heritage Council, 2021–2027 
Member, Sydney Harbour Federation Trust Community Advisory Committee 2022–2025 
Member, Sydney North Planning Panel 2024-2028  
Expert Member, Inner West Local Planning Panel, 2021–2027 
Expert Member, Penrith Local Planning Panel, 2023-2027 
Expert Member, Woollahra Local Planning Panel, 2024-2027  
Expert Member, North Sydney Cove Local Planning Panel, 2024-2027 
Expert Member, Lane Cove Local Planning Panel, 2024-2027 
Expert Member, Willoughby Local Planning Panel, 2024–2027 
Expert Member, Hornsby Local Planning Panel, 2024–2027 
Expert Member, Hunters Hill Local Planning Panel, 2024–2027  
Expert Member, Burwood Local Planning Panel, 2021–2027  

Professional affiliations 
Full Member, Planning Institute of Australia (Allied Professional 95352) 
Associate Member, Australian Institute of Architects 
Australia ICOMOS (International Council on Monuments and Sites) (Full International) 



 

 

 

Relevant Professional background 
Principal, Lisa Trueman Heritage Advisor, 2021 – present 
Principal Heritage Advisor, Extent Heritage, 2022- 2023 
Senior Associate, GML Heritage, 2017– 2022 
Conservation Planner, North Sydney Council, 2008–2017 
Heritage Planner, Manly Council, 2007–2008 
Heritage Advisor, Hornsby Council, 2002–2004 

Expert Witness Experience 

Expert Witness (Heritage) in numerous matters in the NSW Land and Environment Court, with over 
20 years exeprience—representing local and state government agencies inlcuding: 
 

- Heritage Council of NSW 
- Inner West Council 
- North Sydney Council 
- Hunters Hill Council 
- Willoughby Council 

- Strathfield Council 
- Wingecarribee Council 
- Burwood Council 
- Blacktown Council 
- Bayside Council 

- Shoalhaven Council 
- City of Ryde Council 
- Woollahra Council  
- City of Parramatta Council  
- Newcastle City Council 

Recent Judgements 

Feros Hotel Group Pty Limited v Shoalhaven City Council [2025] NSWLEC 1052 
Cooney v North Sydney Council [2025] NSWLEC 1022 
Metro Donnelly Road Pty Ltd v Willoughby City Council [2024] NSWLEC 1736 
Hrsto v Burwood Council [2024] NSWLEC 1483 

Key Heritage Studies 

Hornsby Heritage Development Control Plan—Client: Hornsby Shire Council 
Central Coast Heritage Development Control Plan—Client: Central Coast Council 
Oxford Street Properties and Centennial Flats – Heritage Significance Assessment – Client: 
Woollahra Council 
Neutral Bay Heritage Conservation Areas Review – Client: North Sydney Council  
Hornsby Shire Heritage Conservation Areas Review—Client: Hornsby Shire Council 
Hornsby Shire Landscape Heritage Study—Client: Hornsby Shire Council 
Manly Heritage Conservation Areas Review—Client: Northern Beaches Council  
Inner West Residential Heritage Review—Client: Inner West Council 
Kiama Town Centre Heritage Review—Client: Kiama Council 
Central Coast Heritage Gap Analysis—Client: Central Coast Council 
City of Ryde Heritage Review—Client: City of Ryde Council 
Hornsby Shire Heritage Gap Analysis and Action Plan—Client: Hornsby Shire Council 
Bayside Heritage Study—Client: Bayside Council 



 

 

 
 

Independent Heritage Assessments 

Regular independent heritage assessments and peer reviews for Burwood, Penrith, North Sydney, 
Woollahra and Shoalhaven Councils 
Pathways Cremorne SSDA, Independent Heritage Impact Assessment — Client: NSW Department 
of Environment and Planning 
2A Gregory Place Harris Park, Peer Review and Independent Assessment of SSDA —Client: NSW 
Department of Environment and Planning 
MLC Building North Sydney, Independent Heritage Assessment of Development Application — Client: 
North Sydney Council 
North Sydney Olympic Pool Independent Heritage Assessment of Development Application — Client: 
North Sydney Council 
Cooper Street and Wentworth Street, Burwood, Heritage Peer Review—Client: NSW Department of 
Environment and Planning 
Parramatta CBD Interface Areas – Independent Review —Client: NSW Department of Environment 
and Planning 
Manly Village Public School, Forest High School, Mona Vale Public School, Dee Why Public School, 
Darcy Road Public School Masterplans– Client: Schools Infrastructure NSW 
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Eastside Roseville Action Group Inc 
C/- Natasha Sherwood 
 

Re: Bancroft Avenue, Lord Street, Roseville Avenue & Oliver Road, Roseville 

Dear Natasha, 

As per your instructions our company has surveyed levels at the frontages to properties on Bancroft 
Avenue, Lord Street, Roseville Avenue & Oliver Road, Roseville. This report should be read in 
conjunction with the provided level survey “Plan showing street levels over Bancroft Av, Lord St, 
Roseville Av & Oliver Rd, Roseville” Ref: 250506 Issue: 2. 

 

Survey Methodology 

Levels have been obtained using CORS NRTK GNSS methods. These levels have an accuracy 
range of ± 0.05m. 

The boundaries shown on the plan have been compiled from DP1046731, DP1046734, DP1046912 
and DP1046914 and are indicative only. No Boundary survey has been undertaken. The stratum 
limits of Sydney Metro Stratum lots are: 

Lot and DP Upper Limit Lower Limit 

Lot 1 DP1046731 RL 85.0 (AHD) Unlimited in depth 

Lot 1 DP1046734 RL 85.0 (AHD) Unlimited in depth 

Lot 1 DP1046912 RL 88.0 (AHD) Unlimited in depth 

Lot 1 DP1046914 RL 89.0 (AHD) Unlimited in depth 

 

 

Depth from Ground Level to the Upper Limit of the Sydney Metro Stratum Lots 

Levels have been interpolated to the centre of the frontages of the properties listed in the table below. 
These interpolated levels have been derived from the CORS GNSS Observations (which are the 
levels plotted on the accompanying plan).  
 



21/05/2025 
Ref: 250506 Report  
   

  

Mitch Ayres Surveying Pty Ltd  T 0447 073 893   
ABN 21 642 295 494  E adam@mitchayressurveying.com.au 
PO BOX 4226 Registered Surveyor SU009288 
Lugarno NSW 2210 Adam Kesby B. Eng (Surveying)(Hons) UNSW  

 

 

Property Address Lot and Deposited 
Plan 

Interpolated Level at 
Centre of Street 
Frontage (AHD) 

Upper Limit of Sydney 
Metro Stratum Lot Below 

(AHD) 

Depth to Sydney Metro 
Stratum Lot (m) (Rounded 

to 0.1m) 
21 Oliver Road, Roseville Lot 4 DP1046731 93.78 85 8.8 
23 Oliver Road, Roseville Lot 5 DP1046731 93.24 85 8.2 
25 Oliver Road, Roseville Lot 6 DP1046731 92.61 85 7.6 
16 Roseville Avenue, Roseville Lot 2 DP1046734 93.15 85 8.2 
18 Roseville Avenue, Roseville Lot 3 DP1046734 92.18 85 7.2 
20 Roseville Avenue, Roseville Lot 4 DP1046734 91.28 85 6.3 
11 Roseville Avenue, Roseville Lot 5 DP1046734 94.01 85 9.0 
15 Roseville Avenue, Roseville Lot 6 DP1046734 92.86 85 7.9 
17 Roseville Avenue, Roseville Lot 7 DP1046734 92.01 85 7.0 
19 Roseville Avenue, Roseville Lot 8 DP1046734 91.09 85 6.1 
21 Roseville Avenue, Roseville Lot 9 DP1046734 90.07 85 5.1 
8 Lord Street, Roseville Lot 2 DP1046912 96.6 88 8.6 
10 Lord Street, Roseville Lot 3 DP1046912 95.04 88 7.0 
12 Lord Street, Roseville Lot 4 DP1046912 93.57 88 5.6 
14 Lord Street, Roseville Lot 5 DP1046912 92.31 88 4.3 
7A Lord Street, Roseville Lot 6 DP1046912 98.2 88 10.2 
9 Lord Street, Roseville Lot 7 DP1046912 95.99 88 8.0 
11 Lord Street, Roseville Lot 8 DP1046912 94.01 88 6.0 
15 Lord Street, Roseville Lot 9 DP1046912 92.38 88 4.4 
2 Bancroft Avenue, Roseville Lot 3 DP1046914 95.94 89 6.9 
4 Bancroft Avenue, Roseville Lot 4 DP1046914 95.5 89 6.5 
6 Bancroft Avenue, Roseville Lot 10 DP1046912 95.14 88 7.1 
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Protection Reserves 

The protection of Sydney Metro infrastructure is outlined in section 4 of the “Sydney Metro 
Underground Corridor Protection Technical Guidelines’. This document can be found here: 

https://www.sydneymetro.info/sites/default/files/2021-09/SM-Underground-Corridor-Protection-
Technical-Guidelines.pdf 

This document in full has also been attached to the end of this report. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 
Adam Kesby 
Registered Surveyor 
ID SU009288 
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1 Introduction 
The structural stability and operation of existing Sydney Metro underground 
infrastructure needs to be protected, including running tunnels, station caverns and 
shafts. Any new development near existing Sydney Metro underground infrastructure 
has the potential to impact on the structural stability and operations of this 
infrastructure. Similarly, developments proposed near planned metro underground 
infrastructure have the potential to impact on the feasibility of future metro 
construction. 
Sydney Metro under delegation from Transport for NSW (TfNSW) has an obligation to 
review the development applications of proposed developments near to Sydney 
Metro underground infrastructure, both planned and existing, to ensure impacts are 
appropriately assessed and managed. This guideline document has been developed 
to provide the requirements and technical guidance to assist developers with their 
assessment of development induced effects and the associated risks. 
New civil infrastructure developments by NSW Government will be subject to an 
interface agreement and are not subject to the requirements of this guideline 
document. 
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2 Purpose of this document 
This guideline document provides the technical requirements to assess and manage 
the risks associated with proposed developments near existing and future Metro 
underground infrastructure. This document is based and builds on the ASA Standard 
T HR CI 12051 ST Developments Near Rail Tunnels. 
The purpose of this guideline document is to assist external developers in the 
planning, design, construction (including associated temporary works) and operation 
of proposed development near underground metro rail infrastructure. This guideline 
supports the requirements of the rail authority under relevant planning instruments 
including the State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (Infrastructure 
SEPP), State Environmental Planning Policy (Major Infrastructure Corridors) 2020 
and State Environmental Planning Policy (Western Sydney Aerotropolis) 2020 to 
protect the safety, structural integrity and the safe and effective operation of existing 
or proposed rail infrastructure facilities from adjacent developments. 

2.1 Scope 

This guideline document covers proposed developments near the following existing, 
under construction and future metro lines: 

 Metro North West Line including Sydney Metro converted Epping to Chatswood 
Rail Line (ECRL) 

 Sydney Metro - City & Southwest 

 Sydney Metro - West  

 Sydney Metro - Western Sydney Airport and 

 Other future Sydney Metro corridors. 
It generally applies to proposed developments near Sydney Metro running tunnels 
and other underground infrastructure such as: cross passages between running 
tunnels; station caverns and adits; crossover caverns; station boxes and shafts; 
nozzle enlargements; services facility shafts; spur tunnel junctions; and dive/portal 
structures. Information regarding existing and planned new metro infrastructure can 
be sourced from Sydney Metro (refer to Section 11 for contact details). 
There are different rail authorities for different rail corridors. If the proposed 
development requires referral or concurrence from other transport cluster agencies 
(TfNSW or Sydney Trains) separate documentation related to their rail infrastructure 
must be provided and will generally be dealt with separately. 
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3 Reference documents 
The following documents have been referenced to prepare this document: 

3.1 Transport for NSW standards 

 T HR CI 12051 ST Developments Near Rail Tunnels. 

 TS 20001 System Safety for New or Altered Assets 

 T HR CI 12070 ST Miscellaneous Structures 

 T HR CI 12075 ST Airspace Developments 

 T HR CI 12080 ST External Developments 

 T HR EL 12002 GU Electrolysis from Stray DC Current 

3.2 Legislation and guidelines 

 the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 

 the Heritage Act 1977 

 State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (Infrastructure SEPP) 

 State Environmental Planning Policy (Sydney Region Growth Centres) 2006 

 State Environmental Planning Policy (Major Infrastructure Corridors) 2020 (MIC 
SEPP) 

 State Environmental Planning Policy (Western Sydney Aerotropolis) 2020 (WSA 
SEPP) 

 Development Near Rail Corridors and Busy Roads 2008 – Interim Guidelines – 
Department of Planning, NSW Government 

 Interim Construction Noise Guidelines (NSW EPA, 2009) 

 Noise Policy for Industry (2017) 

3.3 Other reference documents 

 CIRIA C760, Guidance on Embedded Retaining Wall Design, 2017 

 AS 2187: Part 2-2006 ‘Explosives – Storage and Use – Part 2: Use of Explosives’ 

 BS 7385 Part 2-1993 ‘Evaluation and measurement for vibration in buildings Part 
2' 

 Australian and International Standards referenced in any of the Transport for 
NSW standards and legislation and guidelines listed above 

 
A Glossary of terminology and definitions used within this document is provided in 
Appendix C. 
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4 Protection reserves 
Reference should be made to applicable legislation for a legal definition of rail corridor 
and rail infrastructure facilities. The definition of rail infrastructure facilities can be 
found in the Infrastructure SEPP. 
Protection reserves define the extent of zones that have been established to protect 
existing metro infrastructure and protect the feasibility of planned metro infrastructure 
from adjacent proposed development. 
For the purpose of assessing the effects of adjacent proposed developments, 
underground metro infrastructure includes, but is not limited to, the following: 

 running tunnels and interconnecting cross passages 

 station caverns and adits 

 crossover caverns 

 station boxes and shafts 

 nozzle enlargements 

 spur tunnel junctions 

 services facility shafts and 

 dive and portal structures. 
Appendix A includes descriptions of Sydney Metro infrastructure for each of the 
existing and future metro lines. These descriptions provide an overview of the metro 
alignments and general location of the underground elements for each section. 
Protection reserves are defined in this document. Developers must establish the 
reserve zones based on the requirements provided within this document and ensure 
that the design and construction meet the stated requirements. 

4.1 Protection reserves 

Protection reserves are categorised as either the 'first reserve' or 'second reserve'. 
Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2 represent the zones that form the first reserve and the 
second reserve around metro underground infrastructure. Section 4.2 outlines the 
formula for calculating the first reserve. Section 4.3 outlines the formula for calculating 
the second reserve.  
The location of the substratum and Sydney Metro infrastructure is required to 
calculate the first and second reserves (refer to Section 6.1 on how to obtain this 
information). 
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5 Potential impacts from developments 
5.1 General 

The scope of this guideline includes proposed construction above, below or alongside 
the existing or future metro infrastructure, that is located within the protection 
reserves and construction that is located outside these protection reserves, but still 
has the potential to cause construction-induced groundwater drawdown and vibration 
that may affect underground metro infrastructure. 
Proposed developments near metro infrastructure must be planned, designed, 
constructed and maintained to ensure the protection of existing and future metro 
infrastructure including effects on:  

 the safety and structural integrity of the tunnels and associated infrastructure by 
development related loads, induced ground displacement or structural lining 
movement and  

 the safe and effective operation of the network including the operational capacity, 
maintenance and the efficiency of the network during any stage of the proposed 
development.  

Development related loads and ground displacements could have the potential to 
cause deformation of existing tunnels and other associated structures and, in extreme 
situations, could cause structural failure and collapse. The tunnel and cavern support 
elements and the surrounding ground need to be protected to avoid movement of 
structural lining which could cause structural instability, groundwater ingress and 
encroachment of support into rail functional areas, such as rolling stock kinematic 
envelopes. 
The following sections discuss those aspects of developments where construction 
restrictions are placed within the second reserve and includes safety and 
environmental considerations. 

5.2 Construction restrictions 

The following key construction activities are permitted within the second reserve, but 
have the potential to affect metro infrastructure, as such restrictions may apply to 
construction activity within the second reserve: 

 excavation for basements and shafts – above / beside or below 

 shallow footing or pile foundation – above / beside or below 

 tunnels and underground excavations – above / beside or below 

 ground anchors – above / beside or below 

 demolitions of existing structure – above or beside 

 geotechnical investigations / instrumentation – above / beside or below. 
Whilst these restrictions focus mainly on impacts to existing underground 
infrastructure, in many cases they may be equally applicable to future metro 
infrastructure. The intent of construction restrictions for future metro infrastructure is 
to ensure that the feasibility of future metro construction and operations is not 
adversely affected by new developments and their construction. 
The construction of new developments must take into account:  

 the construction constraints, particularly live road and rail operating conditions  
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 noise and vibration restrictions and track possession constraints that are inherent 
to working near to an operating rail environment and 

 access requirements that may be necessary for inspection and maintenance 
purposes. 

5.2.1 Open excavations 

Open excavations can be above and/or to the side of underground metro 
infrastructure and could potentially: 

 alter the in-situ stress regime in the ground that directly affects support elements 
of underground infrastructure and other sensitive infrastructure and  

 reduce the structural support provided by the surrounding rock where the 
rockmass provides active support. 

Temporary and permanent anchors can be used to support open excavations, 
underground excavations and provide uplift resistance for construction cranes and 
basements. High stress concentrations around ground anchors can affect the 
surrounding ground locally and potentially impact on the stability of the rockmass and 
existing underground structures. 
A range of excavation methods are available to excavate ground for new 
developments. Activities such as rock breaking, pile driving and rock drilling/cutting 
works have the potential to impose temporary loads and excessive noise and 
vibration on metro infrastructure. Vibration can dislodge rock wedges on existing 
metro tunnels and caverns, as well as impose additional non-uniform load patterns on 
the support of metro tunnels and caverns. 
Ground improvement works such as grouting and ground freezing can affect existing 
metro tunnel and cavern structures. Grouting can block water drainage paths and 
impose excessive hydrostatic loads on tunnel and cavern support. Specialised 
techniques such as ground freezing can cause volume increase that can impose 
loads on nearby tunnel and cavern support. 
In addition, excavation activities will induce ground borne vibration with the potential 
to affect metro infrastructure. 

5.2.2 Foundations 

Additional pressures from shallow spread footings and piled foundations designed to 
support proposed developments could potentially increase the stresses in the 
permanent concrete structural linings of metro tunnels and caverns and the 
surrounding rockmass. The effects of the foundation loads must be considered, 
including opportunities to redistribute bearing pressures away from the protection 
reserves to minimise the impacts. 
Of interest are the changes in stress distribution from foundations within the ground 
above or surrounding existing (or future metro) underground infrastructure, as a 
consequence of development construction. Issues of potential concern relate to 
increase in vertical or horizontal pressures beneath foundation elements, increases in 
shear stress along known existing bedding planes in the rockmass and uplift 
pressures below the invert of metro underground infrastructure. 
Ground borne vibration from activities such as pile driving or bored piles installation 
and sheet pile installation must be considered. 
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5.2.3 Underground excavation 

Underground excavations include the construction of adjacent rail and road tunnels 
(above, to the side and below), utility tunnels, cable conduits, drainage pipes, and 
pedestrian walkways and underpasses. Such underground excavations could 
potentially significantly alter the in-situ stress field in the surrounding ground resulting 
in stress concentrations, stress relief and displacements. These changes can 
significantly affect the existing metro tunnel and cavern support elements. 
In cases where underground excavations are designed to be drained structures (that 
is, the structural lining and ground support of tunnel and caverns are built to support 
the ground but permit groundwater to flow into the excavation) consideration must be 
given to the groundwater drawdown that this will cause and the impacts that this will 
have on nearby metro infrastructure. 
Ground borne vibration caused by tunnelling must also be considered. 

5.2.4 Demolition 

The demolition of any existing buildings or basements may affect existing metro 
underground infrastructure and cause disruption to metro operations. Where 
necessary, measures may be needed to protect metro assets during demolition works 
of existing buildings and structures. 

5.2.5 Geotechnical investigations 

Development activity requires geotechnical and subsurface investigations that can 
include drill holes, geophysical exploration, in-situ tests and permeability tests. During 
construction, instrumentation holes such as inclinometers, piezometers and 
extensometers can be drilled to measure the ground reaction and the impacts. 
Importantly, the drilling of boreholes and installation of instrumentation must be 
planned to avoid existing metro infrastructure and avoid disruption to metro 
operations. 

5.3 Safety 

Developments near underground metro infrastructure must address the following 
aspects of safety in respect of the metro and its operation at any stage of the life 
cycle of that development: 

 structural safety 

 operational safety 

 fire safety 

 inspection and maintenance and 

 floor protection. 
Consideration must be given to maintenance and to future users of the development. 
Importantly, new development must not obstruct emergency access to metro 
infrastructure and any maintenance access requirements. 
Approvals from Sydney Metro are required to enter into the metro assets for 
dilapidation survey, installation of instruments, monitoring and visual inspections. 
Persons carrying out these activities must be accompanied by safety personnel from 
Sydney Metro or from Sydney Metro approved organisations when entering metro 
tunnels. 
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5.4 Protection of environment 

The developer must take into account the environmental impacts that can affect the 
metro with a view to minimising any effects during the whole life cycle of 
development. Typical considerations for developments in the urban environment are 
as follows: 

 stormwater management 

 noise and vibration 

 air quality, particularly dust 

 traffic impacts 

 visual impact and amenity 

 ability and ease to maintain and ‘retro-fit’ improvements over time 

 disposal and re-use at life cycle end 

 ecological impact due to draw-down 

 groundwater contamination and 

 construction materials to be as low toxicity as possible. 

5.5 Transport planning, place making and precinct activation 

Sydney Metro is committed to ensuring that its rail corridors and infrastructure provide 
opportunities for development, place making and integration with the local precincts.  
Sydney Metro manages metro operations to deliver integrated, reliable, customer-
focused and efficient services, for the current and future metro network, precincts and 
corridors. It is focussed on developing an integrated metro network with connected 
and thriving precincts, achieving urban amenity, commercial viability and supporting 
corridor growth. 
Better Placed 1and Movement and Place 2are the leading state government design 
policies for design and place principles for consideration.  
 
 

                                                
 
1 https://www.governmentarchitect.nsw.gov.au/policies/better-placed 
 

2 https://www.governmentarchitect.nsw.gov.au/guidance/movement-and-place 
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6 Development applications and construction 
Proposed development may trigger the requirement for referral for comment or 
concurrence from Sydney Metro. An urban planner will be able to advise when 
legislation is triggered to require comments or concurrence. TfNSW has delegated its 
rail authority functions in relation to the Sydney Metro corridors to Sydney Metro. 
Different documentation is required at different stages to enable Sydney Metro to 
confirm the potential impact on Sydney Metro corridors. 
Documentation must be provided as part of the development application package 
lodged with the consent authority to demonstrate that induced effects will be 
acceptable to Sydney Metro infrastructure. Sydney Metro may also request 
documentation and supporting information at the design, construction and operation 
stages of the proposed development. 
Staged developments must include appropriate levels of technical and design 
requirements to be lodged with the initial development application, along with 
documentation that defines how the phased construction period will be managed, 
including a design change process for concurrence of potential future design 
changes. 

6.1 Pre-development application 

This guideline document provides information on what needs to be considered for 
proposed developments in the vicinity of the Sydney Metro rail corridor and ideally 
should be distributed to the development team. Appendix B provides a check list of 
the documents required to be included in the lodgement package. The latest version 
of this guideline document can be downloaded from Sydney Metro’s website3.  
The following can be carried out or made reference to in order to determine corridor 
protection zones and the location of the Sydney Metro infrastructure and substratum 
(if relevant):  

 Request the location of the Sydney Metro infrastructure for the proposed 
development site (refer to Section 11 for Sydney Metro contact details). 

 Stratum information (where available) can be obtained through:  
o The owners who were notified of the location of the stratum as part of 

the acquisition process and 
o The survey plans of acquisition registered with Land Registry Services, 

NSW (a registered surveyor should be able to assist with this) and 
o Dial Before You Dig Service 

It is recommended that experienced and qualified specialists be engaged early as 
part of your development team.  
The information provided in this guideline should enable developers to lodge the 
required documentation with their development application without the need for a 
meeting with Sydney Metro. However, it is understood that in some situations where 
the development is located directly over Sydney Metro infrastructure that developers 
may want to have a meeting to discuss their preliminary design. In this situation a 
request should be sent to Sydney Metro for a meeting (refer to Section 11 for Sydney 

                                                
 
3 www.sydneymetro.info 
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Metro contact details). Sydney Metro may recover costs associated with meeting with 
the developer.  
The following documents should be provided prior to the meeting for comment and 
discussion during the meeting: 

 location of site layout 

 existing easements/stratum on land and for the metro underground infrastructure 

 architectural layout showing the general arrangement of the development 

 plans and drawings of existing metro infrastructure obtained from Sydney Metro 
that show protection reserve boundaries based on this guideline document 

 section view and plan view of the proposed development (including the reduced 
level of basements) and protection reserves and 

 site investigation plans (if they involve drilling within the protection reserves). 

6.2 Development application lodgement 

Where legislation requires referral or concurrence in relation to Sydney Metro rail 
corridors for proposed developments the developer must submit the following 
documents as part of their development application package: 

 a detailed survey plan prepared by a NSW registered surveyor, which accurately 
defines the boundaries between the development, the rail corridor (including first 
and second reserve), rail infrastructure and any Sydney Metro easements 
(including right of ways) or stratums, covenants and caveats. 

 cross section drawings showing the rail corridor (including first and second 
reserve), and proposed basement and/or foundation excavation. All 
measurements contained within the cross-section drawings must be verified by a 
registered surveyor. 

 geotechnical investigation report with details in accordance with Section 7.1 of this 
guideline document 

 impact assessment report with details in accordance with Section 7.2 of this 
guideline document 

 risk assessment report in accordance with Section 7.3 of this guideline document 

 instrumentation and monitoring plan with details in accordance with Section 10 of 
this guideline document and 

 noise, vibration and electrolysis studies and control measures if available, in 
accordance with Section 7 of this guideline document, otherwise this will be 
required prior to construction certificate. 

6.2.1 Concept development application lodgement 

Concept development applications set out concept proposals for the development of 
a site, and for which detailed proposals for the site or for separate parts of the site are 
to be the subject of a subsequent development application or applications. Sydney 
Metro will consider the likely impact of the concept proposals (and any first stage of 
development included in the application).  
Where legislation requires referral or concurrence in relation to Sydney Metro rail 
corridors for proposed developments the developer must lodge the following 
documents as part of their concept development application package: 
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 geotechnical desktop study and concept foundation design that meet the 
standards and requirements of Sydney Metro 

 a detailed survey plan prepared by a NSW registered surveyor, which accurately 
defines the boundaries between the development, the rail corridor (including first 
and second reserve), rail infrastructure and any Sydney Metro easements 
(including right of ways) or stratums, covenants and caveats and 

 cross-section drawings showing the rail corridor (including first and second 
reserve), proposed basements, locations of lifts and recommended type of 
foundation adjacent to the rail corridor; all measurements contained within the 
cross section drawings must be verified by a registered surveyor. 

Subsequent detailed development applications will need to be consistent with this 
guideline document and will be reviewed by Sydney Metro when they are referred to 
Sydney Metro.  

6.3 Post development application approval 

Based on the information provided to support the development application Sydney 
Metro may require the developer to provide the following information and 
documentation at the following stages of project development as conditions of 
consent. 

6.3.1 Prior to construction 

The following documents may need to be submitted prior to construction 
commencement: 

 detailed ground and vibration monitoring plan including trigger levels, action plans 
and remedial measures, details of the instrumentation and baseline monitoring 
readings (refer to Section 10) 

 construction schedule, construction management plan including sequence plan 
identifying impacts 

 construction layout of equipment relative to metro infrastructure 

 final detailed Safe Work Method Statements (refer to Section 8) 

 temporary safety plans and measures 

 temporary works plan, temporary access, vehicle, plant and equipment such as 
cranes (including mobile cranes) and stockpiling 

 noise, vibration and electrolysis studies and control measures 

 a rail related risk assessment and management plan 

 list of machinery to be used during excavation/construction  

 groundwater control plans, environmental aspects including contamination 

 design loadings and certified drawings for construction related works that affect 
metro infrastructure 

 agreed interface activities plan with Sydney Metro and 

 condition and dilapidation survey reports of all metro infrastructure affected by the 
development (refer to Section 8.2). 
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6.3.2 During construction 

The following documentation may need to be submitted to Sydney Metro at agreed 
intervals by the developer, during the development construction phase: 

 monitoring report at agreed intervals, which includes monitoring results and 
assessment by the geotechnical or structural consultant 

 notification of work progress at agreed intervals, which is applicable during 
excavations, foundations and support installations, superstructure construction up 
to the ground level 

 interim dilapidation survey reports as appropriate 

 any changes to the design and construction methods for approval by Sydney 
Metro and 

 rock face mapping, inspection and assessment reports. 

6.3.3 After construction completion and prior to issue of occupation certificate 

Sydney Metro may request the following documentation from the developer, after 
completion of the construction: 

 one set of as-built structural and foundation plans signed by a qualified person 

 one set of as-built drawings for ground anchors and other support details near the 
affected metro infrastructure 

 monitoring summary report 

 copy of the geotechnical mapping report carried out during excavation works 

 dilapidation survey report conducted after construction completion (refer to 
Section 8.2) 

 structural safety report 

 operational safety report and 

 current mitigation verification report, including maintenance base line 
measurements referenced to measured locations (refer to Section 9.4). 
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7 Engineering investigations and assessments 
The developer must prepare the following documentation in support of their 
development application during the course of the development process: 

 geotechnical investigation report 

 engineering impact assessment report 

 risk assessment report 

 dilapidation survey report 

 drainage report  

 noise and vibration report  

 electrolysis report and  

 a summary report that presents the main conclusion and results from the above 
reports. 

This section of this guideline document provides an explanation of the information 
that needs to be included in these reports to enable Sydney Metro to ascertain the 
relative impact of the development on existing and future Sydney Metro underground 
infrastructure. In terms of the engineering investigations and assessments undertaken 
for future metro infrastructure, the intent of these is to ensure the feasibility of future 
metro construction is not adversely affected by new developments and their 
construction. 
The main aim of these assessments and investigations is to demonstrate that there 
will be no adverse effects arising from the proposed development within the defined 
protection reserves. The acceptability of the effects predicted (as determined through 
investigation and assessment) must be viewed against the performance requirements 
described in Section 9 of this guideline document, as well as compliance with relevant 
standards and codes.  
The secondary aim is to provide confidence that any proposed development is ‘fit for 
purpose’. This is to ensure that the development owner and tenants do not have 
unrealistic expectations in regards to the impacts of noise and vibration that they may 
be exposed to as a result of Sydney Metro operations and maintenance.  
The developer should approach Sydney Metro for information that defines the extent 
of existing and future metro infrastructure in order to undertake these investigations 
and assessments. 

7.1 Geotechnical investigation 

The developer must carry out detailed geotechnical investigations of the soil or rock 
strata above, alongside and below existing and future Sydney Metro underground 
infrastructure, as appropriate, to establish the existing ground conditions within the 
area affected by the proposed development. Geotechnical investigations must be 
undertaken by suitably qualified and experienced consultant. The results of the 
investigation must be presented in a geotechnical investigation report. 
The intent of these geotechnical investigations must be as follows: 

 Provide information that enables a geological model to be developed. Based on 
this model, sections must be prepared that illustrate the ground conditions in and 
around the interface of the proposed development with the Sydney Metro 
underground infrastructure of concern. 
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 Establish any likely in-situ stress conditions within the soils and underlying 
rockmass surrounding the interface. 

 Describe any potential presence of critical geological features such as bedding 
planes, joints and dykes. 

 Present an interpretation of relevant rock and soil properties based on the results 
and any in-situ and laboratory testing that has been undertaken. If no in-situ or 
laboratory testing has been carried out, industry established rock and soil 
properties can be adopted with supporting justification. 

 Provide an interpretation of the existing groundwater regime within and 
surrounding the interface. 

 Identify and describe the presence of any human-made features within the 
development site. 

The scope of the geotechnical investigation undertaken to support the development 
application may comprise the following: 

 drilled boreholes 

 in-situ testing 

 geological mapping and 

 geophysical exploration. 
Whilst the installation of instrumentation and the drilling of investigation boreholes is 
permissible within the first and second reserve of the rail corridor, they should be 
located and orientated to avoid the supporting systems of existing metro underground 
infrastructure. This will require a detailed study of existing arrangements to 
demonstrate that risk to the underground infrastructure is appropriately managed for 
acceptance by Sydney Metro prior to the drilling of boreholes. 
If boreholes 2m or deeper are to be drilled within the first or second protection 
reserves Sydney Metro is to confirm no objection to boreholes prior to drilling. The 
following information is to be provided to Sydney Metro: 

 Proposed borehole location plan and cross sections, verified by a registered 
surveyor, showing:  

 the distances from the boreholes to the tunnel reserve boundaries (first and 
second reserves) 

 the distances from the sub-stratum boundary and 

 borehole details (e,g. diameter and depth). 

 A copy of the Safe Work Method Statement for the proposed works including a 
requirement to notify Sydney Metro if the driller encounters any indications that 
Sydney Metro underground infrastructure may has been encountered (e.g. 
sudden increase or decrease in ground resistance to drilling, interception of voids, 
sudden loss of water within boreholes) then Sydney Metro is to be immediately 
contacted on one of the Sydney Metro project enquiry numbers:  

 Sydney Metro – City & Southwest – 1800 171 386 

 Metro North West Line – (02) 9854 4805 

 Sydney Metro – West – 1800 612 173 

 Sydney Metro – Western Sydney Airport – 1800 717 703. 

 Any other requirements consistent with Section 7.1 of these guidelines. 
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Please allow two weeks for confirmation of no objection to boreholes from Sydney 
Metro. All boreholes must be carefully grouted to their full depth with a bentonite and 
cement grout mixture upon completion. 
As a minimum the geotechnical investigation report will need to present the following 
information: 

 borehole location plan, borehole logs, test results, geological mapping, 
photographic documentation and other relevant information 

 description of the soil profile of the area 

 critical geological features such as bedding planes, joints and dykes 

 other relevant data from geotechnical investigation 

 rock and soil properties, laboratory and in-situ test results 

 existing in-situ stress states in soils and rocks 

 groundwater levels 

 detailed geotechnical model for the analysis including geotechnical design 
parameters 

 comments on foundation design, methods of shoring and excavation and 

 a copy of all plans, geotechnical data, operations and maintenance records with 
any qualifications and limitations provided by Sydney Metro to the developer. 

7.2 Engineering impact assessment 

The developer must carry out an engineering analysis and impact assessment to 
demonstrate that the effects of the proposed development on tunnels and 
underground facilities will not cause unacceptable adverse impacts on future or 
existing Sydney Metro infrastructure. The engineering assessment must be carried 
out by Competent Persons with appropriate qualifications and experience in tunnel 
design and analysis. In some cases, Sydney Metro may request the developer to 
arrange independent verification of the engineering analysis and impact assessment 
based on the project complexity and the potential effects on metro infrastructure. 
The results of the analysis and assessment must be presented in an engineering 
report. The engineering assessment report must be prepared and endorsed by a 
Competent Person and submitted to Sydney Metro. 
The engineering analysis and impact assessment must take into account any other 
adjacent development activities planned for the future or that are taking place at the 
time of analysis. This information can be obtained from Sydney Metro. 
Depending on the complexity of the development, a two-dimensional or three-
dimensional numerical modelling (finite element [FE] or finite difference [FD]) may be 
required to demonstrate that induced effects on the rail infrastructure will be 
acceptable to Sydney Metro through predicting the effects on the underground 
construction at different stages of construction and the eventual or current operation 
of the metro. The modelling must also consider the effects of associated temporary 
works, such as construction loading (e.g. demolition, tower cranes and material 
stockpiling). 
If undertaken, numerical modelling must fulfil the following requirements: 

 be based on a realistic geological model derived from the subsurface information 
gathered through the geotechnical investigation and 
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 must incorporate critical geological features that may be present, such as bedding 
planes, weak layers, joints and other discontinuities. 

If necessary, the results from this numerical modelling may need to be validated 
during construction by comparison with the results from the field monitoring of 
installed instrumentation. 
As a minimum the impact assessment report must include the following: 

 Details of the scope of the development. 

 Verified survey plans by a NSW registered surveyor that show the location of the 
proposed development in relation to the metro easements, protection reserves 
and the planned or existing metro alignment including track centre lines and 
details of the underground structures. 

 The metro underground infrastructure must be shown in plan and various sections 
with the inclusion of the protection reserves as defined in this guideline document 
to clearly illustrate the comparative position of the development in relation to the 
existing or planned metro infrastructure. They must also extend to the expected 
physical zone of influence, which is the extent to which the development is 
expected to affect the surrounding ground. 

 Detailed drawings depicting structural layout, foundation layout, foundation loads, 
drainage plans, temporary works such as dewatering, shoring and anchoring and 
permanent works of the proposed development. 

 Structural drawings that show the designs for shoring, as recommended by the 
geotechnical consultant engaged by the developer. 

 Predicted displacements of existing or planned metro underground infrastructure 
(if constructed prior to the proposed development) due to proposed development 
at various stages, namely pre-construction (including demolition), excavation, 
development construction and post-construction. 

 Predicted displacements, stresses and structural actions as imposed on the 
structural support of metro infrastructure structure at various stages of 
construction, namely pre-construction (including demolition), excavation, 
development construction and post-construction. In most cases this support will 
be in the form of watertight structural concrete linings. 

 Structural assessments of these predicted effects on existing and planned metro 
infrastructure (if constructed prior to the proposed development). This must 
include as appropriate the structural integrity of underground support (such as 
structural linings), track beds, existing drainage structures, waterproofing 
measures and structural clearances. 

 Appropriate sensitivity analysis to ensure that the predictions are not adversely 
affected by reasonable variations in input parameters and different conditions that 
can occur during all stages of development construction. 

 Assessment of the effects of construction techniques and methodology on the 
underground metro infrastructure. 

 Provide discussion on any design assumptions, qualifications or limitations that 
have been applied. This discussion must indicate how these have been 
considered as part of the sensitivity analysis and then integrated as identified risks 
as part of the risk assessment (as discussed below). 

 Recommendations regarding any planned preventive or remedial action that may 
be required to limit development induced impacts on metro infrastructure. 

 Noise and vibration assessment report (refer Section 8.6). 
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 Stray currents report, including a risk assessment (refer to Section 9.4). 

 Certification that the proposed development will not induce unacceptable adverse 
effects on metro infrastructure. 

7.3 Risk assessment 

Developers have a legal duty to eliminate risks to ensure safe rail operations so far as 
is reasonably practicable (SFAIRP). As such developers must identify all reasonably 
foreseeable safety risks and hazards to the metro or its operations and eliminate 
these risks where reasonably practicable and where it does not minimise each risk 
SFAIRP. 
The identified risks and their SFAIRP demonstration must be documented in a 
manner that can be provided as assurance evidence to Sydney Metro. TS 20001 
System Safety for New or Altered Assets describes the assurance for changes 
impacting rail or transport assets. Reference should also be made to T HR CI 12075 
ST when preparing the risk assessment. 
A rail related risk assessment report must be prepared and submitted for 
consideration and approval by Sydney Metro in accordance with the safety 
management system for Sydney Metro and address/include the following: 

 safety in design that covers and the whole of asset life cycle, including all stages 
of construction 

 identify all hazards and risks to the development and metro facilities including 
metro support elements and other infrastructure 

 present the risk identification process that has been adopted which considers the 
entire asset life cycle of the metro infrastructure 

 apply and present a risk ranking in accordance with the Sydney Metro safety 
management system 

 confirm that all risks can and will be managed so far as is reasonably practicable 
(SFAIRP) and 

 present the controls that are needed to manage risks from the proposed 
development to metro infrastructure; these may include early warning criteria for 
monitoring. The risk of the proposal to Sydney Metro infrastructure will be 
reflected in the amount of public liability insurance required as a condition of 
consent. 

7.4 Dilapidation survey 

As part of an engineering assessment, dilapidation surveys of existing metro 
infrastructure may be requested by Sydney Metro to be submitted as part of the 
development application prior to the issue of a construction certificate. If required by 
Sydney Metro, the developer must arrange, with Sydney Metro, for a dilapidation 
survey to be undertaken of metro infrastructure in proximity to the development. The 
existing condition of the metro infrastructure must be established and agreed and 
considered as part of the risk assessment. 

7.5 Drainage report 

Where relevant Sydney Metro may request that a drainage report is prepared that 
details the proposed means of drainage that will be adopted to manage the collection 
of water, including groundwater, within basement levels of the proposed 
development. 
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7.6 Noise and vibration assessment 

The developer must submit a noise and vibration impact assessment report prepared 
by a qualified person as part of the development application or prior to a construction 
certificate. The noise and vibration impact assessment report must: 

 demonstrate that the development is designed, and will be constructed and 
maintained to avoid damage or other interference which may occur as a result of 
airborne and ground borne noise and vibration effects that may emanate from the 
rail corridor during rail construction and from the railway operations and 

 determine the effects of any noise or vibration impacts on the metro infrastructure 
and its operations arising from the proposed development during demolition, 
excavation and construction (including any machinery causing heavy vibration 
levels) and its operation after completion and  

 Assess any cumulative impacts with Sydney Metro operations, or any adverse 
impact to a soundscape that Sydney Metro has specifically designed for (ie. 
Station promenades and concourses). 

Refer to Section 9.3 for further details regarding performance criteria to be 
considered. 
Vibration impacts should be considered in the monitoring plan referred to in Section 
10. 

7.7 Electrolysis assessment 

The developer must submit an electrolysis report as part of the development 
application or prior to a construction certificate, prepared by a suitably qualified 
consultant, to assess the requirements for electrolysis effects on the development 
infrastructure from metro operation and to address whether preventative measures 
are required. 

7.8 Summary report 

A summary report should be provided to demonstrate that the proposed works will not 
have adverse impacts on Sydney Metro infrastructure and include the supporting 
results from the reports described above. 

7.9 Independent verification 

Depending on the details of the proposed development and the proximity of planned 
or future metro infrastructure, Sydney Metro may request that independent verification 
of the engineering analysis and impact assessment be carried out. If required, this 
independent verification must be arranged by the developer. 
The independent verification must be carried out by a Competent Person from an 
organisation that is independent of the organisation that prepared the engineering 
analysis. The independent verification organisation will be subject to the approval of 
Sydney Metro. 
The independent verification must include detailed engineering proof checking of all 
aspects of the engineering analysis and impact assessment including any proposed 
temporary works. 
The independent verification organisation must prepare a report that describes its 
verification activities and includes certification that the proposed development will 
produce no unacceptable adverse effects on existing metro infrastructure. The 
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independent assessment report must be submitted to Sydney Metro with the 
engineering assessment report. 
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8 Construction requirements 
8.1 General 

All metro property must be fully protected during construction of the development and 
all site work (including clearances to metro tracks and protection reserves) must 
comply with the requirements outlined in this guideline document, as well as other 
relevant TfNSW standards relating to air space developments, external developments 
and tunnels, and safe working requirements. 
All construction carried out on metro property must comply with the requirement of the 
relevant authorities and legislation including workplace health and safety (WHS) 
requirements and environmental requirements. 

8.2 Dilapidation survey 

If required by Sydney Metro before construction of the development can commence 
and an occupation certificate can be issued, a joint inspection of the existing metro 
near the proposed development may be requested by Sydney Metro. If requested the 
survey must be carried out by representatives of the developer and Sydney Metro. 
The existing condition of the metro infrastructure must be agreed and recorded. 
Additional joint inspections may be required during construction. 
The extent of metro infrastructure that must be surveyed will be determined by 
Sydney Metro. 
Detailed dilapidation reports must be submitted to Sydney Metro describing 
conditions before commencement of the works and after completion of the works. 
The dilapidation report must include the following as a minimum: 

 details of existing visible defects 

 dimensions of existing visible cracks 

 photos of visible defects with labels that indicate their locations and 

 signs of wetness, staining and seepage from existing visible defects. 
This inspection must establish the extent of any existing exposed visible cracks, such 
as those observed on the surface of concrete linings which support metro tunnels and 
caverns. These visible cracks must be suitably marked and identified to enable any 
deterioration to be monitored. 

8.3 Risk assessments 

Prior to commencing any works, risk assessment reports issued in support of 
development applications must be updated based on the detailed design at 
construction. The updated risk assessment report must consider any modifications to 
the design and the impact these may have on identified risks. 
Safe Work Method Statements (SWMS)s must also be prepared that include, as a 
minimum, the following: 

 detailed work methods including the incorporation of the controls as stated in the 
risk assessment plan and 

 an emergency response plan. 
The developer must submit the SWMS and updated risk assessment report to 
Sydney Metro for approval. 
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8.4 Demolition works and construction impacts 

The demolition of any existing buildings or basements must be planned in such a way 
that no adverse risk is imposed on existing metro underground infrastructure. The 
developer is required to take every possible action to minimise imposed risks and is 
required to meet the costs of any protection of the metro infrastructure and any 
incurred disruption to metro rail operations. 
The impact of any proposed underground demolition work (including de-stressing, 
unloading and resulting ground vibrations) must be assessed to ensure that there are 
no adverse effects on metro infrastructure. If large-scale demolition works are 
involved, then the developer is required to install a vibration monitoring system to 
monitor vibration levels near adjacent metro infrastructure. 
Hydraulic rock breakers must not be used within five metres of any existing metro 
infrastructure without Sydney Metro approval. 
The developer is required to arrange a structural investigation by appropriately 
qualified person to address the impacts. 
Refer to T HR CI 12075 ST for further details. 

8.5 Excavation works 

The developer must submit the following for Sydney Metro’s approval prior to 
commencing excavation for the development: 

 an engineering assessment report which through the use of numerical modelling 
techniques (if required) demonstrates that the excavation will not cause any 
adverse effect on the underground metro infrastructure 

 design reports that detail the shoring system that support excavations must be 
provided to Sydney Metro prior to construction and must include evidence of 
independent verification certification 

 a detailed monitoring plan for ground deformation, tunnel convergence, stress, 
crack width monitoring, vibration monitoring and reporting protocol for each party 

 risk assessment and contingency plans and 

 detailed work method statements which include hold points at various stages of 
excavation and are linked to the acceptance of monitoring results. 

The following requirements apply to excavation and piling works at construction: 

 the position of underground metro infrastructure (outer walls) and protection 
reserves must be marked clearly on the ground for easy identification 

 all piling contractors must be made aware of the existing underground metro 
infrastructure adjacent to construction site 

 Sydney Metro must be informed of the progress of piling and excavation works on 
a regular basis and 

 the results of field monitoring undertaken during excavation or piling works must 
be assessed by a suitably qualified person and reported to Sydney Metro at an 
agreed frequency. 

Depending on the requirement identified in the Impact Assessment Report, Sydney 
Metro will require the presence of a Competent Person during excavation to carry out 
visual verifications of substrata, geological mapping and an assessment of monitoring 
results. 
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The developer must submit the monitoring results together with the geotechnical 
consultant’s assessment to Sydney Metro at agreed frequencies and stages of 
construction. A Sydney Metro nominated observer may be involved with the 
monitoring. 
Monitoring must continue until construction of the building structure or superstructure 
is complete. With prior agreement with Sydney Metro, monitoring frequencies may be 
decreased when the basement construction is completed. Monitoring must continue 
after the completion of the construction activities, until no changes occur in three 
consecutive monitoring cycles. Sydney Metro must be informed before termination of 
the monitoring activities. 

8.6 Noise and vibration 

The effects of noise and vibration on existing metro infrastructure and on the 
proposed development must be considered as part of the design and construction of 
proposed developments. 
The construction of the proposed development must be carried out such that the 
effects of noise and vibration on nearby metro structures and facilities are minimised.  
During development construction vibration monitoring may be required of the 
underground metro support, such as concrete linings. Refer to section 9.3 for 
information regarding vibration Alert and Alarm levels. 
If the vibration levels exceed tolerable limits, then the developer must modify the 
construction methodology in such a way that the vibration limits are satisfied. 

8.7 Contaminants and hazardous materials 

The storage of potential contaminants and hazardous materials within the protection 
reserves will be subject to Sydney Metro approval. A risk assessment and appropriate 
safety precautions must be provided for storage of potential contaminants within any 
of the protection reserves, where there is potential for the contaminants to migrate to 
or come in contact with the metro underground infrastructure. This assessment must 
address the potential impact on the durability of concrete, grout, resin, steel, 
waterproofing gaskets and membranes and any other material forming the permanent 
works of the metro underground infrastructure. 
The storage of potential contaminants and hazardous materials may be permitted if 
the results from the risk assessment demonstrate that the risk to the metro 
underground infrastructure can be appropriately managed. 
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9 Performance requirements 
The design and construction of the development must be carried out with full 
recognition of the potential effects that could be imposed on the performance of the 
existing metro or the feasibility of the future metro. As an overarching principle the 
development must not affect the stability and integrity of the metro infrastructure and 
its safe operation. Broadly, the developer must ensure that the development and its 
construction do not adversely affect the performance of metro infrastructure in respect 
of the following: 

 amenity 

 aesthetics 

 structural integrity 

 durability 

 function 

 user/customer benefits 

 safety during construction and operation and 

 environmental performance. 
It should be noted that throughout the developer’s activities, the developer must 
monitor the actual effects of construction against design predictions and in 
accordance with the project-specific construction phase monitoring requirements. 
Aspects of the development and its construction which could potentially adversely 
affect the metro infrastructure include the following: 

 loading or unloading from the development 

 ground deformation resulting from excavations and external loading 

 induced vibrations during construction and operation 

 ground borne noise impacts 

 electrolysis from earth leakage currents 

 discharge of stormwater from the development 

 changes to groundwater levels affecting design assumptions 

 loss of support to any underground metro facility (including rockbolts and anchors) 

 temporary structures and 

 load from anchors. 
This section details the design and performance requirements that must be adhered 
to by the developer in order to address these issues. Reference should also be made 
to documents listed in Section 3 of this guideline.  

9.1 Structural integrity 

Development induced load and displacements must not have any short or long term 
adverse effects on the support structure or support system of metro infrastructure. 
The construction of development structures over and/or adjacent to metro 
underground structures must be suitably designed to take into account the presence 
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of the existing metro infrastructure and future construction of metro infrastructure. 
Construction work methods must be developed as part of the design process. 
The effects on metro support elements and other metro infrastructure at any stage of 
the whole life cycle of the development must be assessed to ensure that the works 
must remain compliant with relevant standards. These structural elements include, 
but not limited to:  

 concrete (precast, in-situ or sprayed) linings  

 load bearing columns, walls, slabs and roof beams  

 rock pillar supports  

 permanent rock anchors (or bolts)  

 track slabs  

 drainage structure  

 shafts and  

 underground stations. 
Of particular interest is the possibility of increases in structural actions, such as axial 
loading and flexural bending, to support elements and structural linings of metro 
underground infrastructure, as a consequence of development loading. 

9.1.1 Imposed loading 

Any temporary or permanent works adjacent to the metro could be subject to the 
influence of train loading and as such they will need to be assessed in accordance 
with AS 5100 for live load surcharge. Parts of the development that could be affected 
must be designed to comply with T HR CI 12070 ST Miscellaneous Structures, T HR 
CI 12075 ST Airspace Developments and T HR CI 12080 ST External Developments. 
Permanent works adjacent to metro infrastructure must take into account the design 
actions resulting from any proposed future metro construction. Sydney Metro should 
be contacted to confirm the location of planned future metro infrastructure. 

9.1.2 Induced movement 

Displacement of metro infrastructure as induced by the development must not affect 
the operational functionality and durability of the metro infrastructure. Also, the 
developer must consider the possibility that future metro construction may induce 
movement on the development. 
The following displacement limits apply (refer to Appendix A for infrastructure details): 

 For metro cast in-situ cavern and tunnel concrete linings, the allowable total 
movement in any direction is 10 mm and differential movement in any plane is  
10 mm or 1:2000, whichever is less. 

 For metro running tunnels that are supported by a precast concrete segmental 
lining, the allowable total movement in any direction is 10 mm and differential 
movement in any plane is 10 mm or 1:2000 whichever is less. The main purpose 
of these limits is to ensure that the watertightness of the lining through joints is not 
compromised as consequence of gasket decompression and/or damage. 

 Shear movement across rock bedding as induced by the development activities 
must not exceed 10 mm where permanent rock bolts, installed as part of the 
metro infrastructure support system, intersect these bedding planes. 
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Any development activity, whether beneath or adjacent to contained metro tracks, 
that has the potential to cause track displacement must comply with the requirements 
of SPC 207 Track Monitoring Requirements for Undertrack Excavation. The track 
must be monitored and managed in accordance with the requirements stated in SPC 
207 for monitoring, notification and intervention levels and emergency procedures. 

9.1.3 Induced cracking 

The extent of dilapidation surveys undertaken (and described previously in this 
guideline document) of metro infrastructure must be determined based on predictions 
of deformation and the load influence zone imposed by the proposed development. 
The survey must establish the extent of any existing visible cracks, where the extent 
of the cracks refers to their apparent length and apparent width. Where present these 
cracks must be suitably marked and identified to enable any deterioration during and 
after the construction to be monitored. 
The following technical criteria must be met regarding visible cracking, including the 
presence of pre-existing visible cracks on the face of metro concrete structures: 

 No new visible cracking of metro concrete structures is allowed to be induced by 
the development and its construction. Compliance with this requirement must be 
confirmed by performing impact assessments during the design stage. 

 Any existing visible cracks must not increase by more than 0.2 mm in width or 
increase in length by more than 300 mm in total over the stages of development 
construction. 

 The configuration of visible cracks must not result in concrete spalling or affect the 
safe operation of the metro system. 

 In the event that water seepage is observed (previously absent) through the 
visible cracks during development construction then Sydney Metro will, on behalf 
of the developer, seal the visible cracks by grouting the visible cracks until this 
seepage ceases. 

 Engineering analysis and assessment undertaken for the development (as 
discussed within this guideline document) must take into account the presence of 
existing visible cracks of metro infrastructure. 

The monitoring of existing visible cracks and critical structural elements during 
construction must form part of the overall monitoring plan. 

9.2 Excavation and groundwater 

Excavation for the development and all associated retaining works (along with other 
ground disturbance works associated with the proposed development) must not affect 
the safety and operational integrity of the metro or cause the destabilisation of metro 
infrastructure. The methods of excavation employed are of particular relevance in this 
regard, especially where methods employ chiselling, percussive pile driving or similar 
methods. Importantly, explosives must not be used for the splitting and removal of 
rock and excavation. 
Typical issues associated with excavation works include slippage, slumping, creation 
of fissures or cracks, rock or earth falls, exacerbated ground movements, water 
inflows, cracking of supporting structural elements and in extreme cases structural 
failure. Excavation works must be undertaken in a manner that minimises the risk of 
such occurrences. 
Sections of temporary shoring installed to support excavations for the development 
must have a minimum service life of 3 years, if their stability has the potential to affect 
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metro infrastructure. Shoring systems must be designed by a competent person and 
independently verified by a qualified person as approved by Sydney Metro unless 
Sydney Metro advises otherwise in writing. Allowance should be provided for 
minimum unplanned excavation in accordance with CIRIA C760 Guidance on 
Embedded Retaining Wall Design, 2017. 
Ground anchors are not allowed within the first reserve zone. Any ground anchors 
within the second reserve must be assessed for their effect on metro underground 
infrastructure. Anchors must not be tested to the extent that the testing loads applied 
could cause collapse or failure, or both, in the surrounding soil and rock structure.  
Assessment of metro infrastructure from development excavation must also consider 
the loading that cranes (including their foundation anchorage) will impose within the 
excavation on metro infrastructure. 
Construction near metro underground infrastructure can also impact the local 
groundwater regime. These impacts have the potential to cause adverse loading of 
the infrastructure, not contemplated and thus designed for over the design life of the 
metro. Critically, watertightness and waterproofing must not be adversely affected or 
damaged. 
The developer must carry out an engineering assessment of the impact of any 
changes to the groundwater regime that the development could cause. Issues of 
concern that have the potential to impact on metro infrastructure include the following: 

 The development and its construction that could create a water barrier that dams 
groundwater flow above the metro underground infrastructure. 

 Any groundwater ingress into excavations associated with the development that 
could cause dewatering of the local water table. Importantly, dewatering must not 
commence without prior approval from Sydney Metro. 

Consequently, the engineering assessment must address any temporary dewatering 
(at any stage of the development) to demonstrate that effects on underground metro 
infrastructure are acceptable. 

9.3 Noise and vibration 

The noise from construction and rail operation must be considered against statutory 
and project noise vibration limit requirements. Sydney Metro does not accept liability 
for the generation of noise and vibration from normal railway operations (including 
track maintenance), or for its transmission into developments above or adjacent to rail 
tunnels. 
When designing developments above or adjacent to rail tunnels (existing or planned), 
consideration must be given to operational and construction vibration; as well as 
ground or structure borne noise emissions in accordance with Developments Near 
Rail Corridor and Busy Roads – Interim Guideline, Department of Planning, NSW 
Government 2008 and T HR CI 12051 ST Developments Near Rail Tunnels. 
Consideration should be given to whether Clause 87 of the Infrastructure SEPP is 
triggered for impacts of rail noise or vibration on non-rail development. If triggered 
measures should be outlined to ensure consistency with the requirements. 

9.3.1 Considerations during development construction  

In planning development construction, the following requirements apply for vibration 
impacts on structures and assets. 
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Structural damage (buildings) 
Sydney Metro refers to Australian Standard AS2187: Part2-2006 ‘Explosives – 
Storage and Use – Part 2: Use of Explosives’, which recommends the frequency 
dependent guideline values and assessment methods given in BS 7385 Part 2 – 1993 
‘Evaluation and measurement for vibration in buildings Part 2’ as they “are applicable 
to Australian conditions”. 
The Standard sets guide values for building vibration based on the lowest vibration 
levels above which damage has been credibly demonstrated. 
The recommended limits for transient vibration to ensure minimal risk of cosmetic 
damage to reinforced or framed structures and industrial and heavy commercial 
buildings apply to Sydney Metro infrastructure. 
Sources of vibration that are considered in the standard include demolition, piling, 
ground treatments (e.g. compaction), construction equipment, tunnelling and 
industrial machinery. 
Continuous rock-breaking/hammering and sheet piling, vibratory rollers, excavators 
and the like can give rise to dynamic magnification due to resonance. 
An adjusted peak particle component velocity (PPV) of 20 mm/s at 4 Hz and above 
applies to any development that occurs within 25 m horizontally from first reserve of 
Sydney Metro infrastructure as a conservative vibration damage screening level. An 
Alert level of 15 mm/s shall apply for monitoring and management purposes. 
Atypical construction methods should be assessed on a case-by-case basis with 
reference to the Standards. 
In order to assess the likelihood of cosmetic damage due to vibration, AS2187 
specifies that the highest of the orthogonal vibration components (transverse, 
longitudinal and vertical directions) would be compared with the guidance vibration 
velocity limits. 
Buried services 
Buried structures and utilities such as gas pipelines and fibre optic cables are to be 
assessed on a case-by-case basis. 
An acoustic consultant shall be engaged by the construction contractor and would 
liaise with the structure of utility’s owner in order to determine acceptable vibration 
levels. 
Vibration-sensitive equipment 
Where it is has been identified that vibration sensitive scientific instruments are likely 
to be in use inside Sydney Metro premises, objectives for the satisfactory operation of 
the instrument would be sourced from manufacturer’s data. 
It may be beneficial for the project if baseline vibration measurements are carried out 
at the building where vibration-sensitive equipment is located. These baseline 
measurements will determine what existing ambient vibration levels are. The site-
specific equipment criteria would need to be agreed with the occupant/users of the 
equipment as well as Sydney Metro. 

9.3.2 Considerations for operational noise and vibration impacts 

The developer is required to obtain accurate information to assess and appropriately 
mitigate operational noise and vibration impacts from rail operations. The developer is 
required to obtain all available information which will enable a thorough assessment 
of actual or potential rail noise and vibration which could affect the development site. 
This includes but is not limited to: 



Sydney Metro Underground Corridor Protection Technical Guideline – April 2021 35 

 

 number of train events expected in a 15hr-Day (7am to 10pm) and 9hr-Night 
(10pm to 7am) period, in the typical busiest weekday. This information may be 
obtained from the relevant Sydney Metro Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
or for operational Sydney Metro sites from the Operational Noise and Vibration 
Review (available from sydneymetro.info). The assessment should include future 
operations as well as existing operations. 

 the event noise and vibration levels from each train. This information may be 
obtained from the relevant Sydney Metro EIS or for operational Sydney Metro 
sites from the Operational Noise and Vibration Review (available from 
sydneymetro.info), but supplementary information should be obtained from 
measurements at the existing rail tunnel (if it is operational), or at a similar rail 
tunnel (e.g. other tunnel locations in the Sydney Metro network).  

 location of noise/vibration sensitive Sydney Metro equipment. This information 
may be obtained from the relevant Sydney Metro EIS or for operational Sydney 
Metro sites from the Operational Noise and Vibration Review (available from 
sydneymetro.info). It will include stations where staff, tenants and customers are 
to be protected from noise and vibration impacts.  

 location of noise/vibration generating metro infrastructure. This information may 
be obtained from the relevant Sydney Metro EIS or for operational Sydney Metro 
sites from the Operational Noise and Vibration Review (available from 
sydneymetro.info). For operational Sydney Metro sites, a site survey and 
inspection would identify the location and type of noise and vibration generating 
items, including substations and railway stations with outdoor public address 
systems. For Sydney Metro corridors in development where an EIS is not 
available the developer will need to make informed assumptions. Government 
announcements about projects may assist the developer in obtaining high level 
information about the number of trains to expect at maximum capacity and 
indicative location of tunnels and stations.  

 for construction assessments of impacts on sensitive receivers (for example, staff 
in stations), the Interim Construction Noise Guidelines (2009) shall apply for 
operational noise impacts, the assessment shall reference the Noise Policy for 
Industry (2017) and any other guidelines or policies which relate to the specific 
development. 

9.4 Stray currents and electrolysis 

When designing developments above or adjacent to underground metro infrastructure 
consideration must be given to operational stray currents that may be present. The 
risk assessment must also consider the potential presence of stray currents. 
Sydney Metro does not accept liability for the generation of stray currents from an 
operating electrified railway. 
The potential effects of stray electrical currents and electrolysis in the electrified area 
of the metro network must be considered in accordance with T HR CI 12080 ST and 
T HR EL 12002 GU during the design of the development. 
A suitable test program must be established during the early design phase to quantify 
a stray current signature for the development site prior to undertaking enabling works. 
Suitable stray current mitigation strategies must be integrated into the design of the 
development. 
Following construction, stray current testing must be carried out to verify that 
electrolysis mitigation strategies are proven to be effective, which includes 
undertaking a comparison with the pre-development stray current signature. This 
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information must also be used to establish maintenance baselines for the life of the 
development. 
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Note: instrumentation not to intrude into the first reserve unless agreed by Sydney 
Metro 

Figure 10.1 Typical instrumentation layout 
 
During construction of the Sydney Metro infrastructure it may not be feasible to grant 
access to tunnels for the purpose of installing monitoring equipment. If access to 
Sydney Metro infrastructure is not granted, then the developer and Sydney Metro 
shall determine an alternative monitoring location which can be used to represent or 
derive conditions in the tunnel. 
Baseline data for each monitoring parameter must be established before 
commencement of development construction. The developer must provide as a 
minimum, three sets of monitoring data to establish a baseline prior to excavation. 
The equipment that is used for remote monitoring (particularly for alarm or warning 
systems) must have proven reliability in similar applications. 
Any alarm or warning system should have a visual and audible alarm system to 
activate and to stop all works as necessary and notify relevant personnel, such as the 
site manager, geotechnical consultant and nominated Sydney Metro representative. 
Depending on the project complexity, physical inspections of existing metro 
infrastructure may be required on a regular basis during critical stages of 
construction. If necessary, these inspections should be undertaken jointly with the 
developer and Sydney Metro representative (including a representative from the 
metro operator as necessary). 
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Appendix A – Sydney Metro infrastructure 
details 
Metro North West Line 
Sydney’s Metro North West Line is the first dedicated metro line to be constructed for 
the metro and extends for 36 kms from Chatswood through to the north west. The 
Metro North West Line incorporates 13 km of track and rail infrastructure between 
Epping and Chatswood that has been modified and segregated to form part of the 
Sydney Metro.  
This Guideline is relevant for the 28 km tunnel section of the Metro North West Line 
from Chatswood to Bella Vista and Metro underground infrastructure in other 
locations. 

 
 
The following are key features of the Metro North West Line. 
Epping to Tallawong 
 23 km of new track and rail infrastructure delivered through approximately 15 km 

of twin tunnels and 4 km of elevated structure, with the remaining 3 km of rail 
infrastructure provided at-grade with some sections in cutting. 

 Eight new stations are located at Cherrybrook, Castle Hill, Hills Showground, 
Norwest, Bella Vista, Kellyville, Rouse Hill and Tallawong. 

 The stations at Castle Hill, Showground and Norwest are contained within cut and 
cover concrete boxes, whilst stations at Cherrybrook and Bella Vista follow an 
open cut station configuration. Stations at Kellyville and Rouse Hill are elevated. 
Tallawong station is the only station that is at grade. 

 The approximately 15 km of twin running tunnels have an internal diameter of 
approximately 6.2 m and an external diameter of approximately 7.0 m and have 
been excavated predominantly through shale and sandstone mostly using tunnel 
boring machines (TBMs). The tunnels are supported using a precast concrete 
segmental lining except for the mined tunnels between the Epping Service Facility 
and Epping Station where in-situ concrete has been used. 
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 There are 61 cross passages between running tunnels at approximately 240m 
centres. These cross passages have been mined and are supported using a 
permanent cast in-situ concrete lining. 

 There are services shafts at Epping and Cheltenham area which are cut and 
cover structures. These shafts are supported using permanent cast in-situ 
concrete lining. 

 Other structures includes nozzle enlargement at the ends of stations at Castle Hill, 
Hills Showground and Norwest. These have been mined and are supported using 
a permanent cast in-situ concrete lining. 

 A 159 m long mined crossover cavern is immediately east of Castle Hill Station. 
The cavern has a span of 21 m wide and has a height that varies from 14 m to 17 
m. The cavern is supported by a permanent cast in-situ concrete lining. 

Epping to Chatswood (Existing ECRL) 
 The 13 km length of existing track and rail infrastructure between Epping and 

Chatswood, previously known as the Epping to Chatswood Rail Link (ECRL), has 
been converted to form part of the Sydney Metro system. 

 The underground infrastructure comprises twin single track tunnels with an 
excavation diameter of 7.2 m and four underground stations completed in 2008.  

 The underground station structures at North Ryde, Macquarie Park and 
Macquarie University consist of large span platform caverns typically of about  
19 m in span and 13 m in height, together with concourse caverns, access 
tunnels, adits, shaft and associated plant and equipment rooms. The station 
caverns have been excavated in mainly competent, horizontally bedded 
sandstone and shales permanently supported using composite linings consisting 
of rock reinforcement in the form of rock bolts and shotcrete. 

 Epping Station comprises two platform caverns connected by cross passages and 
accessed through escalator tunnels, lift shafts and two large plant room ventilation 
shafts. This station is located beneath the existing surface station. 

 The running tunnels were excavated by rock tunnel boring machines (TBMs) and 
underground stations and associated structures were excavated using 
roadheaders, rock hammers and rock saws. The running tunnel support consists 
of temporary primary support using rock bolts and shotcrete, and final support 
using unreinforced cast-in-situ concrete lining, nominally 200 mm thick. A section 
of the running tunnels was lined with shotcrete for construction reasons. The 
invert of the tunnel consists of precast reinforced segments with a floating track 
slab. 
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Sydney Metro – City & Southwest 
The Sydney Metro City & Southwest project includes a new 30km metro line 
extending metro rail from the end of the Metro North West Line at Chatswood, under 
Sydney Harbour, through new CBD stations and southwest to Bankstown. 
Sydney Metro City & Southwest will deliver new metro stations at Crows Nest, 
Victoria Cross, Barangaroo, Martin Place, Pitt Street, Waterloo and new underground 
metro platforms at Central Station. In addition it will upgrade and convert all 11 
stations between Sydenham and Bankstown to metro standards. 
A future extension of Sydney Metro - City & Southwest is proposed from Bankstown 
to Liverpool.  
This Guideline is relevant for the underground sections from Chatswood to Sydenham 
and Metro underground infrastructure in other locations.  

 
 
The following are key features of this planned section of the metro system. 
Sydney Metro – City 
 The city section consists of a short section of surface track from Chatswood 

Station to the dive and portal structure then underground infrastructure that 
extends under St Leonards, Crows Nest, North Sydney and Sydney Harbour and 
then beneath the Sydney CBD to Central and Waterloo and through to Sydenham 
where the metro comes to the surface at a portal and dive structure at 
Marrickville. 

 New stations will be located at Crows Nest, Victoria Cross, Barangaroo, Martin 
Place, Pitt Street and Waterloo. New underground metro platforms will be built at 
Central Station. 

 Twin running tunnels of approximately 14 km in length (portal to portal) were 
excavated using TBMs and supported using a precast concrete segmental lining 
to create a watertight environment. The tunnels predominantly align through 
siltstone and sandstone, except below the Sydney Harbour where TBM tunnelling 
was required through marine ground sediments for a length of around 170 m. 
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 A total of 57 mined cross passages are located between running tunnels at 
regular intervals, with spacing of around 240 m centres. The cross passages were 
excavated using mechanical methods and supported using a tanked permanent 
lining, formed using cast in-situ concrete. A services shaft connects with a cross 
passage at Artarmon. The shaft is supported by permanent cast in-situ concrete 
lining. 

 Waterloo Station, Barangaroo Station, Crows Nest Station and the underground 
metro platforms at Central Station are cut and cover box structures that contain 
island platforms. The station is typically 24 m in width and range from 200 m to 
215 m in length. Pitt Street Station and Martin Place Station have binocular 
platform caverns that connect with two entrance and services shaft structures, 
whilst Victoria Cross Station has a single span cavern with an island platform, 
which also connects with two entrance and services shaft structures. 

 At Martin Place Station and Pitt Street Station the platform caverns range in 
length from 193 m to 246 m and have spans of approximately 12 m with an 
approximate height of 11 m. At the Victoria Cross Station, the platform cavern is 
approximately 174 m in length and has a span of 23 m with a height of 13 m. All 
the caverns and adits were excavated using mechanical methods and supported 
using a tanked permanent lining, formed using cast in-situ concrete. 

 A mined cross over cavern which is 226 m in length was constructed immediately 
north of Barangaroo Station. This cavern has an internal span of 23 m wide and a 
height that varies from 14 m to 17 m. The cavern will be supported using a tanked 
cast in-situ concrete lining. 

 Mined tunnel enlargements that are up to around 17 m in length are provided to 
house tunnel ventilation equipment at either end of the Victoria Cross Station 
caverns, the northern end of the rail crossover at Barangaroo, the southern end of 
Waterloo Station and at the northern end of Crows Nest Station. The nozzle 
enlargements were excavated using mechanical methods and supported using a 
tanked permanent lining, formed using cast in-situ concrete. 

 Dive structures and portal structures are located at Marrickville and Chatswood. A 
stabling yard is located at the Marrickville portal site. 

Sydney Metro – Southwest (all infrastructure is at grade or elevated) 
 This section of the metro is currently part of the T3 Bankstown Line, but will be 

converted to metro standards from Sydenham to Bankstown. 

 The extension of Sydney Metro in the south west will involve upgrading the 
existing Sydney Trains operated T3 Bankstown Line and associated rail corridor 
from just beyond Sydenham Station through to Bankstown Station to enable the 
conversion to Sydney Metro operations. 

 Eleven existing stations at Sydenham, Marrickville, Dulwich Hill, Hurlstone Park, 
Canterbury, Campsie, Belmore, Lakemba, Wiley Park, Punchbowl and Bankstown 
will be upgraded to improve accessibility for customers and meet the standards 
required for metro operations. 

 Reference should be made to the Sydney Metro At Grade and Elevated Sections 
Corridor Protection Guidelines for protection requirements regarding Sydney 
Metro – Southwest. 
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Sydney Metro – West 
The Sydney Metro - West project will support a growing city and deliver world-class 
metro services to more communities. This new underground railway will connect 
Greater Parramatta and the Sydney CBD. This once-in-a-century infrastructure 
investment will transform Sydney for generations to come, doubling rail capacity 
between the two CBDs, linking new communities to rail services and supporting 
employment growth and housing supply. 
The locations of nine proposed metro stations have been confirmed at Westmead, 
Parramatta, Sydney Olympic Park, North Strathfield, Burwood North, Five Dock, The 
Bays, Pyrmont and Hunter Street in the Sydney CBD. Further planning and design 
work is underway to determine the location of new metro stations at Pyrmont and in 
the Sydney CBD.  
This Guideline is relevant for the entire Sydney Metro West alignment as it is all 
underground. 
 

 
 
The following are currently key features of this planned section of the metro system. 
 
Westmead to The Bays 
 It is anticipated that tunnelling would occur from two Tunnel boring machine 

(TBM) launch and support sites at Westmead metro station construction site and 
The Bays Station construction site. Two TBMs would be launched from each of 
these construction sites to be dismantled and retrieved at the Sydney Olympic 
Park metro station construction site. 

 Twin running tunnels more than 20 km in length would be excavated using TBMs 
and supported using a precast concrete segmental lining to create a watertight 
environment. The tunnels would have a circular cross-section with an internal 
lined diameter of about six metres and an excavated diameter of about seven 
metres. 

 Cross passages would be provided between running tunnels at regular intervals, 
with a maximum spacing of around 240 m. The cross passages will be excavated 
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using roadheaders and rock hammers and supported using a watertight 
permanent lining, formed using cast insitu concrete.  

 Westmead, Parramatta, Sydney Olympic Park, North Strathfield, Burwood North 
and The Bays would be cut-and-cover stations. 

 Five Dock would be constructed as a binocular mined cavern station. 

 A dive structure and tunnel portal would be constructed at Rosehill within the 
Clyde stabling and maintenance construction site to provide for a future 
connection from the Clyde stabling and maintenance facility to the mainline 
tunnels. Underground connecting tunnels would be excavated by road header 
from the tunnel portal to the mainline tunnels. 

 

Sydney Metro – Western Sydney Airport 
Sydney Metro - Western Sydney Airport will extend from St Marys in the north 
connecting to stations at Orchard Hills, Luddenham, Airport Business Park, Airport 
Terminal and the Western Sydney Aerotropolis (the area proposed to be named 
Bradfield). The new metro railway line would include a combination of tunnel, surface 
and viaduct sections.  
These Guidelines are relevant for the underground sections as shown below and 
Metro underground infrastructure in other locations. 
The following are key features of this planned section of the Metro system. 

 The new metro railway line would be approximately 23 kms in length.  

 Twin running tunnel excavation is likely to be carried out using TBMs and 
supported using a precast concrete segmental lining to create a watertight 
environment. The tunnels would have a circular cross-section with an internal 
lined diameter of about six metres and an excavated diameter of about seven 
metres.  

 Cross passages will be provided between running tunnels at regular intervals, with 
a maximum spacing of around 240 m. The cross passages will be excavated 
using roadheaders and rock hammers and supported using a watertight 
permanent lining, formed using cast insitu concrete.  

 A stabling and maintenance facility would be required and will be located in 
Orchard Hills to the south of Blaxland Creek and east of the proposed project 
alignment with access via Patons Lane. 

 A dive structure and tunnel portal would be required at any location where the rail 
line transitions from below ground to surface and is subject to design 
development. 
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Proposed future extensions would connect Sydney Metro - Western Sydney Airport 
with Tallawong in the north west, Macarthur in the south and Westmead to the 
Northeast. 
 

 
Figure A.1 Sydney Metro network – existing and future 
 
It is intended that these Guidelines will be applicable to future Sydney Metro corridors 
located underground as they are announced. The Sydney Metro website 4has further 
information about future Sydney Metro corridors.  

                                                
 
4 www.sydneymetro.info 
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27 May 2025 

Chris Gough  
Senior Partner 
Storey & Gough Lawyers 
"Harrisford", 182 George Street,  
Parramatta NSW 2150 
chrisgough@sglaw.com.au  

Dear Chris,  

Hyecorp Property Group (Hyecorp) - Application to develop 16-24 Lord Street and 21-27 
Roseville Avenue, Roseville Application number SSD-78996460 (Application) - Response to EIS on 
Exhibition (EIS) – Community Engagement Review 

The purpose of this independent peer review for the Eastside Roseville Resident Action Group Inc is to 
explore whether the engagement process for the Application produced the outcomes that might be 
expected in line with the scale of the development’s impacts as per the Undertaking Engagement 
Guidelines for State Significant Projects, DPHI March 2024.   

It is a review of the engagement undertaken to support the Application that was prepared by Urbis based 
on the consultation that has been conducted by Gyde and Hyecorp. 

I acknowledge that I have reviewed the Expert Witness Code of Conduct and AI Practice Note and have 
endeavoured to comply with these throughout this matter. 

About PlanCom Consulting and Margaret Harvie as the reviewer 

PlanCom has specialised in Planning and Community engagement professional services since 2007. The 
company was established by Margaret Harvie and Julian Ardas who came from backgrounds as senior 
managers for international consulting environment and engineering firms. Julian Ardas is a Registered 
Environmental Assessment Practitioner (REAP). 

Margaret Harvie has been involved in developing engagement plans and engaging communities to fulfill the 
requirements of State Significant Developments (SSD) and State Significant Infrastructure (SSI) (and their 
former equivalent) for 25 years. As a Fellow for the International Association for Public Participation (IAP2), 
which is the peak membership organisation for community engagement and an International Association of 
Public Participation (IAP2)  international trainer, Margaret has both a professional and personal 
commitment to quality community engagement and this includes that “public participation seeks out and 
facilitates the involvement of those potentially affected or interested in a decision” (IAP2 Core Value 2). 

Margaret has reviewed engagement plans and outcomes for numerous projects, mostly for compliance and 
auditing and to suggest improvements to help proponents improve their practice.   

Approach and focus  

While the merits of the development are not my focus it is undoubtedly a significant development in terms 
of its bulk and the number of people that it will bring into the area.  There is no question about the level of 
impact and change this will bring and it is my experience that such developments are watched closely by 
local residents interested in the effective management of the changes such developments bring to the 
community.  
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While my expertise is in engagement, I work alongside Social Impact Assessment (SIA) professionals with 
community engagement being a key data source to the SIA. The “Social Impact Assessment Guideline, DPHI 
February 2023” talks about the need for primary data sources.  Where there is a need for detailed impact 
assessment it asks for “primary data collection and targeted consultation” (section 4.6). It goes further to 
say that “Additionally, primary data should be grounded in people’s reports of their actual experiences, 
views and perceptions and informed by details of the project”. 

The comments below relate to the community engagement; however, I believe that the social impact is 
fundamentally flawed because it has been based on inadequate engagement. This puts into doubt the 
validity or the completeness of the findings in that document as they relate to assessment of community 
perspectives on the impacts for the SIA. 

In addition, “The Department expects proponents to consider the core values and public participation 
spectrum of the IAP2 when developing their engagement strategy.”, page 8 Undertaking Engagement for 
State Significant Projects. There are some fundamental ways that the engagement falls short of the IAP2 
Core values. 

Overview of the findings 

Never in my 25 years have I seen a high impact development in inner Sydney including the North Shore 
attract such little public attention in the engagement period. My conclusion is that the engagement process 
has been inadequate on many fronts and does not meet the requirements of the NSW government 
guidelines nor the expectations of our practice as community engagement professionals.  

The low participation rate would indicate that people were unaware of the opportunity to participate.  As a 
result, the data collected is inadequate and is neither representative of the range of views in the 
community nor does it reflect a full understanding of the impact or people’s ability to express concerns 
about impacts. I have outlined below each of the methodologies and the limitations of these in relation to 
practice that I would consider appropriate in community engagement. 

As mentioned above the fact that the SIA for this proposal and EIS has relied on the community 
engagement for its primary data also brings these aspects of the Application into question. 

The methods and resulting participation 

In this section I will expand on each of the engagement methods. While each of the methods are sound, the 
issue is with their orchestration as part of the engagement, raising some fundamental issues. 
 

1. Flyers 
About the 
application of 
this method 

This is the primary and in fact the only way that people could learn about the project 
during the consultation period.  That is, while there were other opportunities through 
the survey and the Community Drop-in sessions they were only directed to these 
means of engaging through the flyer.  It is therefore central to effective engagement 
that this communication not only reached but was read and understood by community 
members.  

The content of 
the flyer 

It is frequent criticism that people missed the communication because they thought 
that it was a sales document and is packaged up with the supermarket specials 
information.  Conscious of this criticism as engagement professionals we take every 
effort to ensure that our communication is clear about what we are proposing and 
what we want from the public. 

There are multiple issues in review of this particular flyer: 

• The front page ‘advertises’ Hyecorp as “an end-to-end developer building luxury 
residential developments from the ground up, on Sydney's lower North Shore”. I 
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think most would read that as advertising to attract sale of units in the 
development; it you are not interested in that market you would quickly discard it. 
This is further endorsed by the page “the proposal includes” talking about what 
the development offers.  This page is easier to read than other pages in the flyer 
due to dot points and use of icons. 

• The visual on the front is deceptive and could be viewed as 7 rather than 9 
storeys, this is further confused by no mention in the text that it is a 9 storey 
development 

• No map to show people the exact location and the extent/size of the site. 

• There is no indication of the timing and that an application for the development is 
about to be submitted to DPHI, nor is there any indication that a scoping report 
has been submitted and it available on the DPHI website. 

• The reference to the survey is hidden in the second sentence of the third 
paragraph of the ‘Have your say’ section.  At the very least the invitation to 
complete the survey might have been bolded to encourage participation. 

• While it does state there will be submissions to the proposal it is not clear that 
there is opportunity to influence any aspect of the proposal. 

About the 
distribution 

There has been questions from the community around the extent of the distribution 
(1,355 flyers) and this concern has been supported by the community group (ERAG) 
survey of potential recipients in the catchment area that was identified by Hyecorp. 
Their results indicated lack of awareness of the flyer prior to information sessions.   

It would be of value if the proponent can provide the third party (letterbox distributor) 
map showing the date and movement of that delivery person (this is a standard 
validation that occurs for consultants to present to clients and to recheck when there is 
a question about distribution from a resident). 

Resulting 
participation 

The participation of just five people for the drop-in session and 24 people for the 
survey I believe speaks to the issues raised above.  That is, I suggest that participation 
levels are a direct result of people not being aware that this was a proposal and 
therefore they did not have any reason to consider the opportunity to participate. 

 

2. Drop-in information sessions 
About the 
application of 
this method 

The only opportunity for face-to-face communication with the proponent was the one 
drop-in session. I am suggesting that the low level of participation is a direct reflection 
of the fact that people had not read the flyer and if they had they had not fully 
understood the scale of the that the proposal and its implications. That is lack of 
information led to poor engagement outcomes. As mentioned previously the scale and 
impact of the proposal should have resulted in more participation. 

Information 
provided 

Based on Appendix D of the Engagement Outcomes report it appears that the 
information boards at the drop-in information sessions simply duplicated the 
information in the brochure. Attending may have offered participants little more than 
what they know already although it would have been the opportunity to meet the 
proponent face to face. 

Ideally additional information might have included elevation plans and the like but 
there is no indication that such information was available. 

Accessibility of 
the session 

While the one information session did extent to after core work hours to 6.30pm in a 
nearby location, accessibility would have been enhanced if there was more than one 
session and at least one session being conducted in the adjoining Scout Hall or church 
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facilities.  Also it is the norm to provide a session for online participation of people not 
able to get away from childcare or work duties or who are out of Sydney at that time. 

Promotion The flyer to promote the drop-in session was distributed “first week of March” meaning 
that this may have been as late as 8 March. I suggest that this gave people little time to 
plan to attend a drop-in session on 12 March. The flyer pointed to the survey that I 
understand was live on 8 March, to avoid people getting upset about not having access 
to a promised survey it is reasonable to assume that the distribution of the flyer was 
not prior to 8 March. 

 

3. Survey  
About the 
application of 
this method 

The survey seemed to be poorly promoted and only available for a short period from 
just 8 March – 24 March. I believe publicity of the survey was from 8 March.  
In addition, it was not made clear that there was a deadline for receiving responses of 
24 March. 

Promotion of 
the survey 

The original promotion via the 1,355 brochures did not produce high levels of 
participation in the drop-in sessions nor the survey. 

Given the small numbers attending information sessions Hyecorp, to get more survey 
responses, redistributed the same flyer to 200 residences surrounding the site (not 
clear on the exact extent of the distribution). This was on around the 18 March just 6 
days before the survey closed.  This was redistribution of the same Hyecorp brochure 
with small font to point to the survey.  

This does not seem to equate to real effort to promote the survey and encourage 
participation. It is just more of the same of what I call poor communication. Again no 
indication that the survey would close on 24 March, some who may have seen it and 
planned to come back to complete the survey may have missed the opportunity. 

Design of the 
survey 

While the survey did ask about negative aspects of the development and about positive 
aspects in what seemed to be balanced questions the percentage outcomes were 
heavily weighted to positive outcomes.  

Questions leaning to the positive about (1) Aspects of living in Roseville, (2) Does your 
housing meet your current/ future needs and (3) important parts of the proposal 
offered multiple choice responses leading to responses as high as 68% (Aspects of living 
in Roseville -Close proximity to public transport) and as low as 18% (Does housing meet 
your current and future needs? - I can find an access housing in Roseville easily). 

In contrast “Concerns about the development” offered participants a single response. 
The top 2 highest responses were therefore only 21% ((1) Replacement of homes with 
apartments (2) Lack of support infrastructure: schools, roads and transport capacity). 

On a quick review of the document with the positive questions having considerably 
higher percentages one could think the community sentiment is weighted to the 
positive. It in fact has more to do with survey design.  

The multiple choice topics in the “Concerns about the development” also did include 
items that are positives rather than concerns, ie. Welcome housing diversity in the 
area, support for quality design and builds. 

Traffic and transport which would seem to be an obvious area of great concern for 
current residents was not in the multiple choice list of concerns and there was also had 
no mention of heritage.  

My conclusion is that the survey used for the consultation report and as primary data 
for the social impact led respondents away from expression of issues of concern and 
this resulted in skewed reporting. 
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Resulting 
Participation 

Of the 29 responding to the survey it is understood that only 5 are site neighbours. The 
participation of immediately impacted residents is important for the consultation 
process and vital to the primary data source for the social impact assessment. 

It was noted on page 25 of the SIA that “this response rate is unlikely to provide a 
representative sample, and the findings are not considered valid or reliable”. 
For the purpose of the SIA it would be of value to link the participation to the social 
locality map on Page 9 and indicate how many participants were from the primary 
locality. 

 

4. Website 
About the 
website 
webpage 

A webpage about the project is the core baseline information for the community, it 
supports the stated “intent to continue with ongoing consultation”. It is how people 
expect to be able to get access information at any time and track the project through 
various application, assessment, design and construction stages. 

The current webpage information that was reinstated a few days before the end of the 
submission period has the tone of selling the proposal to potential buyers. As per the 
images on the brochure the height looks to be mostly 6 storeys and with one image 
that looks to be 8 storeys. It does mention that the project is in “Planning” and does 
have provision to “register to sign up for general project updates”. 

Access to 
webpage 
information 
about the 
project 

Webpage information about the project was not available for over a month in the 
prime time when interest in the project was growing. The Hyecorp site remained live 
but with no reference to this project from what I understand was a period from around 
16 April until 25 May.   

The current webpage as per the one that was up prior to 16 April does not give timing 
for the project. It fails to direct people to the DPHI Major Projects website or give 
information about the submission process and deadline. 

Access to 
ongoing 
information 

A webpage available throughout all project stages would be the minimum requirement 
in these times. 

A webpage would most usefully include elevations and plans for the ongoing reference 
of residents and would direct people to the DPHI major projects website. This allows 
them to see the details of the application and reinforces the independence of the 
approval process through NSW Government. 

Removal of website information for a time does not help to build for trust with 
residents that there will be consistent ongoing consultation through future stages 
including through potential changes to design and into construction.  Note the Gyde 
Engagement Outcomes report page 14 states “Continued engagement will take place 
with stakeholders and the community during public exhibition process of the SSDA as 
well as during future stages of planning development process.”  

The SIA on page 4 also recommends approval should be subject to ongoing consultation 
to inform the community through stages of development. 

 
5. Email - community@hyecorp.com.au 
Way to 
contact 
proponent/ 
make 
comment 

There was no report on the number of emails received nor the content or issues raised in 
those emails.  

Given this was one of the only ways offered to communicate with the project (if 
interested stakeholders missed the drop-in session) it would seem vital that there is 
proactive monitoring and response to these emails. 
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Ease of access for the diversity of people in the community 
The situation There were access challenges as a result of quite limited time that information was 

available and limited means of participation. A larger issue was the lack of the 
information to address the needs of Non-English Speaking Background (NESB) 
community members. 
Statistics offered and the analysis in the SIA gave inadequate attention to the fact that 
there are a large number of people who may not speak English or for who English is a 
second language.  The SIA notes that 42.6% of people in the whole Ku-ring-gai area were 
born overseas but neglects to address what this mean for the social composition or the 
implications for modifying engagement to suit their needs. 
Of significance is that according to the 2021 census data only 66.2 % in the more 
targeted Roseville census area speak English at home with 18.4% speaking Mandarin or 
Cantonese at home.  

The Undertaking Engagement Guidelines for State Significant Projects requires that 
“engagement should be tailored to enable people with disabilities, culturally and 
linguistically diverse communities and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communities 
to participate”. 

What might 
have helped 

It is noted that other SSDAs for projects within the Ku-ring-gai LGA translated 
information into Chinese. 
To ensure that engagement is accessible as engagement professionals if we know that 
we have non-English speakers we need to ensure that especially those impacted such as 
near neighbours understand what is proposed and the impacts.  
Options include: 

• Translating information or providing access to interpreters  

• Presenting information in different ways including conversations (that is not just 
that one format which was the flyer) 

• Doorknocking to speak to each of the immediate residents to alert them to the 
information in the flyer and explain the implications, this way special needs for 
access would be identified. 

 
Trust in the process 

Page 8 of the SIA has a reference to “Liverpool City Council policy” as one of the items in preparation of the 
scoping study.  While it may seem minor, lack of attention to detail in the use of cut and paste material has 
the community questioning whether the documents are uniquely developed considering their situation and 
needs or just templates used across projects in Sydney. 

 
Overview of the approach and suggestions for improvement based on DPHI guidelines 

Engagement is about innovation to maximise participation.  When participation results are not what we 
need as engagement professionals (in this case for the report in the EIS) or commensurate with the impact 
we need to ask ourselves has the message been received.  It is important to confirm that the non-response 
is by the potential participants’ choice and not for reasons that we need to address to allow for full 
participation. 

The Undertaking Engagement Guidelines for State Significant Projects 3.5 says “The Department encourages 

proponents to use innovative approaches to engagement to enable participation from a broad spectrum of 
community members. This can include the use of multiple channels such as traditional print, in person and digital. 
Digital forms of engagement through the major projects website and other platforms such as social media, 
private websites and online meetings will continue to be increasingly important.  
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The Department also encourages proponents to maximise engagement through current and emerging platforms. 
Innovative engagement methods may include video, infographics, animations, digital visualisations, online 
forums and virtual consultation events or spaces. Consideration should be given to the need for translators and 
interpreters where appropriate.” 

When engagement professionals do not get the response expected or needed we look for new ways to 
engage.  In this situation I would suggest that what might have been called for was: 

• Door knocking at least the 20 or so adjoining neighbours and leaving a calling card with a phone 
number for those not home. 

• Advertisements in local papers or as posters in the shops. 

• Popups stall at the local shops. 

• a “Dear Neighbour” letter to tell people about the exhibition, letters are a way to get attention 
when “brochure” style information is being ignored. 

• More attention to informing of the deadlines and the urgency to get information and participate. 

 
Conclusions 

The engagement process for this project was inadequate for the purpose of the EIS as per the Engagement 
Outcomes Report.  As this same engagement underpins the SIA I suggest that the validity of this work is 
also put in doubt. 

There was simply a lack of participation and therefore available data from the community to assess the 
community’s views on the proposal and a lack of input to help shape the future of this proposal. 

The engagement, in my professional view does not meet the requirements of the NSW government 
guidelines. In particular 

- It was not open and inclusive in that is did not seek out participation of all groups 
- It was not easy to access in that the information provided was not clear about the proposal, the 

impacts and the deadline. 
- It was not relevant in that the survey did not seem to give adequate opportunity for people to 

express negative concerns  
- It was not timely in that it felt rushed with the engagement periods being very truncated.  
- It was not meaningful in that there was limited opportunity for direct contact between the 

proponent and the community. 

What most strikes me is that the members of ERAG do not seem to have had any opportunity to develop a 
relationship or have any conversation with the proponent, despite emails that I understand have been sent 
to reach out. It seems that there have been no attempts to explain or provide answers to their questions or 
potentially try to address their concerns. 

Any questions on this submission, please contact me by email: margaret@plancom.com.au or mobile 
telephone +61 411 590 859. 

Regards 

 
Margaret Harvie FIAP2 
Director – PlanCom Consulting Pty Ltd  
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