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ABSTRACT

This thesis is concerned with the role of the community in the conservation of its cultural
heritage. In the current pro-developer climate, built heritage in New South Wales is under
constant threat, coupled with significantly reduced heritage conservation funding across all
tiers of government. A broadened understanding of who heritage belongs to, and who should
be involved in decision-making processes, has resulted in efforts by powerholders to develop
policies that emphasise the importance of community participation. The aim of this research
is to investigate the authenticity of those participation efforts and the actual power of the
community to influence the outcomes of the decision-making process. This research centres
around three case studies: Strickland House, Carrathool Bridge and the Sirius Apartment
building, each a site owned by the New South Wales State Government that included a
significant level of community consultation as part of determining their fate. The thesis draws
on both oral testimony and primary documents to investigate the authenticity of the
consultation processes, alongside the seminal 1969 work of Sherry Arnstein and later
interpretations of her Ladder of Citizen Participation. Where communities have then taken
on the role of activists to protect their heritage, the tactics and strategies they employed to
enact change will be examined in conjunction with models for nonviolent confrontation,
including community organiser Bill Moyer’s Movement Action Plan. The case studies
indicate that often there is no real power for negotiation and no assurance that the public’s
concerns and ideas will be considered. There appears to be a gap between the written
strategies and statements of government heritage departments and agencies, and the reality
of implementation and genuine collaboration. The actual role of the community often
amounts to little more than government rhetoric. By utilising classic social activism tactics
to protect sites of cultural significance, local communities can gain the power to influence
the protection and management of their heritage denied to them by the powerholders.
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1 INTRODUCTION
The notion of heritage as a public good has diminished in New South Wales (NSW) with
decreased government funding and attention over the last two decades. The current prodeveloper climate places heritage under continual risk, particularly when coupled with little
financial support for the owners of heritage properties. Nevertheless, since the 1970s, the
idea of engaging the local community remains within the policies of local council,
governments, arts and heritage organisations. There has also been an increase in participation
in less formal ways, with local communities using strategic activism and campaigning to
influence decision-makers.
While the NSW State Government generally allows for community consultation within both
the heritage listing and planning approval processes, it can be problematic and undervalued.
Key amongst the challenges is the issue of authenticity. Community consultation is based
not only on the belief that those who are affected by a decision have a right to be involved in
the decision-making process, but that the public’s contribution will have influence in the
decision. Yet according to the International Association for Public Participation (IAP2)
Australasia, investigation of levels of public participation throughout Australia found that in
NSW, community engagement usually occurs after critical decisions have already been
made, particularly in cases where when there was an expected negative public response to a
decision.1
There is a need for greater transparency into community consultation programs within
heritage management. It is hoped that by highlighting challenges in the process, the extent to
which local knowledge and expertise is layered with that of heritage experts can be optimised
within the decision-making system. It is the gap between the acknowledgement for the need
of public participation and the reality of general exclusion from the decision-making process
that has instigated this research.
When communities fail to be authentically included in the decision-making process, they
may choose to pursue a different pathway to inclusion by using strategic activism. The

1

IAP2, ‘Public Participation: State of the Practice Australasia’, 25.
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selection and use of campaign tactics can affect the effectiveness of their attempts to
influence the final outcome. It is hoped that the findings of the case studies within this thesis
will provide assistance to those communities wishing to take up the fight to protect the
heritage sites of significance to them.

1.1 Research questions
According to The Burra Charter, heritage conservation is intended to be the identification,
assessment and ongoing management of places “of cultural significance…(that) reflect the
diversity of our communities, telling us about who we are and the past that has formed us”.2
This research is concerned with the ways in which communities are currently able to
effectively participate in the heritage management process in NSW.
The first question asked is how authentic is the official community consultation process?
This thesis will argue that community consultation is often undervalued and inauthentic in
heritage conservation management in NSW. As a result, communities must devise a range of
strategies to have their voice heard in relation to heritage, the success of which may depend
on the connections and resources of those communities.
As such, the second question asked by the research is what strategies communities use to
bring about their desired heritage outcomes and which of these prove effective? There is a
wide range of established strategies available to activists in order to mobilise the public, raise
public awareness and influence decision-makers. This research seeks to identify which of
those strategies are most effective in bringing about change in the field of heritage
conservation.

1.2 Theoretical Basis
As the focus of this study is community and heritage, the interpretive framework has been
drawn from sociological theory. Although a fundamental concept, “community” is
impossible to define. Derived from the Latin word com (with or together) and unus (the
number one or singularity), the term is both widely used in academic discourse and much

2
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contested. Social and political scientists, historians and philosophers have been divided on
their use of the term, but it is generally agreed we cannot do without it. When Benedict
Anderson reflected on the concept in the influential Imaginary Communities, he extended the
definition of community in relation to nationalism where people who have never met imagine
themselves as belonging to the nation state. 3 His approach meant a broader interpretation of
community where people imagine themselves as belonging to a group living apart but coming
together for a common purpose – such as campaigning to protect a heritage site from
demolition.
In general, for sociologists, community has traditionally designated a particular form of
social organisation based on small groups, such as neighbourhoods, the small town or some
other spatially bound locality. Philosophical and historical studies have focused more on the
idea of community as an ideology or utopia. 4
The assumption that community is always a positive thing is also under debate; communities
can be conflicted and are not always a source of empowerment and positive identity. 5
Waterton and Smith suggest community has “all too easily become an explanation or
solution, rather than something to be explained” and as such, has emerged as a convenience
used by professionals, policymakers and scholars to manage and make sense of others. Their
description of “something that is re(constructed), aligned to identity and belonging, and
existing in the minds of its people”6 provides a more critical and convincing account of
community.
The term “community participation” is used in this thesis to include communities involved
in the management of heritage, whether local or imagined. Throughout the literature, the
terms “community involvement”, “citizen participation” and “public participant” are used to
refer to “community participation”, and as such, are accepted within this thesis to share a
common meaning.

3

Anderson, Imaginary Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism.
Delanty, Community, xi.
5
Waterton and Smith, ‘The Recognition and Misrecognition of Community Heritage’, 5.
6
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In Sherry Arnstein’s seminal 1969 article A Ladder of Citizen Participation, her model
proposed eight levels of the authenticity of citizen participation in situations where there are
citizens and powerholders.7 The levels range from the tokenistic to real citizen power. In this
thesis, with case studies of state-owned heritage sites, the powerholders include governments
and their agencies, and, at times, heritage experts or consultants from the private sector.
In order to understand the authenticity of community participation in heritage management
in NSW, this thesis draws on the theories of Arnstein and more recent interpretations of the
Ladder of Participation by Sarah White and Jules Pretty. Using these models, a version
applicable to community participation in heritage management is proposed in order to better
understand the consultation processes that took place in case study examples.
It is important to distinguish between the broad term of “heritage”, which includes all
buildings or sites or objects that have significance to individuals or groups but are not
necessarily recognised by the state as heritage through the legislative process and the more
specific term of “official heritage”. Within this thesis, the use of the term “heritage” is
consistent with the concept of official heritage as defined by Harrison; as an object, place or
practice with formal recognition as heritage and placed on a heritage register. 8 Once places
become statutory entities, they are constituted as official heritage and subject to a series of
assumptions about how they must be treated differently to other places.
When community consultation in heritage management, or elsewhere, is inauthentic and
people feel their voices are not being heard, grassroots activism can be a natural outcome for
those who are frustrated and feel excluded from the process. Social movement theory
provides the basis for identifying the tactics available to communities wanting to challenge
powerholders, the stages a campaign might experience in order to achieve their desired
outcomes, and the role of people and process in successful activism. Primarily using the work
of Charles Tilly, Sidney Tarrow and Doug McAdam, this thesis first identifies the strategies
used by the activists, categorised by the intent of the tactic. These are those aimed at
mobilisation of activists, those intended to raise public awareness, and those aimed at

7
8

Arnstein, ‘A Ladder of Citizen Participation’.
Harrison, Heritage, 16.
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influence decision makers. The thesis then draws on the work of US activism theorist and
practitioner Bill Moyer and the Movement Action Plan (MAP) he developed to identify the
eight key stages of campaigns.

1.3 Methodology
1.3.1

Case study approach

Case study research has been utilised as the primary methodology in order to gain an in-depth
understanding of community engagement in current heritage practice in NSW. Case studies
have been defined as a research strategy or technique.9 Case studies permit an understanding
of the dynamics within a single setting, such as investigating current or innovative practice.
By analysing case studies, theory can be generated with anticipated research outcomes that
are inductive – moving from the particular to the general. 10 A case study can be used to relate
to or be representative of others to build theory, or dissimilar case studies can be used to
extend or modify theory.11
The case studies selected offer areas of both similarity and difference, with varying degrees
of local and global relevance, making them appropriate for in-depth study. The case studies
were selected on the basis of three criteria: that they were owned by the State Government
of NSW; that they had been assessed by the NSW Heritage Council as being of state
significance; and that they differed from one another in terms of desired outcome (Table 1.1).
After carrying out preliminary research on ten sites matching these criteria, three final sites
were selected: Strickland House in the Sydney suburb of Vaucluse, the timber truss bridge
in Carrathool in rural south west NSW, and the brutalist Sirius Apartments in the historic
Rocks district of Sydney’s CBD. The selection of diverse case studies is intended to represent
a range of communities (urban, suburban and rural), architectural typologies and government
strategies.

9

Yin, Case Study Research, 3.
Collis, Hussey, and Hussey, Business Research: A Practical Guide for Undergraduate and Postgraduate
Students, 15.
11
Collis, Hussey, and Hussey, 69.
10
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Table 1.1 Case study variables and attributes
Ownership
NSW Heritage
Office
Assessment of
Significance
Location
Typology

Year of
Completion
Government
Development
Strategy
Government
Listing Strategy
Outcome

Strickland House
NSW State Govt
State

Carrathool Bridge
NSW State Govt
State

Sirius
NSW State Govt
State

Suburban Sydney
Victorian
residential mansion

Rural NSW
Timber truss bridge

c.1856

1922

CBD Sydney
Brutalist public
housing apartment
building
1980

Sale of site for
demolition and
redevelopment
No/limited listing
on SHR
Listing on State
Heritage Register
and retention of
public ownership

Retention of bridge for
protection of heritage
significance
Remain listed on SHR

Sale of site for
demolition and
redevelopment
No listing on SHR

Delisting from State
Heritage Register and
construction of new
bridge

Sale to developer
and refusal to list
on State Heritage
Register

Source: author

While each case study may be an “extreme case”12 of community involvement in heritage
conservation, in that they may have attracted significant public attention, or involved a
particularly lengthy campaign, they provide robust examples of the ways in which
consultation can be managed, or in some cases, mismanaged. They also present opportunities
to document both the power a community can have to change an official decision, as well as
the complete lack of power others may have when the decision-making agenda has long been
set.
The inclusion of Carrathool Bridge as a case study provides a reverse scenario to the other
two. In this instance the government was pushing for the retention of the site while the
community was against it. Researchers should not simply be concerned with cases where
something “happened”, but also with cases where something did not. 13 In seeking to have a

12
13

Gerring, Case Selection for Case‐Study Analysis, 1,653.
Gerring, 1,653.
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site delisted and demolished, Carrathool provides an opportunity to investigate the
community consultation process where the heritage significance is absent in the eyes of the
community. Carrathool Bridge is an exploration of one type – albeit unusual – of community
interaction with heritage processes and provides a way of probing what additional factors
may affect the outcomes.

1.4 Sources
1.4.1

Documents

To establish a comprehensive understanding of the ways in which communities are engaged
in heritage processes and programs operating in NSW, an extensive review of documentary
material was employed to establish a baseline foundation of understanding. A wide range of
primary and secondary sources was reviewed.
For a thesis focused on the authenticity of government processes, both written government
reports and original documents are essential. The level of reporting published by NSW
government departments has decreased significantly over recent years. Prior to 2011, the
NSW Heritage Council and the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage published annual
reports detailing the year’s SHR listings and delisting as well as the various programs that
had taken place. Since the incorporation of the annual reporting of state heritage matters into
larger government departmental reports, the quantity of information has gradually decreased.
Other publicly available government records used include the minutes of Heritage Council
meetings and heritage listing data.
While departmental summary reports are relatively easy to access, the original sources from
which they are made up are less so. Many of the primary documents for this study relied on
formal applications under the Government Information (Public Access) Act 2009 (GIPA).
The Act provides access to government information and is intended to “maintain and advance
a system of responsible and representative democratic government that is open, accountable,
fair and effective”.14 The documents accessed under GIPA were pivotal to the thesis as they
provided the means to ascertain authenticity by comparing written community submissions

14

NSW State Government, Government Information (Public Access) Act 2009 Part 1, 3 (1).
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made under official consultation processes against the submission summary reports prepared
by the state government agencies. Each of the case studies in this thesis required some level
of document access via GIPA.
Archival records also constitute an important source for this study. The most significant of
these relate to the residents’ action groups involved in the case studies. This material included
minutes of meetings, correspondence and photographs. While the majority are kept in the
State Library of NSW, some were in private collections kindly provided by participants in
the study. Local history archives were also used, primarily those held by Woollahra,
Carrathool and Sydney City councils.
Secondary sources such as newspapers and magazines also provide an insight into the case
studies within this thesis. Newspaper articles in particular are useful in establishing media
and public opinions at the time as well as providing a way of tracking the various government
strategies, polices and announcements. Social media was also a useful source in this thesis,
not only in tracking campaigns but also in gaining further insight into community sentiment
throughout.
1.4.2

Interviews

While interviews were not used extensively as a research tool as the primary focus was on
documentary evidence of government processes, several interviews were conducted to gain
qualitative information to establish different points of view within each case study, from both
government and heritage professionals, and relevant community members. There were a
number of individuals who were approached for an interview who did not wish to officially
participate. Insights gained from interviews led to greater understanding of the programs with
which people were involved, what they were meant to achieve and any areas of concern.
Their content of course was triangulated with secondary and archival sources in order to
confirm the accuracy of the responses from the interviewees where possible.
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Table 1.2 Interview Participants
Participant
Peter Poland
Peter Laird
Jane Smith*
Shaun Carter
Tao Gofers

Case Study
Strickland House
Carrathool Bridge
Carrathool Bridge
Sirius
Sirius

Role
President WHHS
Mayor, Carrathool Shire
NSW Heritage Office
Chairman, Save Our Sirius
Architect, Sirius

Interview Date
18 Sept 2019
22 March 2018
18 April 2018
5 June 2108
10 June 2018

Source: author
(Note. * Asterisk denotes pseudonym)

Ethics approval was granted by the Human Research Ethics Advisory Panel (HREAP) of the
Faculty (School from 1 January 2021) of the Built Environment at the University of New
South Wales (HC17783).15 Permission was sought to conduct interviews both in person and
via phone or email with relevant heritage professionals and community members.
Interviewees were provided with a detailed written description of the research project and
aims, as well as a document outlining the issues of confidentiality and disclosure.
Interviewees were also provided with a document advising how to withdraw from the project
at any point. Each interview was asked to sign a consent document acknowledging their
willingness to participate in the project, to be recorded, and for that information to be used
in this thesis.

1.5 Thesis structure
This thesis commences with a review of the community participation and community
activism literature, in the context of both planning and heritage conservation. This is followed
by an explanation of the interpretive framework through which this research is approached.
Then come the research findings through three discrete case studies including a discussion
with reference to the interpretive framework and the aims and objectives of the thesis. This
structure is described in more detail below.
Chapter 2, following, investigates historical and contemporary research under the two main
themes of this thesis: authenticity in community participation and effective community
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activism. The chapter begins with an examination of community participation within the field
of planning, looking at the challenges and the strategies involved, and the concept of
authenticity within that participation. The chapter then looks at the same issues in relation to
the smaller field of participation within heritage conservation. The second half of this chapter
follows research in the field of community activism strategies, examining the importance of
the roles of both people and process.
Chapter 3 describes the theoretical framework of the thesis. It begins by describing the
assessment models useful in determining the authenticity of community participation
processes, including those developed by Sherry Arnstein and Sarah White. The theory of US
activism practitioner and sociologist Bill Moyer is used to develop a means of evaluating the
activism strategies undertaken by communities within the context of heritage conservation.
Chapter 4 investigates the official heritage conservation process within New South Wales. It
begins with a snapshot of the political context within which the case studies are located. The
chapter then outlines the heritage conservation listing process as it currently operates in
NSW. This section covers state heritage legislation and the three tiers of heritage applicable
to NSW sites of heritage significance: Australian National Heritage, NSW State Heritage and
NSW Local Government Heritage. Recent changes to the NSW Heritage Act 1977 are then
outlined, and the chapter concludes by providing contextual connections to the case studies.
Chapters 5, 6 and 7 contain the three case studies around which this thesis is centred. The
three case studies, all sites of heritage significance owned and managed by the State
Government of New South Wales, highlight different aspects of the community participation
processes within the heritage management system, and document the activism strategies
undertaken by local communities in order to protect their heritage. Each case study begins
with an introduction and timeline of critical events, followed by a history of the site, the
government’s initiatives and the community’s responses. Each concludes with an update of
the final outcome of the site and a discussion of the processes that took place, with reference
to the theoretical framework elaborated in Chapter 3.
The conclusion in Chapter 8 will return to the research questions, drawing the findings of the
three case studies and reflecting upon them within the broader context of current heritage
conservation management in NSW. This overview is followed by a discussion of the research
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and its relationship to the literature, reflecting on the ways in which communities may be
more authentically included in heritage management in NSW. The chapter will conclude with
the exploration of several potential areas for future research to emerge from the thesis, some
of which have been touched on within the study but would benefit from further investigation.
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2 COMMUNITY AND HERITAGE
2.1 Introduction
This chapter positions this thesis within the broader research fields of community
participation and activism in heritage conservation. It draws on the literature from across the
broad fields of public participation, heritage conservation and community activism to define
and explore the key concepts explored. Both community and heritage - the two main concepts
within this research –– have ambiguity in common. While both notions are much debated,
this literature review focuses on the key authors and works to establish their relevance to this
research. Limitations and gaps in the literature are also discussed.
Anticipating the case studies to follow, the literature review is divided into two major areas:
community participation and community activism, both within planning broadly and heritage
conservation specifically. While community participation is a broad theme, this review
rapidly draws the focus down to literature concerned with the purpose, challenges, strategies
and issues surrounding authenticity in community participation within the sphere of urban
planning. It then details the relatively small but growing body of research concerned with
community participation in heritage, again addressing the purpose, challenges, strategies and
authenticity of that participation.
The second subject area within this review investigates past and current research surrounding
community activism and protest strategies. In a similar format to the first section, this also
briefly looks at the broad theory and moves to activism and protest within urban planning
and then within heritage conservation.

2.2 Community participation
The engagement of the local community in decision-making processes is, first and foremost,
considered a key element of democracy, with the engagement of citizens a popular theme in
modern democracy theory.1 Widely accepted theories of democracy, such as those of
Austrian American economist Joseph Schumpeter in his seminal 1943 book Capitalism,
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Socialism and Democracy, largely dismiss the role of citizen participation beyond the
electoral process. Schumpeter argued that “the deciding of issues by the electorate (should
be) secondary to the election of the men who are to do the deciding”. 2 Participation beyond
that point was against the democratic method, as it constitutes an attempt by citizens to
control their representatives, negating the true concept of leadership. It was only later
theorists such as Americans Bernard Berelson, Robert Dahl and Italian Giovanni Sartori who
placed more importance on the role of ongoing public participation in democracy. 3
Current thought suggests that a well-functioning democracy requires informed and active
citizens who understand the ways in which they are able to express their opinion, act
collectively, and hold elected public representatives accountable. The forms of participation
can range widely, from voting in elections and referendums, to joining political parties or
lobby groups, taking part in demonstrations or strikes, civil disobedience (such as refusing
to pay taxes or obey conscription orders), or various forms of community action such as local
environmental and housing issues.
2.2.1

Community participation in planning

2.2.1.1 The purpose of community participation in planning
Together with the works of environmentalist writer Rachel Carson and feminist author Betty
Friedan,4 Jane Jacobs’ 1961 The Death and Life of Great American Cities is regarded as
laying the groundwork for the grassroots protest politics of the 1960s.5 Jacobs challenged the
architectural conformity of post-war modernism in New York City, advocating for the
chaotic but human-scaled rhythms and patterns of local neighbourhoods. While Robert
Moses, the powerful bureaucrat specifically opposed by Jacobs, had plans to tear down parks
and buildings to run highways through Lower Manhattan, Jacobs argued for the social
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microcosmic urban life that was to be found in the “sidewalk ballet” of the small local streets. 6
Seemingly caring little about the displacement of tens of thousands of people, Robert Moses’ 7
plans for the area were conceived in secrecy with no formal opportunity for residents to
comment.8 In taking on Moses, Jacobs chaired the Joint Committee to Stop the Lower
Manhattan Expressway and encouraged local community members to join in the fight. Local
rallies were organised, sympathetic press such as the Village Voice became involved, and
ultimately the group was successful in having the plans to build the freeway blocked. It was
Jacobs’ belief that people must be given the opportunity to influence their own environments,
stressing “cities have the capability of providing something for everyone, only because, and
only when, they are created by everybody”. 9 In many ways, Jacobs reshaped how residents
and planners thought about cities and her influence is still felt in discussions of urban
planning today. The Death and Life of American Cities became one of the most influential
urban planning texts around the world. In Australia, during the first decades after it was
published, the impact of Life and Death amongst urban planning professionals was minimal,
with local practice remaining largely traditional and committed to simpler theories of
infrastructure planning.10
Sanoff identifies Paul Davidoff as one of the most highly influential advocates for
participatory democracy in the mid-1960s.11 Both a planner and lawyer, Davidoff challenged
planners to incorporate citizen participation as a tool to help overcome poverty and racism,
and to reduce the disparity between rich and poor. In Advocacy and Pluralism in Planning,
published in 1965, Davidoff presented a new ‘advocacy planning’ model in North America. 12
His concept of ‘advocacy planning’ (advocating for those who had previously had no voice
in planning their own urban neighbourhoods) was influential in the characterisation of
architecture and planning as a participatory process and captured the spirit of a new

6

Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great American Cities, 50.
Robert Moses simultaneously held the roles of Chairman of the New York City Triborough Bridge and Tunnel
Authority (1934-81) and Commissioner of New York City Department of Parks (1934-60).
8
Kanigel, Eyes on the Street, 229.
9
Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great American Cities, 238.
10
Jacobs, ‘An Australian Jane Jacobs’, 39.
11
Sanoff, Community Participation Methods in Design and Planning, 4.
12
Sanoff, 4.
7

15

movement in the field and inspired a generation of young planners to represent the views of
the disadvantaged.13 During the same period in Cleveland, City Planning Director Norman
Krumholz championed greater equity within the city, challenging the boundaries of
government powers and proposing radical change. Krumholz embodied equity planning in
theory and practice, expressing the importance for urban social movements to have allies
inside government, or what is referred to as an “inside-out strategy”,14 challenging the
powerful influence on planners of elitism, bureaucratic stagnation, narrow professionalism
and racism.
During this period many North American planning professionals began to rethink their
traditional approach, viewing urban planning as a political campaign issue and actively
fighting against aggressive urban redevelopment. They also worked to develop methods of
encouraging citizen participation in the planning process. Community Design Centres
(CDCs) were established so that professionals could provide design and technical advice to
communities which otherwise could not afford it.
While CDCs began as state funded programs, by the mid-1970s the change in the American
political climate saw them shift to non-profit, voluntary organisations, often backed by
various political movements, from the radical to the neo-conservative.15 The development of
CDCs brought into question traditional power relations, such as that between architect and
end-user. These CDCs were the initial expression of organised grass-roots participation in
planning. According to Sanoff, they led to the formation of many local citizen groups aimed
at influencing neighbourhood change throughout the US.16
Such was the momentum of the recognition of the value of community participation during
the 1960s that several US Federal programs were also developed. One of the most significant
of these was the Model Cities Program, launched in 1966 by US President Lyndon Johnson
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as a part of his campaign of the War on Poverty. 17 Model Cities was established with the aim
of developing new anti-poverty programs and alternative forms of municipal government.
The 1969 election of Richard Nixon brought about administrative change, which led to the
eventual end of Model Cities in 1974. In his 1972 summary of the citizen participation
outcomes of the program, Strange noted that it was controversial amongst elected officials
who felt their political control had been dissipated, although the program was also criticised
for limiting citizen participation, with some localities blocking the implementation of
participatory techniques that were key to the program.18
However, many of the citizen participation methods initiated during the Model Cities period
were highly influential. According to Strange, the emphasis on citizen participation spread
beyond the scope of the program, and into colleges, hospitals and other public institutions
with pressure to include those previously excluded from their staff, boards and services in
decision making.19 The recognition of the value of citizen participation was also seen
throughout public administration in the US, with policies and activities reflecting the need to
include minority groups. By the early 1970s, citizen participation had come to be seen by
many as a “basic and inalienable right of the American people”20 and as such, became a
central goal of urban activists.
In the UK the Town and Country Planning Act was created following the 1965 report The
Future of Development Plans prepared by the Planning Advisory Group to address post-war
planning and development. The Act created public concern surrounding the top-down nature
of development amidst a growing interest in the idea of participatory democracy. An enquiry,
led by Labour MP Arthur Skeffington, was appointed to assess the ways in which the public
might have more opportunity to become involved in the creation of local development plans.
The outcome of the enquiry, the Skeffington Report, People and Planning, Report of the
Committee on Public Participation in Planning was published in 1969.21 Despite initial
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criticism for being vague and unclear in explaining the importance of participation, the report
was the first attempt at a systematic approach to public participation in planning. The report
inspired community activists and the new generation of planners to embrace the ideals of
public participation. It also ultimately helped pave the way for the 2011 Localism Act (UK),
intended to make provision for the transfer of power from central government to local
authorities and communities with the intention “to help people and their locally elected
representatives to achieve their own ambitions.”22
Nevertheless, the exclusion of community input regarding the development of their
neighbourhoods was typical up until the 1950s and 1960s. Post-war reconstruction and an
enthusiasm for regional decentralisation in Britain reached Australia, spurning classic
publications such as H.H. Smith’s Planning the Community (1944) and Walter Bunning’s
Homes under the Sun (1945). Throughout the 1950s and 60s, economic and population
growth saw Australia enjoy an unprecedented period of political stability and prosperity.
Planning was promoted on a rhetoric of participation, although, according to Freestone, “few
effective opportunities were presented”.23
By the mid-1960s, the winds of change found in the shifting economic, social and political
environment of the US were starting to be felt in Australia. The outcomes of postwar urban
planning were being widely questioned, including the widespread loss of heritage sites.
Accordingly, the demand for participatory governance in Australia spread, including
participatory urban planning and heritage conservation. Freestone identifies the main
battlegrounds in the central city, inner suburbs and affluent outer suburbs of Sydney and
Melbourne, where residents fought for socially responsible and environmentally sensitive
planning.24 As a response to the changing social and political climate, statutory consultation
processes and time periods began to appear throughout planning and heritage processes. In
response, the National Trust of Australia was founded in 1965 as a federation of the eight
state chapters.25 Twenty years earlier, Annie Wyatt founded The National Trust of Australia
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(NSW) to safeguard Australia’s natural landscapes and historic buildings, predating any
planning legislation to protect them.26 The prime focus of the Trust was advocacy for the
protection of places of significance, although they also acquired places in danger of
demolition. The National Trust movement not only raised community consciousness of the
destruction of built and natural heritage, but also provided an opportunity for community
activism.
There is evidence to suggest that the optimism surrounding participation in the 1960s is not
as high as it once was. 27 Since the 1970s there has been a change in the way in which people
participate in public processes. Membership of major political parties has declined, but there
has been increased prevalence in direct action groups protesting against specific local and
social aspects of government policy. This shift in Australia is consistent with other advanced
democracies such as the United Kingdom and the US.28 The trend towards increased public
participation in social and local issues has provided a wealth of research on the ways in which
that participation occurs and how effective it is in decision-making processes. Much of the
recent research surrounding local communities and participation come from the fields of
urban planning and community health.
As both planning and heritage conservation concern themselves with the built environment,
much of the recent research in the planning field is of value in the context of heritage. As
posed by Marshall, Steinmetz and Zehner, “Is planning something done for people? Or is it
done to them? Or should planning, in fact, be something done with people?”.29 The body of
research on community participation in planning is substantial, and often opens by noting
that engaging citizens in the process of urban planning is part of a modern democracy. 30 It is
widely regarded as a fundamental principle of modern representative government, meaning
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‘planning with people’ should be a guiding principle and logical process.31 As acknowledged
by Sandercock in her well-known critique of citizen participation, one of the most important
benefits of participation is the local, detailed information it provides, which in turn informs
planning.32
Sarkissian, Cook and Walsh argue that such engagement is required by governments just as
much, if not more, than it is needed by citizens.33 Involving the public in decision-making
can provide legitimacy for the government (or for an institution), by establishing credibility,
generating public confidence and helping to build ongoing cooperative relationships between
community and state. The authors also argue that public participation is needed from the
standpoint of the community, in order for it to be informed, to assist in planning, for
opportunities to influence, to express opposition and to provide an opportunity to campaign.
As argued by other scholars, the basic rationale for public involvement is that it ultimately
results in better decisions being made for the community. 34 One of the key benefits of public
participation is representativeness; “as consumers of planning decisions, the public is best
served when its desires and preferences are known and incorporated into plans”.35
Irvin and Stansbury outline the many benefits of participatory mechanisms, including the
creation of citizen-experts, empowerment of citizens, improved social outcomes and reduced
litigation costs from disgruntled stakeholders pursuing legal action. 36 Additionally, public
participation not only improves communications but also redistributes authority and
responsibility.37
An increase in the public’s trust in government officials and processes is an important benefit
of public engagement. Sandercock suggests that the process of participation can be as
important as the product and that a planning process which is open to the public provides an
assurance that the public’s views are being considered.38 In examining justifications for
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public participation in landscape conservation in Norway, Jones found that when people are
“listened to, paid attention to, treated politely and with respect, the legitimacy for the final
decisions is increased. Interaction facilitates cooperation by creating trust. Decisions gain
higher legitimacy if the public has participated in the formulation of visions, objectives and
decision-making criteria”.39 Fogg reached similar conclusions, finding participatory
mechanisms can keep public authorities honest, humane and thoughtful, and are useful in
pressuring and persuading these authorities to perform their duties more sensitively. 40
2.2.1.2 Challenges of community participation
While public involvement in planning has arguably become one of the most debated issues
in planning processes,41 it is noted that a significant portion of the debate is dedicated to its
many challenges.
One of the most significant challenges in involving the public in the decision-making process
is the existence of many differing opinions, voices and preferences, complicating decisionmaking for planners. Australian research by Sarkissian et al identified the problems
associated with domination of the process by interest groups. Potential inequality amongst
the participating public also presents difficulty in getting a representative sample of views,
with consultation or participation tending to favour middle-class, articulate people. 42 In
addition to conflict amongst members of the public, there is often also a need for a balance
to be found between the two kinds of expertise; local knowledge versus professional
knowledge.43 While both are of value, they are often very different and even contradictory.
The attitude of ‘us’ versus ‘them’ is thought to perhaps be a result of professional elitism,
real or imagined, on the part of planners.44 It has also been noted that planners tend to “see
themselves as neutral but they also have their own values making judgments as to the good
versus the right”.45 No one involved in the public participation process, whether in planning

Jones, ‘The European Landscape Convention and the Question of Public Participation’, 618.
Fogg, ‘Public Participation in Australia’, 265.
41
Marshall, Steinmetz, and Zehner, ‘Community Participation in Planning’, 276.
42
Sarkissian, Cook, and Walsh, Community Participation in Practice: A Practical Guide.
43
Marshall, Steinmetz, and Zehner, ‘Community Participation in Planning’, 287.
44
Sarkissian, Cook, and Walsh, Community Participation in Practice: A Practical Guide.
45
Hillier, ‘Culture, Community and Communication in the Planning Process’, 231.
39
40

21

or otherwise, is free of values, which will in turn affect their judgment. This also includes
members of the local community who, according to Sarkissian et al tend to lobby for local
interests but ignore the wider interest. 46
One of the factors making a representative sample of views difficult to achieve is referred to
by Gleeson and Low as the ‘forgotten public’. In particular, they highlight the largely absent
public groups in decision-making processes; youth, elderly people, indigenous people,
migrants, people who are either mentally or physically impaired. As a result, many of these
groups are left out of public processes.47 As Fogg concluded succinctly, participation is not
an effective way of involving the ‘have-nots’ in decision-making.48 In identifying community
members’ reasons for not engaging in decision-making processes, Marshall et al also note
that many people have no time or energy, they might believe that the project does not justify
their time, or they may simply be unaware of the project. 49
A further important challenge in the realisation of public participation is the multitude of
logistical challenges of administration. Marshall et al identify key logistical questions that
must be asked in involving the public in planning, including techniques to be used, an
understanding of who exactly should participate, the cultural implications of various
techniques and locations, the sensitivities surrounding working with Indigenous
communities, the practicalities of multilingual communities, and small but potentially
important considerations such as what time of year, what day and indeed what time of day is
the best time to consult with people. 50 In outlining the practicalities of public participation,
Sarkissian et al also identify the importance of asking why, what, when and where to engage
the public, as well as other issues surrounding funding and budgeting.51 In their exploration
of the overall worth of citizen participation, Irvin and Stansbury also identified several
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significant challenges, including public complacency, dealing with persistent selfishness
among participants, coping with potentially too much information, and ongoing cost factors. 52
2.2.1.3 Strategies for community participation
In order to meet these challenges, the language and techniques used to engage the community
in decision-making processes are changing rapidly, driven by more sophisticated tools and a
more technologically savvy public. These technologies allow access to a much wider crosssection of the community. The ways in which people can participate have also broadened
enormously, with new technologies making participation quicker and easier to access.
Research identifies many factors affecting the outcomes of community engagement
initiatives. While both the nature of the community and types of decisions in question can
vary greatly, engagement must be both fair and efficient in order to be successful. 53 One of
the recurrent issues in participation research is the question of when and who; when should
the public be asked to participate in decision-making, and who exactly should be invited to
participate? What stages of the process (planning or otherwise), is it appropriate for citizens
to have input into the outcomes? In detailing guidelines for Australian community
participation programs, specifically in the field of planning, Sarkissian et al identified four
components in which engagement should occur: information exchange, consultation,
negotiation and cooperative partnership. They suggest that to omit the public from any one
of those components will endanger the overall success of the program by creating a lack of
transparency and trust amongst the public. 54 Prieur and Durousseau specifically advised on
the ways in which the public were to be involved in the implementation of the European
Landscape Convention. 55 They identified the many ways in which such participation may
take form, noting the variance amongst the 12 signatory Europeans nations. These forms of
participation include the opportunity to provide feedback on impact studies, projected plans
and schemes, public consultative meetings, the involvement of local authorities when

Irvin and Stansbury, ‘Citizen Participation in Decision Making: Is It Worth the Effort?’, 58.
Berke, Urban Land Use Planning, 271.
54
Sarkissian, Cook, and Walsh, Community Participation in Practice: A Practical Guide.
55
Council of Europe, ‘Landscape and Sustainable Development: Challenges of the European Landscape
Convention’.
52
53

23

decision-making is being made at state or national level, consultation of qualified experts,
the opportunity for public debate with developers, and authority to monitor the
implementation of plans. Prieur and Durousseau also specify forms of public participation
that are reactive, such as the power to take legal action, organize local referendums and the
right to petition.
The question of who is entitled to participate is difficult to answer and depends not only on
the nature and size of the decision-making process in question, but the overall attitudes
towards inclusiveness in the location of the research. Prieur and Durousseau noted that the
interpretation of public “ought to be extended to its meaning in the broadest sense, including
individuals regardless of their place of residence.”56 They refer to the United Nations Aarhus
Convention57 regarding the intention of public participation to be non-discriminatory, as to
citizenship, nationality or domicile. This, according to Jones, includes “administrators,
professionals and ordinary people; women, men, children, residents, visitors, citizens,
immigrants and different ethnic groups.”58
While some may consider such a broad understanding of inclusion as ideal in the field of
landscape and sustainable development, most projects are not as wide reaching as the
European Landscape Convention. In reality, much of the research indicates a need for a small,
carefully selected group. Irvin and Stansbury suggest that collaborative decision-making
works best when the group is small and homogeneous, which is most likely found in rural
communities. In larger communities, expecting 10 or 20 citizen representatives to turn around
popular opinion may be naïve. They suggest that careful selection of a representative group
of stakeholders is a key indicator of successful outcomes in participatory planning. 59
In discussing the design of specific programs for public participation, Marshall et al focus on
the many implications of changing technology on the ability for that participation to occur. 60
Many of the logistical challenges are overcome by the engagement of social media
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techniques, including the best times to approach people to allow for fair access to participate,
multilingual communities, reaching citizens who may be unable to attend meetings due to
work, illness or family commitments. The internet also allows for public awareness
campaigns and access to supporting information and documents to further educate members
of the public on the issues at hand. 61 As Marshall et al note, there are plenty of well-developed
tools for public participation available and “no need to reinvent the wheel”,62 including
scenarios testing, visioning, communicative action and collaborative processes. 63 The specific
methodologies employed in public participation are highly dependent on the nature and
gravity of the decisions to be made. Additionally, as O’Neill and Colebatch concluded in
their 1989 Sydney study, different social setting may result in different demands for
participation, with, for example, issues giving rise to participation likely to be different in an
established area compared with a newly developed area.64 Most importantly, and perhaps
obviously, as Syme argues, it is critical that community participation occurs at the point
where it counts.65
2.2.1.4 Authenticity in community participation in planning
Reviewing key literature from the field of community participation from the 1970s through
to recent publications indicates that in many ways, little has changed in the field in over half
a century. While technology has changed the ways in which participation can be carried out,
transparency remains a popular term in any discussion of public policy and government
planning and processes. As stated succinctly by Sarkissian et al, public participation in
decision-making processes will be seen as bogus when others determine the outcome. 66
In exploring the lack of transparency in government processes, Moyer refers to official versus
actual policies.67 Moyer describes the distinction between policies that powerholders claim
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they are implementing (generally with high-sounding moral values), and the actual policies
(generally consistent with what he terms “the societal secrets”, which reflect the ideology
that actually guides the powerholders as they govern in the interest of the elites).68 Using the
example of voting rights in the US in the 1960s, Moyer cites the claim that the country was
at the time a democracy in which every adult had the right to vote, which is in line with values
considered to be of high morality. The actual policies, however, were that African Americans
were prevented from registering to vote through a variety of measures. The concerns of
Moyer continue today with the weakening in 2013 of the Voting Rights Act, where stricter
voter ID laws, reduced voting times and restricted registration have all served to keep
significant numbers of eligible voters from the polls. While these changes affect all
Americans, according to the NYU Brennan Centre they place special burdens on racial
minorities, poor people, and young and old voters.69 This disparity between policy and
practice is an important element in discussing the authenticity of community participation,
and examination of official consultation policies against actual policies is a useful indicator
of authenticity in community participation programs.
Central to any community member’s willingness to participate in decision-making processes
is the issue of trust in the relevant authority and a belief that the outcome and processes will
be worthy of their time investment. Gleeson and Low reported a common perception of
public participation being regarded as gestural, 70 while Sarkissian et al found consistent
uncertainty from the public about what happens with the results of public involvement. 71 Such
concerns must be overcome if public participation is going to be a worthwhile undertaking
by any institution. The process must not only be transparent and authentic, it must also be
perceived as such. It must be, according to Brenman and Sanchez, accessible, fair,
understandable, empowering, open, consistent, occur early and often and protect minority
rights. It must be legitimate, provide adequate time to talk and be clear about how the input
from the public will be used in the final decision-making process.72
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The concept of authenticity in community participation was addressed most famously by the
late Sherry Arnstein. The Ladder of Citizen Participation was first published in 1969, at a
time when social movements became a feature of politics in the US and there was a focus on
the need for community participation. In her critique of public involvement in planning,
identifying levels of authenticity within public participation, Arnstein emphasized that
participation without a genuine redistribution of power is an empty and frustrating process
for the powerless.73 Arnstein’s conceptualisation of participation as a ladder along which
degrees of participation are placed depending on the degree of actual citizen power is perhaps
the most influential in the field. As she argues: “there is a critical difference between going
through the empty ritual of participation and having the real power to affect the outcomes of
the process”.74 The concept of the redistribution of power is central to Arnstein’s work. Policy
makers and planners seeking public involvement must, she argues, be prepared to allow that
redistribution to occur,75 otherwise the result is what she classifies as “therapy” or
“manipulation” of participants.76
Arnstein’s gradations of public involvement are ranked according to the degree of power
participants hold in affecting the final outcome. Arnstein considers even consultation to be a
form of tokenism, regarding only partnership, delegated power and citizen control to be
genuinely empowering for citizens. What is clear from Arnstein’s ladder is that it is the
decision-makers who set the terms of participation, either permitting the public to be
“informed” or “consulted” or allowing real power through “partnership” or “delegated
power”. The decision-makers’ power to set the agenda is similarly referenced by Sandercock,
when she suggests that advocating public involvement without taking into account a shift in
the level of power and control towards participants can weaken the ability of the decisionmakers to achieve their objectives. 77
While Arnstein acknowledges the limitations of her typology in its simplicity, it remains the
most used, and perhaps most useful, analytical model of community participation.
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Throughout the five decades since Arnstein’s focus on the distribution of power, there has
been ongoing interest in this field of research. 78
2.2.2

Community participation in heritage conservation

2.2.2.1 The purpose of community participation in heritage conservation
As notions of community inclusiveness are key components in many planning policies both
overseas and in Australia, it is not surprising that this extends to the field of heritage
conservation. Since the 1990s, the notion of participation has been part of the heritage debate,
with policymakers regarding participation as the solution to problems related to the oftenconflicted relationships between heritage experts, governments, developers and local
communities and in particular increasing dissatisfaction with the tendency for official
practices to exclude pasts that matter to communities. For example, the UNESCO (United
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation) regulation on intangible heritage
prescribes active participation as the cornerstone of every “heritagisation” process.79 As noted
by Beeksma and de Cesari, involving citizens in the management of what is now largely
framed as ‘their own’ heritage seems like a very good fix for the crisis of representation in
heritage.80
Despite this acknowledgement within heritage conservation of the need for community
participation, the body of research is not extensive. As is consistent with community
participation in planning, the literature from the field of heritage conservation suggests this
is still of an area of great debate amongst academics and reluctance on behalf of decisionmakers. While some efforts are shown to be empowering to communities, others appear to
amount to little more than a tokenistic gesture, with the “celebratory discourse”81 of
participation curbing resistance to development projects, serving to conceal ongoing

Amy, The Politics of Environmental Mediation; Sandercock, ‘Citizen Participation: The New Conservatism’,
1994; Syme, ‘When and Where Does Participation Count?’; Painter, ‘Participation and Power’.
79
Cortés-Vázquez, Jiménez-Esquinas, and Sánchez-Carretero, ‘Heritage and Participatory Governance’, 15.
80
Beeksma and De Cesari, ‘Participatory Heritage in a Gentrifying Neighbourhood: Amsterdam’s Van Eesteren
Museum as Affective Space of Negotiations’, 979.
81
Meskell, The Nature of Heritage: The New South Africa, 118.
78

28

exclusion from key decision-making, or even the dominance of interests from powerful lobby
groups.82
Locally, three themes in heritage conservation research focusing on community participation
emerge from the literature: authorised heritage discourse (AHD) particularly within the Burra
Charter, the vital need for the inclusion of community in managing Australia’s Indigenous
heritage, and heritage tourism.
A predominant area of Australian research surrounds the “heritage” discourse and the
exclusionary nature of the language found within it. Specialising in the politics of heritage,
Smith calls this the “authorised heritage discourse” (AHD).83 Smith asserts that the language
of the Burra Charter does not provide community groups with active roles but relegates them
to “audience status”, promoting a certain set of Western elite cultural values as being
universally applicable. A self-referential discourse, the AHD is rooted in “the grand
narratives of nation and class on the one hand, and technical expertise and aesthetic
judgement in the other”.84 Current discourse, she suggests, is based on grand, tangible, old
and aesthetically pleasing sites and monuments, which make people feel good and
comfortable, and their inherent value deemed important to conserve for future generations. 85
Focusing on British heritage, Smith argues it does not represent a broad range of cultural of
social diversity, nor does it engage with discomfort, dissonance and diversity, and existing
cultural and social power structures prevent such engagement from happening. 86 The
exclusion of the uncomfortable and the diverse is also lacking within the Australian heritage
conversation, exemplified by NSW Treasurer Dominic Perrottet in his 2020 newspaper
article Ten iconic (Sydney) buildings I’d bulldoze.87 The treasurer went on to list “anything
brutalist…from Sirius to the UTS Tower…the MLC Centre…Greenway Apartments” and so
on. In essence, anything Modernist, Brutalist or socialist, with particular focus on public
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housing. As architectural critic Elizabeth Farrelly responded, “please! It’s not all about
icons”.88
One of the ramifications of the current discourse is to be found in the challenge made by
conservative Prime Minister John Howard in 1996 to what he called the “black armband”
view of history that acknowledged the legacies of nineteenth and twentieth century racism in
Australia.89 In declaring “I profoundly reject the black armband view of Australian history. I
believe the balance sheet of Australian history is a very generous and benign one…I think
we have been too apologetic about our history in the past…the Australian achievement has
been a heroic one, a courageous one and a humanitarian one”,90 Howard was promoting the
western version of the history of Australia to the exclusion of its racist past. The debate over
the interpretation of Australian history has, in essence, been a fight over one of the
“settlement” versus “invasion’” of Aboriginal lands.91
The AHD, argues Smith, defines who the legitimate spokespersons for the past are, using the
rhetorical device of ‘the past’. 92 Smith and Waterton reference the work of Fraser and her
“politics of recognition”, 93 arguing there must be “parity of participation” within the
management of heritage, permitting all adult members of society to interact with one another
as peers. Such recognition allows for the “observation that different community groups, with
different histories, needs, aspirations and identities, make claims for recognition…”, and the
central premise of recognition is not the ethical judgments about the validity of identity, but
rather about politics, justice and the distribution of power and resources. Recognition, argues
Smith, is about addressing misrecognition, and is central to her argument about the political
and exclusionary nature of heritage management. 94
The engagement of Indigenous communities in the selection and management of their
heritage is an ongoing topic of research. The work of Sullivan and Greer in particular has
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focused on the importance of the partnerships between researchers and Indigenous
communities, and the clear necessity for the inclusion of those communities in decisions
regarding their own heritage. 95 The challenges to Indigenous inclusion was reiterated by
James in a 2013 study of Indigenous participation in planning and heritage in NSW.96 James
cites systemic exclusion of the values in and uses of land of these groups, occurring even
when they are officially recognised in the planning processes. As Hunt also highlights, while
decisions for the future of indigenous heritage sites typically involves a level of community
consultation, Aboriginal people are often not given the fullest opportunity to participate.
Timetables for consultation, for example, do not take into account access limitations,
particularly in regional areas. Communities require adequate warning of consultation
meetings, close to where they live and in venues in which they feel comfortable. 97 It is, James
concludes, therefore the form rather than (only) the process of recognition that is important
if diverse groups, such as Aboriginal groups, are to be given any real consideration in urban
planning and heritage conservation. 98 The existence of exclusion despite official recognition
is also worthy of discussion in the broader heritage context and has relevance within this
research.
Another area of local research that has been undertaken is concerned with heritage tourism
(including visiting house museums and other commercial heritage projects) and reasons for
community members choosing whether or not to participate. 99 Other research in the field of
heritage tourism has focused on the connection between cultural heritage and indigenous
tourism. Ruhanen and White, for example, examine the identity, authenticity and
commercialisation of ‘Indigenous tourism’, exploring not only the benefits but also the
negative impacts upon communities’ tangible and intangible assets.100 Although this provides
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an important insight into public perceptions of heritage and the values it represents, it is not
concerned with engaging the public in the entire process of heritage conservation, rather
engaging with it at the end of the process with the public in the role of consumer.
In the Australian Government’s 2015 Australian Heritage Strategy, it is stated “all
Australians should be able to access, commemorate, celebrate and engage in their heritage.
While many of our heritage assets belong to a local community, such as a historic building
or sacred site, many have values that resonate widely and have significance to many
people”.101 While it is arguable that this is not specifically encouraging public participation
at all levels throughout the process of the identification, assessment and management of
heritage, it is acknowledging that heritage is, essentially, for everyone.
In the late 1990s, Russell concluded that official protection of the nation’s heritage is “a
prejudicial, narrowly conceived system in the sense that it is not readily embraced by the
public at large and does not relate well to vigorous public concerns for the environment”.102
Russell found the Register of the National Estate (now essentially Australia’s National
Heritage List) has been “long recognized for large imbalances in historic representations”.
Russell considered a need for a more egalitarian and democratic approach, less “top down”,
dominated by heritage professionals, and with little meaningful public involvement. He
argues that this unrepresentative base of participation has resulted in an unbalanced control
of historical resources skewed to European representation and a narrow version of Australia’s
heritage.103 Although the two decades following Russell’s research have seen an effort in
achieving a broader understanding of cultural heritage, specifically that of Indigenous
Australians, it can still be argued that Australia’s National Heritage List is far from reflection
of the many cultural groups that make up the population.
In the same vein to be found in the planning literature, it is generally accepted that community
participation in the field of heritage is consistent with good governance practice. 104 It is
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important to include local voices in cultural heritage management in order to gain a better
understanding of what people identify as their important cultural environments. Norwegian
research found that when there is correlation between the themes that the official heritage
management and museums focus on, and the personal memories that individuals attach to
them, people’s appreciation of and consideration for these assets are strengthened. When and
if this correlation between memories and monuments is stressed in cultural heritage work,
including planning documents, the important task of safeguarding narratives and monuments
has a better chance of succeeding and becoming a shared consideration and responsibility. 105
In Australian research, Sullivan suggests heritage practitioners are not very good at seeing
“things other than the fabric”.106 It could be argued that this is due to lack of local knowledge
and the fabric is all that there is for those who are not familiar with the local area. Russell
similarly comments that the relevance of the conservation effort, not being often enough
vitally connected with community experience, is diminished accordingly. He predicted that
by engaging local communities, and increasing those connections, heritage will play a more
positive role in shaping the future. 107
As well as benefits in achieving ‘good heritage outcomes’, research identifies broader
benefits for both governments and citizens by involving the community in heritage
conservation. These include better policy and better implementations of decisions, 108 and
more importantly, greater feelings of inclusion and acceptance from groups who may
previously have been or felt marginalized. While Sullivan suggests that previous exclusion
may not have been sinister or even necessarily wrong, it has meant that those whose “living
traditions, often over a long period, have been associated with the nominated area, have often
felt excluded or marginalized”.109 Crooke states that the scientific approach of assessment of
cultural heritage values is inadequate when dealing with Indigenous heritage in particular,
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and further suggests that while the assumption has been that this is due to the ‘western’ nature
of the system, it may in fact be that the scientific approach is an inadequate framework for
conceptualizing local heritage on a broader scale. The problem may be that the current
methods are often unable to deal with humanised pasts, which can only be revealed through
engaging with community stories.110
2.2.2.2 Challenges of community participation in heritage conservation
The literature concerned with community participation in heritage is largely dominated by
the significant challenges involved. Indeed, as Arnstein noted a half century ago, “the idea
of citizen participation is a little like eating spinach: no one is against it in principle because
it is good for you”.111 The point Arnstein was making has changed little since the 1960s.
While the principle is sound, the practice is both contentious and complex when it comes to
implementation. While community engagement may be regarded as a positive term and a
worthy goal for heritage conservationists, community is not always a source of empowerment
and positive identity. Some community members may suffer from a lack of self-esteem, selfworth and self-identity and the ‘feel-good’ notion of community across those groups does
little to alleviate or diminish these formidable challenges. 112 While the reasons for these
notions of exclusion and negativity are complex and beyond the scope of this literature
review, it is important to note that not all members of a community may wish to participate.
In the specific area of heritage conservation, one of the most significant stumbling blocks to
overcome is that of subjectivity and differing values. The more people that are involved in
the decision-making process, the wider the range of values and opinions is likely to be, and
the question arises of whose values are most important. As such, involving and representing
the interests of all identified stakeholders is challenging.113 In research analysing heritage and
community participation in heritage in Spain, Cortés-Vásquez et al highlight the uneven
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capacity for different actors to have influence in heritagisation practices, making heritage a
source of social fracture.114
As also noted by Johnston, a place may have different meanings for those who experience a
place on a day-to-day basis from the professional whose primary experience may be related
to the appraisal task and who has never lived, worked or played therein. Johnston questions
how factors such as class, ethnicity and other environmental factors influence judgments. 115
In noting the differences in values between community members versus heritage
professionals in the UK, Howard noted local heritage tends to be personal and emphasis is
placed on the active ways in which a site used. Official heritage management, however,
concentrates on conservable objects. He found that locals form completely different views to
outsiders. While insiders are not opposed to preservation of objects, their motivations may
be very different from those of the conservation authorities.116 Similarly, Vouligny et al
reported clear differences between experts’ and laypersons’ assessment of items of cultural
heritage. Visual criteria used by experts appeared to be less important in evaluations made
by lay people. Using agricultural areas in Quebec as a basis for their research, they found
locals more likely to value criteria related to emotion, everyday experience and their intimate
knowledge of the place. On the other hand, experts’ values were found to be more closely
associated with the view of an outsider, similar to that of a tourist.117 For example, when
asked for reasons to explain the value attributed to a site, locals cited feelings of attachment,
atmosphere, family history, community and sensory experiences (other than sight), amongst
others. Experts relied on more visual methods of assessment, such as topography, vegetation,
views and orientation.
Similarly, Swensen et al report different approaches in assigning value to heritage, noting
that while experts’ strategies take place within a language of abstraction, laypersons operate
at a descriptive level, with values connected to symbols of identification, belonging and
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memory.118 Although the differing values of experts and community members can present a
significant challenge, they also suggest further justification that a combination is therefore
necessary to capture the value of ordinary cultural significance.
A significant challenge in community participation efforts is in gaining an understanding of
the motivations that lie behind its realisation. As posed by Swensen et al, is participation
meant to be an end in itself as an expression of democratic principles, or is it seen as a means
to increase information, or to justify a policy decision to be made? 119 As community
participation is a requirement under the NSW Heritage Act, this line of enquiry is key to this
thesis.
2.2.2.3 Strategies for community participation in heritage conservation
The process of heritage conservation involves several key stages. It may start with the initial
identification of items that may (or may not) be of cultural significance, through to the
assessment of those items, formal listing procedures and the development of policy
surrounding the items, and their ongoing management and protection.
As argued in the planning literature, the effectiveness of public participation in heritage
matters is dependent on the degree to which the authorities allow real involvement by the
public and different interest groups.120 Cubit emphasises the need for a clear and coherent
understanding of why community consultation is taking place. Good consultation, he
suggests, develops a climate where people are encouraged to listen, even to grossly dissenting
views, making good chairpersons absolutely essential in any public forums. Clear,
communicated objectives are imperative along with an appropriate supportive structure to
support for tasks and strategies.121
Also key to good consultative processes is the integration of research, policy and
consultation. Cubit regards these three elements as inseparable. Consultation should be seen
as research in its own right as an idea-building exercise. Cubit regards Meredith Walker’s
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process for the Dawn Fraser Pool in Balmain 122 as an ideal; where consultation was integrated
with research and policy development at the same time. 123
Another example is provided Perkin of a community-driven project in Bendigo, which
resulted in an evolving partnership between Bendigo Art Gallery, a range of local heritage
groups, and the local council. Perkin recommends that for the institution looking to embark
on effective community projects within the heritage sector, creative approaches are
imperative. In establishing community driven engagement projects, Perkin identifies the
importance of understanding the motivations and needs of the groups involved, as well as
mediation processes between them where necessary.124 As such, the role of the project
manager of a community-driven engagement heritage project is central to the likelihood of a
successful heritage outcome.
The ongoing and long-term management end of the conservation process provides its own
challenges. A British study undertaken by Hodges and Watson for example demonstrated
that the ongoing management of heritage items is potentially the most difficult issue for
communities. Communities can often be detached from their local history, in part, according
to Hodges and Watson, as a result of the low value attached to local and less important sites.
They question the implications for communities who are suddenly expected to take on the
role of heritage managers, identifying the need for considerable skill on the part of those
involved.125
Heritage conservation is often a long and complex process, from the selection of what is
important to a community and why, through to the long-term protection, conservation and
management of that site. The practicalities and complexities of public engagement in that
process can vary widely depending on where in that process the engagement is being sought.
However, consistent in the literature is the need for transparency between institutions and the
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public, clearly defined goals and processes, and a truly collaborative process enabling the
expertise and knowledge of all parties involved, whether expert or otherwise, to have a voice.
That partnership of heritage expertise with local knowledge and collective memory will
ideally contribute to a richer, more purposeful and inclusive understanding of Australian
culture and its maintenance.

2.3 Effective community activism
While community activism could be viewed as a form of community participation rather than
as a separate area of study, the distinction between official community participation and
activism within this thesis lies in the notion of power. While the agenda, and therefore the
power, within official community participation processes is held by the decision-makers, the
agenda for activism campaigns is set by the community. The mechanisms, concepts and
theoretical discussion surrounding each differ greatly and as such, both within the literature
review and the case studies to follow, the two processes are teased apart.
The study of social movements falls within the field of sociology, and asks questions such as
why social movements form, who joins them, how long do they stay and what do they want,
how are they organised, and what do they do? Several approaches to answering these
questions have emerged, the most well-known of which are economic, political, and cultural.
Economic theories regard social movements as being similar to corporations and focus on
the ways in which a group organises itself, its staff and its resources, and the ways in which
it promotes itself to potential sympathisers. McCarthy and Zald first explored the economic
approach to social movements in 1973, referred to now as ‘resource mobilisation’. 126
Resources in this case extend beyond the financial to include knowledge, the media, labour,
legitimacy and support from the powerholders.
The political approach to social movements, or “political process” theory, is heavily
influenced by political sociology and is associated with Charles Tilly, Sidney Tarrow, David
Meyer and Doug McAdam. Viewing social movements as a normal type of politics,
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protestors are seen as ‘normal people’ pursing their interests to the best of their ability. The
theories highlight the movement’s interactions with the state, whereby opportunities for
change are presented to potential social movements when existing political systems are
vulnerable to challenge. Termed “fissures” by McAdam,127 these openings create an
opportune time to push through a social change.
Reflecting the cultural turn that occurred throughout the social sciences from the late 1970s,
new approaches to social movement theory built upon the structural approaches of resource
mobilisation and political process theories. Neo-Marxist scholars such as Manuel Castells
emphasised the cultural and psychological aspects of social movement processes,
considering the roles of ideologies, beliefs and values. Castells, amongst others, argued that
capitalism requires increased levels of state involvement in the so-called means of “collective
consumption”, referring to the provision of services to be consumed collectively, such as
education and mass transport (as opposed to the individual consumption of food, clothing
and so on). The provision of such services by the state provides opportunities for political
mobilisation and it is this concept that underlies urban social theories. In his seminal text The
City and the Grassroots, Castells highlights the importance of the contesting of state power
and provides prophetic critique of the current focus on official community consultation
practice:
Without social movements, no challenge will emerge from civil society
able to shake the institutions of the state through which norms are enforced,
values preached, and property preserved.128
Despite today’s civic engagement discourse, there is still clear need for the presence of
protests against commercialisation, overdevelopment and exclusion.
When social movement theory asks what social movements do, it is asking what strategies
are used and in what way. In reviewing the scholarly literature surrounding activism
strategies, it appears to be less studied than the broader discussions around why and how
movements form. Most of the writings about tactical decisions come from activist

127
128

McAdam, ‘Social Movements: Power from above and Below’.
Castells, The City and the Grassroots, 294.

39

practitioners rather than academics. Goodwin and Jasper reasoned that movements have a
hard-enough time surviving, and as such, academic interest tends to be on how those
organisations raised funds, recruited members and resisted marginalisation by the state.129
While there is some academic discussion in the following section of the literature review,
this is outweighed by the writings of social activists and practitioners in the field. Within the
available literature, two key areas of discussion emerge: the role of players, and the role of
process.
2.3.1

The role of people and key players

The literature discussion surrounding the profiles of different types of activists represents a
smaller area of study than that of strategy processes. It does however provide useful insights
into the human element of activism. It is perhaps of less value to would-be strategists in that
it does not assist with planning the most effective way to campaign, but it does allow for the
identification of different types of people who become involved and the ways in which they
may (or may not) be of use in a campaign.
Firstly, there is evidence to support the idea that a history of activism increases the likelihood
of future activism. The single most powerful explanatory factor in protest dynamics is a
previous history of protest, and individuals who had previously been involved in some forms
of collective action are more likely to be involved in “rebellious” groups.130 In Freedom
Summer, McAdam recounted a campaign in June 1964 when over 1000 volunteers, most of
them white college students, arrived in Mississippi to register black voters and staff “freedom
schools”. Interviewing many of the participants three decades later, McAdam found that
many participants had become activists in subsequent protests, including the anti-war and
feminist movements, and, significantly, many of them remained life-long activists.131
McAdam, McCarthy and Zald identify three factors to account for this positive correlation
between prior and subsequent activism. Firstly, prior activists gain know-how, and it makes
sense they would utilise that knowledge. Activists learn through activism. They learn to
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question situations and circumstances and inequality, and their experience is by far the most
important teacher. Secondly, previous activism experience creates an identity as an activist.
Committed activists are the core of any protest and for them, subsequent activism becomes
a means of confirming an important part of their life and a central element in their identity.
Lastly, the ‘sunk social costs’, the time, energy and relationships in pursuing activism
encourage continued adherence to the role as activist. 132 Committed activists act with purpose
and with passion, anger and commitment to social change. 133 In a study by Kovan and Dirkx,
environmental activists spoke of their motivation for activism as being both intellectual and
emotional, referring to “being motivated by head, heart and spirit”.134 Their commitment
arose from a sense of their work as a calling or vocation, feeling propelled into the work,
even when their rational selves told them otherwise.
Exploring the differences and similarities between what she refers to as circumstantial
activists and lifelong activists, Ollis analyses the commitment of lifelong activists to the
communities in which they are involved. Lifelong activism reaffirms people’s connections
to their communities. In her case study of Kerry (a pseudonym), a Koori woman who had
been involved in indigenous politics since she was young, Ollis found an inherent connection
between activism and community, which she described as “other blackfellas”, that gave her
activism purpose and drive. 135 She described the importance of socialisation with other
indigenous peoples in affirming her connection to community and the further development
of her expertise. Ollis calls on Bourdieu’s notion of habitus as a guide to understanding the
enculturation of activists’ practices, with certain dispositions and practices expected and
passed on in communities. 136 Accordingly, lifelong activists are already part of an existing
habitus of activism. As such, the advantage of prior experience of activism may extend
beyond the activist themselves, with its roots passed on, adopted, or even expected. Activism
is largely driven by emotion. Passion, anger and desire are emotions that are often referred
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to by activists as influencing their commitment to a lifetime of activism. 137 It is from these
committed activists that the key players138 within a campaign emerge.
The essential requirements for key players are organisational and communication capacities.
Brady, Verba and Schlozman, referring to these capacities as “civic skills”, identify citizens
who can speak and write well, or are comfortable organising and taking part in meetings, as
more likely to be effective when they become involved in politics. 139 The identification of
key players is an important element of mobilisation for successful protest. Often the leaders
are first to join a campaign and are called upon to use their skills at important stages
throughout. In an effort to classify different types of activists and the ways in which they
work, Moyer developed the Four Roles of Social Activism, which will be discussed in further
detail in Chapter 3.140
While an understanding of the types of activists is useful, it is perhaps more relevant to large
scale social movements with many personalities and talents involved, than to smaller,
community-based campaigns such as those to protect local heritage sites. The types of
activists that were involved in the case studies within this thesis will certainly be discussed,
although the reality of heritage activism in Australia is that such campaigns are typically
small in size and numbers. The opportunity for campaign leaders to identify types of activists
and assign tasks according to their strengths and weaknesses is perhaps not as useful in this
context as gaining insight into the most effective processes they can employ.
2.3.2

The role of process

The processes behind activism range from broad, overarching strategic decisions down to the
specific details such as the organisation and timing of rallies and petitions. In terms of broad
models designed to guide entire campaigns, the two most renowned are Rules for Radicals
(1971), developed by Saul Alinsky and the Movement Action Plan (1987) developed by Bill
Moyer.
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Alinsky was an American sociologist and is often described as the founding father of
community organising. He wrote of the importance of processes that allow people a voice
and power within community decision-making. He published his first manual for organising,
Reveille for Radicals in 1946, later complemented by Rules for Radicals in 1971. The
influence of Alinsky remains strong today, particularly in the US where his writings have
been associated with the Democratic Party, Barack Obama and Hillary Clinton and continue
to be debated in academic research. 141
Alinsky believed participation in the political process is the key to preserving democracy,
and encouraged communities to use their social networks, whether through their workplaces,
schools or churches, to become organised. He sought to make governments and institutions
more democratic and responsive to people’s needs, and believed change only comes through
power. Alinsky regarded power as a means of both broadening citizen participation and of
opening access to the political arena. 142
In writing Rules for Radicals, Alinsky hoped to empower the ‘have-nots’ to take power away
from the ‘haves’, providing a list of 13 power tactics. The rules include those intended to
empower activists (“power is not only what you have, but what the enemy thinks you have”),
to better understand opponents (“make the enemy live up to its own book of rules”) and to
guide the selection of tactics (“a good tactic is one your people enjoy”, and “a tactic that
drags on too long becomes a drag”). The rules were intended to serve as a basic guide for
organisers and community activists, although he emphasized that the rules were only a guide
to the process and must be translated into real-life tactics that are fluid and responsive to the
situation at hand.143
Alinsky has been described as a reluctant community theorist who did not set out to develop
a theorized approach.144 He did however have an intimate understanding of urban processes
and made a significant contribution to the study of social movements. His work is referred to
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throughout activism and organising literature for his unique insight into community social
structures and his belief in the necessity of participation. Alinsky’s research provides
significant insight into grassroots activism beyond the theoretical, using practical
observations from his front-line experience. His rules allow for the identification of nuanced
tactics that are not necessarily covered in more traditional research but are useful in detailing
a campaign strategy. An example of this real-life approach is “ridicule is man’s most potent
weapon”: not a seemingly formal or serious tactic, but one which is commonly used to great
effect in campaigns.
Also informative in this regard is the work of US social change activist Bill Moyer. First
developed in the late 1970s, Moyer’s Movement Action Plan (MAP)
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identifies eight

distinct stages through the progress of a social movement and was designed to help activists
choose the most effective tactics and strategies to match the current stage of their movement.
The work of Moyer, and in particular the MAP, will be discussed in further detail in Chapter
3.
In a more recent approach to the field of protest study, US sociologist Daniel Gillion suggests
key tactics in contemporary activism in his 2013 book The Political Power of Protest.146
Exploring strategies that are most likely to ensure success in a campaign, Gillion begins by
identifying the need for a protest to be “unignorable” to spur change. It must last more than
one day, include more than 100 people, have some form of police presence, involve political
organisations, and possible arrests, injuries or property damage. The more salient the protest,
the more likely it is to attract the attention of decision-makers. Secondly, Gillion reports a
protest is more likely to succeed if united with other protests under the one banner. Multiple
protests serve to dilute each individual protest. If campaigners are able to form coalitions
with similar issue protests, they will increase recognition of their group and will be more
likely to be heard. The third recommended tactic is to have a specific plan of action. The goal
of a protest movement is to create a political moment that decision makers cannot ignore,
and this requires direction that is clear. The fourth tactic is to be proactive rather than just
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reactive. Gillon argues that protests where demonstrators are trying to prevent something
from happening tend to be more effective than reactive protests. In addition, he argues that
the power of the so-called ‘silent majority’ is often overestimated compared to the influence
of righteous, nonviolent demonstrations. Such demonstrations, he suggests, provide catharsis
for the participants and show the nation at large that something is wrong with society and
needs to change. Gillion describes activists as having the ability to be the “canaries in the
coal mines for future and political change”, 147 because political protests can alert politicians
of a changing tide or an issue that is rising in importance. 148 Gillion’s work is significant
within this thesis for its contemporary view, albeit based in the arena of current US political
debate. His investigation into the ways in which agencies bring about change illustrates the
ways in which protests matter, addressing part of the focus of this thesis.
2.3.3

Effective activism strategies

Beyond the campaign strategies outlined by Alinsky, Moyer and Gillion, the literature
concerned with the effectiveness of specific activism strategies is surprisingly small.
Drawing on the theories of these three social activists, as well as some other theorists 149 this
thesis proposes that protest strategies can be categorised according to the objective of the
strategy, that is: 1. mobilisation of players (identifying the key players, player’s prior protest
experience, establishment of new groups and the adoption of existing groups, and recruitment
of other supporters); 2. raise public awareness (protests and public meetings, petitions, open
days and use of the media); 3. influence decision-makers (political connections and influence,
adaptation of tactics according to the State Government strategy, and the identification and
exploitation of the opponent’s weaknesses). These key strategies will be applied to the case
studies and examine the various components of the broad campaigns that took place. Often,
there is an overlap in the objectives of a strategy; for example, a protest meeting may be held
in order to gain media attention as well as to encourage local residents to voice their concerns
to politicians. Thus, certain strategies may appear under multiple categories.
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In the discussion of each of the case studies within the thesis, the activism strategies identified
throughout each case will be evaluated using Moyer’s MAP. Moyer’s plan provides a solid
framework by which the stages of social movements can be evaluated. The case study
discussion will have particular focus on the pattern of the development of the stages and the
ways in which they align – or do not align – with the MAP.
2.3.3.1 Strategies to mobilise
Mobilisation, Tarrow, is one of a social movement’s most important mechanisms.150 Protest
is about getting sympathisers, people who agree with the cause, to become activists. The term
mobilisation relates to the call to action of both the key organisers, and, in turn, of
sympathetic members of the community to support them. These community members may
include local residents, local politicians and members of community organisations.
Campaigns require broad community support to gain legitimacy, and there are many tactics
that groups can utilise to mobilise people.
It has been suggested that the extent to which groups had been organised prior to the
individual campaign enhances the prospects for success. For example, McAdam proposed a
link between the emergence of the civil rights movement in the US to prior community
building within the African American community in the establishment of African American
churches, African American colleges and local National Association for the Advancement of
Coloured People (NAACP) chapters, out of which the movement was able to grow and
develop.151 The prior existence of community groups, and the adoption of others, can be an
important factor in the mobilisation of local residents in allowing for a rapid response from
an already established base. Bruhn credits prior organisation as the single most powerful
explanatory factor in protest. Organisations that protest often over a period of time are more
likely to protest again. This existence of a premobilisation is never, claims Bruhn, an
accident, and often dates back to the foundation of the organisation. A public housing
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advocacy group, for example, possibly formed as a result of a specific tenant eviction, and
morphed into an organisation over time, prepared to mobilise when required. 152
Della Porta and Rucht argue that local environmental conflicts in particular can provide a
powerful trigger to mobilization as they tend to attract more NIMBY (not-in-my-backyard)
positions and thus create unexpected interest coalitions.153 In diverse neighbourhoods where
housing options may include public housing, apartments, family homes, and a mixture of
tenants and homeowners and possibly socio-economic levels, residents who may otherwise
not feel they have much in common may unite in order to fight a conflict such as the
threatened redevelopment of a site they all consider important. Unlikely coalitions between
different groups of actors are more likely to be made when the grounds for the campaign are
considered ‘pure’ and without personal motivation. 154
At a broader level, theorists provide many reasons why people may become involved in
activism. This may include their own personal values and beliefs, their social connections,
and the power of the key players to attract them to join their cause. The planning of protests
is easiest amongst organisers with strong bonds (members of the same group), however these
groups are typically not wide reaching enough, and successful organisers need to recruit in
order to build a broader base. The larger the number of central members that are involved in
an initial group, the more opportunities there are for mass recruitment. 155 Those that are then
mobilised can in turn call upon their own connections. It is expected that organisers start by
mobilising those within their own networks. These members will be the first to hear of the
issue and decide whether or not to participate, and, if they do, turn to those with whom they
have strong connections in a snowball effect.
In part, mobilising sympathisers is contingent upon the way in which the issue is framed.
Jasper contends that people’s assumptions about the way the world works (including their
governments) can be challenged when they are shocked by an unfair decision. He cites the
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push by gay and lesbian activists towards more disruptive tactics in the late 1980s after the
moral shock of the US Supreme Court decision upholding anti-sodomy statutes (Bowers v.
Hardwick).156 In the context of heritage, people associated with conservation organisations
or even community associations formed on the basis of locale may become outraged when
the government makes decisions that will threaten the protection of items of significance
which they personally value. While information and concern are important factors in
propelling people to act, to be effective this needs to be transformed into action. The
mobilization of sympathizers and allies is thus key to the success of any protest campaign.
2.3.3.2 Strategies to raise public awareness
Public awareness strategies are key to attracting public support and media attention and can
help to highlight any perceived underhandedness by decision-makers, pressuring them to
behave within the rules to protect their reputation.
While committed activism such as participation in rallies and meetings is essential for
campaigns to move forward, broader public support can also be critical to success. 157 This
support, while not requiring any direct engagement in activism, is important in applying
pressure on politicians keen to avoid bad publicity and the negative impact it may have on
voter behaviour. Building that support can be a long and slow process and can be an
expensive and time-consuming exercise for organisers.
There are an enormous number of protest actions available to campaigners in promoting
public awareness, depending on the cause. Theorist Gene Sharp for example once assembled
a list of 198 strategies for non-violent protest actions.158 While not all of these are suitable for
all types of protest, it illustrates the importance for activists of being selective with their
public strategies within the limitations of their resources. Methods of raising awareness in
protest campaigns may include traditional strategies such as petitions and demonstrations, or
more contemporary approaches such as utilising social media and crowd funding.
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Access to the internet allows people to be more informed about and engaged in politics,
although there is little research exploring the link between online communities and online
activism.159 Through the multiple communication technologies of the internet, including the
World Wide Web, email, and weblogs, scholars note that the internet is playing an important
role in making larger scale protests possible. As Naughton notes: “given that the internet
offers campaigners a communication system which is cheap, reliable, ubiquitous, efficient
and controlled, it would be astonishing if they did not make extensive use of it….the real
significance…[lies] not so much in protesters’ reliance on communications technology as in
what technology enabled them to do”.160 Sometimes referred to as ‘desktop activism’, online
activism can be utilised by organisers in several ways, but most commonly to appeal for
funds or for e-signature collection.
Petitions, whether digital or traditional hard copy, are one of the least confrontational forms
of protest, and so are seen as low risk to participants afraid of repercussions. Additionally,
petitions take very little time to sign and cost participants nothing. One of the earliest forms
of protest, they have recently enjoyed a renewed popularity with online petition signing
platforms such as change.org. Online petition availability has increased the accessibility for
political participation, allowing new segments of the population to engage in the process.
In Australia, however, the potency of petitions as a form of protest can be limited. Whilst in
the United Kingdom any petition with over 100,000 signatures is required to be debated in
parliament, Australia has no such legislative trigger. Additionally, as this thesis will show,
the individual signatures of petitions – however well subscribed – are not necessarily
accorded equal weight with individual submissions. E-petitions are now also a commonplace
strategy for online activists and as such, may have lost some of their power. 161 Although
petitions may be less effective than ten years ago, they are still widely used and are useful in
expanding a message to broader audiences. They can be used effectively by politicians in
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parliament, who are often pictured often standing next to boxes filled with signed petitions
to create visual impact and media attention. 162
The traditional strategy of pamphleteering – that is, handing out information to people either
in the street or via letterbox drop – can still be very effective. When Munro asked activists
what started their interest in the animal rights movement, the response was that it came in the
form of a leaflet, advertisement or arresting image. 163 One of the oldest tactics in an activist’s
repertoire, a leaflet handed out to a passerby can be a potent way of garnering support. The
language can be persuasive and can include opportunities for involvement for those moved
to join the cause.
Another widely used protest strategy is the organisation of demonstrations, protests and
rallies. Tarrow noted that demonstrations can be used to express the existence of a group, and
its solidarity with other groups. 164 Demonstrations have become more and more common
throughout the world. In his work on the dynamics of street demonstrations, Klandermans
agrees with Tilly165 that demonstrations obey the rules of strong repertoires, meaning they are
largely the same, varying along a continuum from ritual parades to violent protest events. 166
They are often utilised when decision makers do not take the time to pay attention to activists
who then seek alternate methods of conveying their criticism.
Some theorists argue that disruptive, even violent tactics can have positive outcomes. 167
Gamson, for example, in his 1975 book The Strategy of Social Protest,168 sampled diverse
groups of protesters that existed between 1800 and 1945 and measured the outcomes of both
acceptance (a change in the relationship between the group and antagonist) and new
advantages (achieving the benefits the group sought). Using the term “challenging group” to
identify the activists, Gamson reported those using violence and strikes tended to experience
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more success in bringing about change than those who did not. He later revisited the notion
of violence as a successful strategy, preferring the term “feistiness” to refer to a willingness
to break the rules and use non-institutionalised means, and use disruption as a strategy of
influence.169 He reported the groups that were active and disruptive fared better than those
that were passive.
Other theorists agree that a more radical approach can be advantageous to a protest.
McAdam, for example, regards the “radical flank effect”, first identified by Haines, 170 as an
effective strategy in activism. This refers to the phenomenon when some activists engage in
more extreme actions, allowing their more moderate colleagues to appear as a more congenial
group with which the decision-makers can work. It can have the effect of legitimizing and
strengthening the bargaining position of the moderates. 171 Haines argued that the radical flank
effect operated in the civil rights movement through radical actors helping to promote the
foundation funding of comparatively moderate civil rights groups.172 However, there can be
a negative flank effect where the moderates become tainted by the behaviour of the radicals.
According to Tarrow violence in particular “can chill the blood of bystanders, give pause to
prospective allies and cause...enthusiasts to defect”.173 Accordingly, extreme actions
involving violence are typically seen as counterproductive as a social movement strategy.
Critical to any campaign is maximum exposure, and mobilisation of the media is central to
this. The media can play an important role as a useful ally and are undeniably important to a
movement’s chances of success by providing both publicity and legitimacy. However,
Lipsky considered the media to be both a political resource and a limitation for social
movements in that coverage may limit the way in which a campaign is framed for the viewing
public.174 Koopmans suggests that it is violence which attracts the media’s attention, and it is
for this reason that the relationship campaigners have with the media has been termed “a
dance of death” by Van Zoonen. On one hand, activists require the media to spread their
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message, but on the other, dramatic footage containing violence or threats of violence which
may be used in that coverage can come at significant cost to the campaign. 175 According to
Gamson, when the challenger behaviour is “feisty” and taunts authorities, the easier it is for
the authorities to frame them as “asking for it”.176 He notes that the help of co-operative
journalists is important in gaining a more sympathetic image for the protest.
Investment in developing relationships with individual journalists and in crafting media
releases that serve to clearly and simply outline the basis of a campaign can have obvious
benefits for activists. It can allow them to define their dispute in their own terms rather than
from the perspective of an opposing force, such as a government. It also allows them to define
oppositions actions in the terms least likely to appeal to the public and voters, noting for
example failures to honour past commitments and enact their stated policies and programs.
Good media coverage can also add urgency to a campaign, alerting readers to an impending
action or threat. This can have the effect of transforming bystanders into supporters or at least
sympathisers when, as noted by Jasper, most modern cultures take a dim view of
aggressors.177
2.3.3.3 Strategies to influence decision-makers
Building political clout is a highly effective way to influence the outcome of a campaign.
This includes making contact with as many decision-makers as possible: local councillors,
local state members, key members of the opposition party, or members of the federal
government, depending on the institutional setting. Activists often use the strategy of
engaging members of the opposition party in the support of their cause. By seeking their
commitment prior to elections, campaigners are then in a position to call on that commitment
when and if the opposition wins the election. Amongst the political tactics advocated by
Alinsky is making the enemy live up to their own book of rules.178 By gaining commitment
from those in opposition, he argues, activists can be in a position to either expect those
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politicians to follow through on that commitment once elected, or alternatively, publicly
expose their lack of integrity should they renege.
The critical point for activists in dealing with politicians and other government
representatives is to be nimble in response to strategy shifts, portfolio changes, elections and
so on. They are operating after all with a distinct disadvantage. According to Gamson, “the
central difference among political actors is captured by the idea of being inside or outside of
the polity…Those who are outside are challengers. They lack the basic prerogative of
members – routine access to decisions that affect them”.179 McAdam argues that the key
challenge activists face is to devise tactics to overcome this powerlessness. Tactical
innovation can be borne out of the challengers’ attempts to develop new tactics as soon as
the established ones are neutralised by authorities.180 This may involve the emergence of new
protest tactics, or a new recombination of past protest tactics. Tactical innovation is strongly
tied to protest success, and activists must adapt to the ongoing process.
According to McAdam, another important factor in the success of activism is the ability of
campaign organisers to identify and exploit the weaknesses in the opposition’s position and
strategy. By identifying what McAdam labels the “fissures” in the opposition’s case identifying the weak points or inconsistencies within that policy – adept campaigners are in
a position to exploit those weaknesses. They can also exploit broader environmental shifts
that create ruptures, fissures and cracks in the established regime. These ruptures begin to
undermine the regimes and render it more vulnerable to challenge. Even slight fissures at the
top create opportunity, when combined with intelligent pressure from the bottom to exploit
those cracks, to widen them ultimately regimes. It is, McAdam believes, a complicated
interaction – one that is key to understanding the dynamics of protest. In discussing his
research of the American Civil Rights Movement, he notes the importance of telling both
sides of the story: the top-down story, and the bottom-up story. “Emphasising the close
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connection” says McAdam “between what activists did, and why it mattered, relative to the
environmental cracks and fissures that were beginning to happen in American society”.181

2.4 Conclusion
The majority of the literature on participation since the breakthrough of the 1960s
acknowledges the notion that it is important to give people who have been excluded from the
decision-making process an influential voice about issues that affect their lives. It is clear,
however, that the field of community participation is dominated by the challenges of that
inclusion. In addition to the challenges, community participation processes often lack the
transparency and authenticity necessary to instill trust in the public, who in turn regard the
participation as tokenistic. The field provides no direct method to determine whose voices
are heard in participation processes and how those voices are included in the decision-making
process. The concept of determining authenticity within community participation, with
particular focus on the work of Arnstein, Pretty and White will be developed in the next
chapter.
In examining the effectiveness of community activism strategies, the literature helps identify
strategies within three broad categories: those intended to mobilise players, to raise public
awareness, and to influence decision makers. The work of Moyer will then be used in
developing an interpretive framework in Chapter 3 in order to respond to the research
question surrounding the effectiveness of those activism strategies.
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3 INTERPRETIVE FRAMEWORK
3.1 Introduction
The aim of this chapter is to set out the theoretical framework within which the two primary
themes of this thesis will be interrogated: the authenticity of community participation and
effective community activism strategies. It begins by examining theories from the field of
sociology which relate to the power dynamics of participation. Sherry Arnstein’s definitive
Ladder of Citizen Participation, first published in 1969, will be considered as a way of
defining the levels of opportunity for the public to participate. Later theoretical models of
participation, often a progression of Arnstein’s work, such as those of Jules Pretty and Sarah
White, are included for their consideration of additional aspects of participation relevant to
this study. It is through these models that a framework for evaluating the authenticity of
public participation within heritage conservation practice will be drawn.
In terms of understanding community activism and its effectiveness, the work of American
social activist and theorist Bill Moyer will be used to provide a means of investigating the
structure and outcomes of the campaigns detailed in the thesis’ case studies. Moyer’s
Movement Action Plan (MAP) and the four underlying principles identified in his research
will be interpreted for use in the context of heritage conservation in NSW.
Activism can be a time consuming, expensive and an often-disheartening process. For local
communities wishing to take on the powerholders and decision makers, it is critical that they
understand where their limited human and financial resources are best spent.

3.2 Authenticity in community participation
The roots of contemporary theoretical discussion surrounding public participation are to be
found in the struggle for citizens’ rights of the 1960s in North America. The civil rights
movement, the fight for women’s liberation and the anti-war movement all represented an
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upheaval of civil society and were reactions against centralised authority and
uncompromising bureaucracies. 1
Initial inclusion of public participation into the sphere of urban planning is to be found in the
same decade. The revolt against the exclusion of outsiders from the decision-making process
largely appeared as a response to urban renewal – a policy that destroyed the urban fabric
and character of historic districts. This revolt was echoed in the writings of theorists such as
Davidoff,2 Friedmann3 and later Healey4 and Innes,5 and there were authentic efforts to
include more of what was being termed public participation, civic engagement or
consultation.6 This approach to urban planning, called communicative or collaborative
planning, has dominated theoretical debate ever since, and draws on Michael Foucault’s
analysis of power and his recognition that power relations exist in practice and can oppress
individuals.7 Also central to communicative planning theory are the beliefs that planners’
own actions, words and lived experiences have an effect on the process the planner is
facilitating, and that planning happens in the everyday so that consensus building can be used
to move past traditional ways of knowing and decision-making. Many North American
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planning professionals began to rethink their traditional approach and worked to develop
methods of encouraging citizen participation in the planning process. In time, public
participation became part of planning practice throughout the US, the UK, Australia and
many other countries.
While the 1960s in the US is largely hallmarked by civil rights action and change, Australia
was emerging from a significant post-war economic boom, partly driven by mass emigration
of European migrants. Concerned by Australia’s economic stagnation, Labor Prime Minister
Gough Whitlam introduced the first significant economic policy shift by introducing trade
reforms designed to break up restrictive agreements throughout Australian industry, in an
effort to move from democratic socialist policies towards free market policies. Ongoing
change, particularly throughout the Labor Hawke and Keating periods, were implemented as
part of a broader program to fight social inequity in Australia, including fringe benefit and
capital gains taxes, and the reinstatement of Medicare. The liberalisation of the economy was
intended to ensure the economic prosperity of working-class Australians via the theory of
trickle-down economics. When the Liberal Party returned to power in 1996, Prime Minister
John Howard continued the program of deregulation and privatisation, to reduce the influence
of government and promote the importance of the market as the best mechanism for
economic and social organisation. 8 Neoliberalism, a philosophy of smaller government and
an enhanced role of the private sector, has played a significant role in planning, and arguably
heritage, in Australia. The influence of the development and construction industries on the
planning and heritage sectors can perhaps be seen most clearly in the impact on public land.
With a cost that is seen as a drain on the public purse and with benefits the public that are not
seen as essential, the neoliberal solution is obvious according to Goh and Williams. 9 When
public land is sold and effectively privatised, the role of the community and its ability to
engage in the process are greatly diminished as a result.
There is a generally accepted agreement amongst scholars that effective public participation
is that which is real or authentic. Authentic participation is “deep and offers continuous
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involvement with the potential for all involved to have an effect on the situation”, argue King
et al, and has “a degree of comfort with the arrived decision”.10 At the heart of this
authenticity is the issue of power, which remains a significant challenge in the practice of
public participation. Power, a concept which has long been the subject of philosophical
discourse, is an inevitable question for planning theorists, according to Flyvbjerg and
Richardson.11 Margo Huxley, for example, explores the links between environment, people
and power, and ways in which power is reflected through planning and its application. 12
With the advent of legislated public participation, citizens and scholars continue to question
the influence of power in the decision-making process. Despite what were perhaps the best
intentions, critics asked if public participation was being carried out correctly, and tools for
evaluation were developed. Arnstein’s seminal contribution forms not only a basis for the
theoretical framework of this thesis, but for the majority of writing on the authenticity of
public participation generally. Her work is, at its core, concerned with the distribution of
power and the potential mismatch between the needs of professional planners initiating
consultation processes and the aspirations of those members of the public seeking to
participate.
3.2.1

The Ladder of Citizen Participation

The Ladder of Citizen Participation developed by Sherry Arnstein (1930-1997) was first
published in 1969 in the Journal of the American Institute of Planners (JAIP), later Journal
of the American Planning Association (JAPA) and is considered one of the classic and most
influential statements of its kind. A special 2019 issue of JAPA dedicated to the 50-year
anniversary of Arnstein’s groundbreaking contribution referred to her work as “fieldshaping…pervasive and growing in its presence in the urban planning literature as well as
other fields.”13 Her work provides a foundation for much of the public engagement research
and practice today. The foundation of Arnstein’s theory rests in her stance that citizen
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participation is citizen power, and that it cannot be genuinely found without the sharing and
redistribution of power.14
Arnstein’s Ladder is one of the very few models that have been developed from the
perspective of the bottom-up, and the distribution of power between the have-nots and the
elite was one of the main themes of her writing and practice. As such, it allows for a more
critical analysis than other models in that it addresses the existence of manipulation and
tokenism, whereas top-down models developed to help design community consultation
programs understandably do not. Her model recognised not only the progression from token
or manipulated participation to partnership or delegated power but advocated for the
redistribution of power from the powerholders to the have-nots. It is this advocacy for the
redistribution of power, according to Shipley and Utz, that is central to the public’s
motivation to participate, with much of the existing research suggesting that citizens are more
likely to participate if they perceive that their input will have an influence on the outcome. 15
Arnstein originally studied physical education and worked as a social worker prior to her
appointment as the chief advisor on citizen participation in the Model Cities Program in the
late 1960s until the early 1970s. 16 It was her experience of the Model Cities Program on which
she based the Ladder of Citizen Participation, and despite the vast body of work that has
followed, it remains, implicitly and explicitly, at the core of many approaches to citizen
participation in academic work and in planning practice. Collins and Ison refer to Arnstein’s
ladder as the benchmark metaphor for describing and evaluating participatory activities for
many practitioners today.17
Despite the specific context of her involvement with the Model Cities Program, Arnstein
suggested that her model was relevant in a broader context: “the underlying issues are
essentially the same – ‘nobodies’ in several arenas are trying to become ‘somebodies’ with
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enough power to make the target institution responsive to their views, aspirations, and
needs”.18 In accordance with Arnstein’s suggestion, the model also has relevance within the
discussion of community participation within heritage conservation, despite there being no
outstanding instances within this context.
Arnstein explored what she viewed as the “critical difference between going through the
empty ritual of participation and having the real power needed to affect the outcome of the
process”.19 In doing so, Arnstein identified three broad categories of participation;
nonparticipation, tokenistic participation, and citizen power. These were then broken down
further to eight descending levels of participation, as shown in Table 3.1. This thesis will
utilise the ladder as an evaluative framework for public participation in heritage conservation
by transferring Arnstein’s typology into the context of heritage management and practice in
Australia.

Table 3.1 Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen Participation
Level of Participation

Features

Citizen Control

Have-nots handle the entire job of planning, policy making and managing
programs such as neighbourhood corporation with no intermediaries
between it and source of funds
Citizens hold majority of seats on committees with power to make decision.
Public has power to assure accountability of the program to them
Power redistributed through negotiation between citizens and powerholders.
Planning and decision-making are shared through joint committees
Select participants allowed onto committees, powerholders retain right to
judge legitimacy or feasibility of the advice
Legitimate meetings and enquiries, but still a ‘window dressing ritual’
First step to legitimate participation, but emphasis on one-way flow of
information with no channel for feedback
Non-participative, proposed plan is best and aim of participation is to
achieve public support through public relations
Non-participative, aim to educate participants

Delegated Power
Partnership
Placation
Consultation
Informing
Therapy
Manipulation

Source: Based on Arnstein (1969)
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The top three rungs of the ladder are classified by Arnstein as exhibiting some degree of
citizen power. She regards citizen control as people “demanding that degree of power (or
control) which guarantees that participants or residents can govern a program or institution”
and be in full charge of policy and managerial aspects and be able to negotiate the conditions
under which “outsiders” may change them. Typically, a group with no intermediaries
between it and the source of funds is the model most frequently advocated. This access to
power, resources and money may be a potentially vulnerable status and adequate control
measures must be identified and in place to avoid misuse of community assets. When applied
to heritage conservation, this level of participation would amount to entirely communitymanaged heritage. The exclusion of expert knowledge from the process is arguably not
desirable, although, as Arnstein points out, even the public would not necessarily wish for
that level of control. People are, she points out, simply demanding that degree of power (or
control) which guarantees that participants or residents can govern a program.20 In
conservation, this may play out as the community becoming empowered to make decisions
about the attribution of heritage values to their own local sites, while having the support of
local politicians, conservationists, financial supporters and other important decision-makers.
At the level of delegated power, citizens are the dominant decision-makers regarding a
particular plan or program. The citizens hold significant power that assures their
accountability for the outcomes of programs and may take the form of residents’
neighborhood groups with the capability to make decisions concerning local matters such as
parking, recreational programs, or small-scale building projects. Within conservation this
level of control might take the form of public initiated heritage campaigns with the public
holding the major managerial power in decision-making processes. Arnstein provides an
example of a model of delegated power comprising of separate and parallel groups of citizens
and powerholders, with provision for citizen veto if differences of opinion cannot be resolved
through negotiation. In heritage terms, rather than diffuse the power of the public, this can
serve to connect members of the community interested in the conservation of their local
heritage while giving them tools to compromise. The power of veto also protects against
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governments making unpopular decisions about heritage sites that are at odds with the
opinions of the community.
At the partnership rung of the ladder, Arnstein sees power actually redistributed through
negotiation between the citizens and the power holders. They share responsibility for
planning decisions through joint structures such as boards or committees and although the
power holders hold final veto power, the strength of the citizen constituency is sufficient for
this to be negotiated. In heritage, the level of partnership calls for a fairly equal distribution
of power between the community and the government. The goal of co-management would
allow for the public to have genuine input into the decision-making process, balanced with
the experts’ knowledge. Arnstein argues that this level works best when citizens have an
organised power base in the community to which the city leaders are accountable, and the
ability to select and pay the experts when required.
The three rungs of placation, consultation and informing are classified by Arnstein as having
degrees of tokenism. She regards the placation rung as bestowing some degree of influence
to citizens, although tokenism is still apparent, and that genuine participation is not
encouraged. Citizens are permitted to advise or plan, but the powerholders still retain the
right to judge the legitimacy of the advice and so tend to reserve their power in influencing
decisions. In this way, people are still being ‘planned for’. Within this rung in heritage
conservation, the public are permitted a somewhat active role in having the opportunity, for
example, to nominate sites to the local or state government for them to consider adding to a
heritage register. The decision-making power still remains with the experts and government
at this level of participation, and as such was regarded by Arnstein as not necessarily
encouraging genuine participation but a tokenistic form of inclusion. The public have little
influence over final decisions and there is no mechanism in place to provide for open
communication and discussion.
Consultation is a vital step on the ladder as it moves beyond information sharing stages into
the realm of citizen involvement. It may provide an opportunity for citizens to express their
opinions, however it is, according to Arnstein, a sham if there is no assurance that citizen
concerns and ideas will be taken into account. Consultation at this level may include public
meetings, surveys and, increasingly, social media projects. In heritage conservation practice,
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at this level there is only a small window of opportunity for the public to participate and it is
not encouraged. There is no opportunity for the public to provide additional knowledge or
opinions into the process, only the facility to either agree or disagree with the heritage issue
at hand.
While the notion of informing citizens of their rights and responsibilities is a key step towards
genuine participation, it is problematic if it takes the form of a one-way flow of information
from power holders to citizens. This is particularly the case when that information is given
to citizens at a late stage in the planning process when people have little opportunity to
actually influence the program designed ‘for their benefit’.
Arnstein classifies the last two rungs as non-participation, and suggests that in some ways,
therapy should be considered a lower rung than manipulation as it is both dishonest and
arrogant. By engaging citizens in extensive activity, they may feel like they are participating
but in fact the motivation of those in power is to change the minds or behaviour of the
participants. In heritage practice, this may take the form of a committee in which a
community leader is invited to represent the local community but in reality, the information
flow is one-way. There is little or no genuine opportunity for the community representative
to influence the outcomes of the process, and their presence serves only to convey what may
be unpalatable decisions back to their community.
Lowest on Arnstein’s ladder is manipulation, which commonly involves educated and
informed officials being placed on advisory committees for the express purpose of
engineering support. According to Arnstein, manipulation is often applied in “programs
encompassing the poor” in an attempt to show that grassroots people are involved in the
process, when in reality they have no legitimate power. In heritage conservation, this may
take the form of education programs to educate the public about values and significance of
heritage sites. While it may appear a valuable public awareness strategy, this level of
participation is often driven by a political agenda set by how the government chooses to
frame the cultural significance of a site. The assumptions made by the experts may not be
inclusive or consistent with those of the local community or traditional landowners and
therefore reinforcing an ill-conceived narrative to visitors, school children and so on. The
business of heritage creation is more often than not top-down. The values of the local
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community are often lost in that creation, and when they are excluded from the process, their
insider knowledge of their own heritage may be omitted. The values that are then presented
tend to represent the dominant culture to better appeal to the mainstream population,
subverting the value of the minority. In practice, the assessment of the cultural significance
of heritage sites is largely constructed by the experts.
Arnstein’s work has been criticized for its simplicity,21 and Arnstein herself recognized the
limitations of her typology, being clear to point out that in reality, “neither the have-nots nor
the power holders are homogeneous blocs”.22 She also notes several other roadblocks to
genuine participation are not included in her analysis, such as racism, paternalism and
resistance to power redistribution (on the part of the power holders) and organizational
difficulties and feelings of futility, distrust and alienation (on the part of the have-nots).
Despite the criticism, Arnstein’s Ladder remains a dominant framework in more recent
discussion surrounding public participation across many fields.23 Since 1969, in excess of 50
methodologies have been published for better understanding participation in practice. While
many of these were developed to evaluate participation in urban planning, Arnstein’s work
has also informed and influenced a wide variety of fields of study including health, 24
agriculture25 and education.26
In the context of this research, Arnstein’s Ladder provides a starting point for assessing the
authenticity of the community consultation processes that took place in each of the thesis’
three case studies. In an effort to develop a framework relevant to heritage management in
NSW, Arnstein’s theory will be expanded with the aid of more recent theoretical discussion.
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3.2.2

Later models

Subsequent researchers have developed more complex models of public participation, adding
different dimensions of participation to provide a more detailed picture of the processes.27 In
examining different typologies of participation models, Andrea Cornwall identified the work
of Jules Pretty and Sarah White as speaking more to the user of participatory approaches.
Pretty’s typology of participation, for example, illustrated in Table 3.2, was developed in
1995 for use within sustainable agriculture development.28
Whilst Pretty does not directly reference the work of Arnstein, it relates insofar as to provide
a spectrum by which participation can be defined. As Pretty argues, there exist two
overlapping schools of thought surrounding the motivation behind public participation: as a
means to increase efficiency through maximization of support, versus participation as a
fundamental right, in which “the main aim is to initiate mobilization for collective action,
empowerment and institution building”. 29 Pretty’s typology, as suggested by Cornwall, helps
to clarify the importance of the motivations of those who adopt and practice participatory
approaches.

Table 3.2 Pretty's Typology of Participation
Type of Participation

Features

Self-Mobilisation

People take initiatives independently of external institutions to
change systems, and develop contacts with external institutions for
resources they may need, but retain control
People participate (as a right) in joint analysis, development of action
pans and formation or strengthening of local institutions
External agencies encourage participation meet predetermined
objectives
People participate by contributing resources (labour) in return for
material incentives

Interactive Participation
Functional Participation
Participation for Material
Incentives
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Participation by Consultation
Passive Participation
Manipulative Participation

External agents define problems, and information gathering
processes and so control analysis
People participate by being told what has already been decided,
without listening to people’s responses
Pretence, with nominated representative having no legitimacy or
power

Source: Adapted from Pretty (1995)

Pretty argues that although the four lowest levels count as ‘participation’, they are typically
carried out knowing they will not lead to any action and should be regarded as
‘nonparticipation’. At the lowest level - manipulative participation - participation is a mere
pretence and offers no actual power to people. Up one level, passive participation involves
informing people of what has already happened or been decided, without listening to
community feedback. When participation by consultation occurs, the agenda is set by
experts. There is no shared decision-making, and professionals are under no obligation to
take on board people’s views. The last of the four nonparticipation levels is participation for
material incentives, where participants contribute resources such as labour in return for
resources such as cash but have no stake in the process when the incentives end.
Pretty defines functional participation as interactive and allowing a level of participation in
pre-determined projects related to the objective. However, these projects tend to take place
after major decisions have already been made by experts. Interactive participation involves
joint development of action plans and allows groups to take control over local decisions and
determine how available resources will be used, giving the community a stake in maintaining
structures or practices.
One of the key differences between the work of Arnstein and Pretty is what they consider to
be the highest level of participation. Where the former considered citizen control to be highest
level of participation, where citizens obtain the majority of decision-making power, Pretty
instead suggests self-mobilisation as an endpoint. This entails communities developing
contacts with external institutions for resources and technical advice if required, while still
retaining control over how those resources are put to use. Pretty argues that governments
need to provide a supportive framework that will enable people to take initiatives, ideally
largely independent of external institutions.
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By noting that self-initiated mobilization need not challenge existing distributions of wealth
and power, Pretty positions an opportunity for governments to be actively involved in the
promotion of local self-mobilization.30 As noted by Cornwall, this notion of the promotion of
self-mobilisation by governments and agencies is consistent with a neo-liberal philosophy.31
In an era of increasing privatisation and decentralisation which extends to the arena of
heritage management, a community which is empowered and prepared to self-mobilised is a
worthy goal. Pretty’s interpretation of citizen control therefore will be adopted by this thesis
as part of the framework for assessing authenticity in community participation.
The work of British sociologist Sarah White in the field of development planning provides
for the inclusion of the motivation of those involved in participation.32

Participation can,

White points out, serve many different interests, and it is vital to establish what these interests
are if participation is to mean more than “a façade of good intentions”. Highlighting the two
traditional dimensions of assessing participation – who participates and the level of
participation – White suggests these do not go far enough. She also seeks to distinguish the
motivations of both the participants and the implementing agencies promoting participation.
Aiming to draw out the diversity of form, function and interests within participation, White
identifies four types of participation and the characteristics of each, as shown in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3 White’s Interests in Participation
Form

What ‘participation’ means
to the implementing agency

Transformative

Empowerment - to enable
people to make their own
decisions, work out what to
do and take action
Sustainability – to avoid
creating dependency

Representative

Instrumental

30

Efficiency – to limit funders’
input, draw on community

What ‘participation’
means for those on the
receiving end
Empowerment – to be
able to decide and act for
themselves

What ‘participation’
is for

Leverage – to influence
the shape the project takes
and its management
Cost – of time spent on
project-related labour and
other activities

To give people a voice
in determining their
own development
As a means to
achieving cost-
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Both as a means and
an end, a continuing
dynamic
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Nominal

contributions and make
projects more cost-effective
Legitimation – to show they
are doing something

Inclusion – to retain some
access to potential
benefits

effectiveness and local
facilities
Display

Source: Redrawn from White (1996)

The first column shows the form of participation. The second, “what participation means to
the implementing agency” refers to the motivation of decision-makers in undertaking
participation; the third column, “what participation means for those on the receiving end”,
the shows the interests in participation from the community; the fourth column shows the
overall function of each type of participation. What White’s model makes clear is that
different parties involved in participation come to the process with different interests at stake.
For example, the interest of the powerholders in the public’s opinion may be primarily for
the purpose of legitimation. Members of the public may also make the effort to write letters
to either provide further information or voice their approval or disapproval, giving them an
opportunity for inclusion in decision-making impacting their community. At this late stage
of the process however, the community’s involvement is nominal, and the invitation for them
to participate serves only as a display. It is White’s acknowledgement of the importance of
understanding the motivation of participants, and that she takes into account both the
perspective of the powerholders (top-down) and that of the local community (bottom-up),
that makes her work directly relevant to this study and its framework of interpretations.
At the core of understanding motivation is the concept of what Arnstein termed “tokenism”,
whereby consultation may be proffered by powerholders to a community, but the real
objective is to placate people rather than to enable genuine participation, and the community
in turn lacks the power to ensure their views are heeded by the powerful. 33
In a 1985 review of community development participation, Deshler and Sock took the
concept much further, collapsing Arnstein’s ladder into four levels and using the term
pseudoparticipation to incorporate the original rungs of informing, therapy, manipulation,
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placation and consultation. They regarded anything falling within these rungs to be
“nonparticipatory”. What made the participation “pseudo” was the control of the project
resting with the administrators, with people being present to listen to what is being planned
for them.34
In adopting the term pseudoparticipation from Deshler and Sock, Sanoff made the distinction
between participation for the sake of it, such as constant attendance at meetings and public
hearings, and the collaboration of people pursuing objectives that they themselves have
defined.35 This idea of the disingenuous invitation on the part of powerholders to participate
in heritage conservation in NSW will be one of the concepts explored in the case studies of
this research.
3.2.3

A proposed model for evaluating community participation in heritage

The first aim of this thesis is to investigate the authenticity of the official community
consultation process. This thesis will argue that community consultation is often undervalued
and inauthentic in heritage conservation management in NSW. In the context of heritage
conservation practice and research, inclusive public participation requires the recognition of
citizens’ power to define what is meant by place, heritage and stakeholder. This study will
propose a new ladder that is based on Arnstein and informed by the research of Pretty and
White. The ladder will be applied to the process of sites being added to an official government
list but is also relevant to other management matters including development applications,
delisting of sites, changes to curtilage and so on.
This new ladder, developed for the purposes of assessing the authenticity of community
consultation (Table 3.4), places nine different aspects of authenticity along the top, given it
is authenticity which is at the heart of the research. The table then divides heritage
conservation participants into four key categories from top to bottom, according to the role
they are permitted to play: those of creators, contributors, commenters and consumers of
heritage. It should be noted that ‘community participation’ in this table encompasses both
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individuals and groups. The table then correlates those roles with the level of participation
afforded by government policy and processes.
The highest level of genuine community involvement in heritage is when the participants are
the creator of their own cultural sites. The local community is, at this level, largely selfmobilised. They decide what is of value to their community, and what is not, and they set the
agenda for making decisions with regard to that heritage. The local community holds the
right to veto any government decisions if they are not consistent with the wants and needs of
the community. The role of the government in this case is to support the community by
providing the means to guide heritage listings. This may include the funding of
archaeologists, historians, heritage consultants or other experts, but only if required or
requested the community. The government may also provide education programs for local
community members wishing to become more involved in the management of their heritage.
The motivation for governments at this level is to empower the community and respond to
the needs of that community. Although at this level the government may still partially be
setting the agenda for heritage management, that agenda is set and agreed upon with the local
community at the earliest point in the process. The community is kept well-informed
throughout and can contribute at any point. Final decision making at this level emerges as a
result of the discourse between the participants, where everyone has had equal opportunity
to enter the arena and influence the outcomes.
The next level down within the model is when community participants have at least the
opportunity to become a contributor to heritage management. At this level, the local
knowledge and experience of the local community is actively sought by the decision-makers
and their experts. The community is motivated to become involved as they have the power
to influence the outcome. Their role is that of collaborator, and their knowledge and
consideration of local cultural values is highly regarded by decision-makers. Their
involvement may become proactive at this level, given that they feel empowered and valued.
The role of the government in this context is to provide the means for participatory decisionmaking to take place. This may include training staff to facilitate round table meetings,
provide the opportunity for online heritage site nomination, and ensuring timely
communications with local communities with regard to heritage issues so they can be
included in the process from the early stages. At this level, governments are motivated by the
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desire to work authentically and inclusively with, and for, local communities, and are focused
on protecting the heritage that is deemed valuable by that community. The government
remains the key decision-maker when the community is the contributor, but the opportunity
for the community to influence those final decisions is authentic.
At the next level of community involvement in heritage, members of the community take on
the role of commenter. They are permitted to nominate or comment on a site for consideration
for inclusion on the State Heritage Register, and they – whether in association with each other
or individually - are somewhat motivated to participate, in the hope of influencing the
outcome. There is however little attention paid to the feedback provided and as such those
involved see little return for their efforts. Their only options at this level are to either agree
or disagree with government nominations and as such their role is still largely reactive. At
this level, the government provides a strictly limited opportunity for community consultation
and does so due to legislative requirements. Community consultation at this level is seen by
governments as a costly exercise and as such is tokenistic in nature and is typically carried
out after the agenda has already been established by the experts. Its accountability is to inform
the community of the nomination outcome, and final decision-making is by the government
although there may be minor consideration of community consultation feedback.
The lowest level of authentic community involvement in heritage management is that of the
consumer. In this case, the role of the local community is passive with little or no opportunity
to be involved in the listing process, and frequently little motivation to do so as a result of a
sense of powerlessness. If the local community does choose to become involved, it is in a
reactive capacity as a response to what they regard as a poor government decision. When the
local community is restricted to the role of consumer, the government’s role is to inform it
of the values it regards as significant to that community. The government may provide this
information via interpretive plaques, government websites or open days at heritage sites.

Source: author

Table 3.4 Authenticity in community participation in heritage management

71

72

However, this and other tokenistic forms of consultation are motivated by the government’s
need to show the community they are actively managing and caring for the state’s heritage.
It has no specific accountability at this level, with little to no reporting or justification for its
decision-making processes or outcomes. If the community is invited to participate, it is at a
late stage in the planning process, after key decisions have already been made. All final
decision-making at this level is made by the government.
Within this thesis, the ladder will be applied in a similar manner to the ways in which the
ladders of Arnstein and others have been applied to real life situations; that is, to determine
who has power when important decisions are being made.

3.3 Community activism strategies
In identifying effective ways in which communities may campaign to protect their heritage,
the guidelines for what constitutes effectiveness must first be established. This is a
challenging concept. Goals change over time, may be multiple and vary across participants.
There is much debate within social movement theory attempting to conceptualise success,
with contemporary research tending to avoid the term altogether in favour of alternatives
such as impact, outcome and effect.
Essentially this thesis asks what strategies communities used to bring about their desired
heritage outcomes and which of these proved effective. Two key streams of research emerged
from the literature: one which focuses on the activists and the other on the process of
activism. Both appear to be valid in providing strategies for effective activism. For the
purposes of this study, both considerations are useful and as such the work of Bill Moyer is
called upon.
US activist and educator Bill Moyer (1933-2002) was a graduate student from UC Berkeley
who studied social movement theory.36 Moyer was a career organiser arriving in Chicago in
the turbulent 1960s to work for the anti-racist housing campaign, the Chicago Open Housing
Movement. He became one of Martin Luther King Jr.’s key Chicago strategists and later cofounded both the Philadelphia Life Centre and San Francisco Social Movement
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Empowerment Project. Central to Moyer’s work is the belief that social movements are a
powerful means for ordinary people to successfully create positive social change, particularly
when the formal channels of democratic political participation are not working, and obstinate
powerful elites prevail.
In first developing the Movement Action Plan (MAP) during the late 1970s Moyer was
building on the work of community organiser Saul Alinsky and leaders synonymous with
nonviolent confrontations such as Gandhi and Martin Luther King Jr. While Alinsky,
amongst others, created training manuals for their specific type of community organising,
Moyer believed there was a lack of models that looked at the long arc of protest movements,
accounting for the highs and the lows experienced by participants. Moyer’s work was a direct
response to social movements activists feeling burnt out and frustrated with the perceived
lack of success. One of the outcomes of ignoring the long arc was, Moyer believed, activists
repeating their past tactics and failing to strategise how to effectively move campaigns
forward. The MAP aimed to address this need, providing activists with a “way to picture
themselves somewhere on the eight-stage continuum, rather than feel like a failure, people
are able to see where they fall on the line”. 37 Originally printed in 1986 and distributed
through grassroots channels, it became an underground success story, leading to its
publication in its final form in 2002.
The MAP identifies eight distinct stages through the progress of a social movement and was
designed to help activists choose the most effective tactics and strategies to match the current
stage of their movement. For each stage, Moyer describes the role of the public, the
powerholders, and the movement. Most social movements, Moyer emphasises, are not just
anchored in one stage but evolve. They usually have many demands for policy change, and
efforts for each demand are in a specific stage. MAP enables activists to evaluate their
campaigns and identify the successes already achieved, to develop effective strategies and
tactics and establish long- and short-term goals. Whilst only a theoretical model built on his
activism experience, Moyer hoped to create a link between theory and practice:
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We hope academicians from various social science disciplines will relate
MAP to traditional theories and use this model to further refine their
thinking about how social movements work. By understanding the practice
of social movements, theorists and scholars can contribute additional
insight into how societies change. 38
Three decades after it was first developed, MAP offers insight into problems that continue to
exist in contemporary activism. As discussed in detail later, Moyer’s MAP is significant
within this thesis in the ways in which it reveals the interplay between the public, the
powerholders and activists. The plan was also directly based on the experiences and case
studies of various movements. Intended as a means to explore different components of
activism, MAP stems from a belief that nonviolent social movements are a powerful means
for mobilising people to become involved in a dynamic political process to address and
resolve social problems. 39 MAP is regarded as the most useful and accessible of Moyer’s
work,40 particularly for those attempting to illustrate how policy can be changed by
thoughtful, analytical grass roots activism. Understanding the ways in a movement works
and recognising its success can empower movements activists and groups, and the MAP is
regarded as one of the best tools available. 41 While criticism includes Moyer’s US-centric
context,42 it is well suited to application in activism in other liberal democracies such as
Australia.
Moyer was not the only person to propose that movements progress in stages. During the
1970s and 80s, scholars increasingly focused on how social change happens through what
Tarrow terms “cycles of contention”. 43 Leading on from the work of Tilly, it is well
established in academia that movements pass through four stages; emergence, coalescence,
bureaucratization, and decline. The final stage is not negative, necessarily, but may indicate
a fading away as key demands have been won. More recently, British activist Tim Gee
proposed a four-stage model mirroring the philosophy of Gandhi “first they ignore you, then
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they laugh at you, then they fight you, then you win.”44 However each of these four stage
models present problems. They all carry a sense of implied inevitability, without insight into
the ebb and flow of social movements as they grow and change over time. While Moyer’s
MAP also proposes a progression, his work is more focused on the mindset of the activists
who struggle to keep the campaign moving forward. He takes into account the moments of
exhilaration when protests explode and “overnight a previously unrecognized social problem
becomes a social issue everyone is talking about”, and the often-challenging periods in the
aftermath of such peak moments. Moyer’s work is also attentive to the different personalities
that can either help or hinder a campaign at different stages and warns of some of the common
pitfalls that keep some movements from ever reaching their goals. It is these factors that
contribute to the popularity of the MAP.
3.3.1

The Movement Action Plan (MAP)

Underpinning the MAP are four principles. The first is that power is concentrated in a few
elite individuals and institutions that act in their own self-interest. That the decision-makers
may act to benefit the privileged minority to the detriment of the broader community is an
important factor in the need to mobilise people to become involved.
The second principle is that participatory democracy is a key means for resolving today’s
societal problems and for establishing a just and sustainable world for everyone. The basic
theme of the MAP is people power, which requires an informed and empowered population
to assertively participate in the political process.
The third principle is that political and economic power ultimately rest with the majority of
the population; the powerholders in any democracy can only rule as long as they have the
consent or acquiescence of the people. As long as decision-makers are seen to carry out the
interests and values of the community, they are generally supported by the wider community.
This is why powerholders and governments spend vast amounts of time and money justifying

44

Although this quote is often misattributed to Gandhi. The quote is most likely a combination of the nonviolent
doctrine and philosophy of Gandhi and a 1918 speech by union leader Nicholas Klein “First they ignore you.
Then they ridicule you. And then they attack you and want to burn you. And then they build monuments to
you.” Klein, ‘Address to the Biennial Convention of the Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America’.

76

their legitimacy to the population. 45 In a democracy, it is electoral power that provides the
opportunity for activists to be successful in their campaigns.
Lastly,

the

fourth

and

most

important principle is that two
models of power exist within
society: that of the “power elite” and
that of “people power”. Moyer
describes the power elite model as a
traditional view of democracy, and
Figure 3.1 Moyer’s Power Elite Model

one in which the general public

Source: Redrawn from Moyer (2002)

believe. Represented by an upright
triangle, the power flows from the
elites at the top to the people at the
bottom (Fig. 3.1). As the majority of

.

people have little power under this
model, change can only be achieved
by appealing to the elites at the top.
This can be done through elections,
lobbying, litigation or activism.
Activists

may

target

the

to

change

their

Figure 3.2 Moyer’s People Power Model

powerholders

Source: Redrawn from Moyer (2002)

policies or laws or elect new
powerholders.

Alternatively, the people power model is the model used by social movements. This model
sees the power resting with the majority of the population, with the triangle inverted to locate
the people at the top and the powerholders at the bottom (Fig. 3.2). Social movements not
only use normal channels such as elections to persuade powerholders but turn to other
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strategies to alert, educate and mobilise a discontented, impassioned and determined
grassroots population beyond the normal parliamentary methods and institutions.
3.3.1.1 The eight stages of MAP
The MAP provides a structural framework to describe processes occurring within the social
movement over time. The Eight Stages of Successful Social Movements were designed by
Moyer to enable activists to identify the stage their social movement had reached to signpost
effective strategies for moving forward with their campaign (Table 3.5). It was intended to
help with the development of short-term goals which are then part of longer-term goals,
creating social movement strategists out of activists.
In outlining MAP, Moyer cautioned that not all social movements fit neatly in the eight
stages. Every movement has different demands, with each demand taking place in different
stages of the movement. The eight stages will be explained in detail, outlining the behaviours
of the activists, the powerholders and the community at each stage.
The first of the eight stages, normal times, takes place largely unnoticed by the majority of
the community. Those that do are most likely to be those very close to the issue, either
geographically or philosophically. The powerholders “successfully promote their official
doctrines and policies while hiding their actual behaviour”. 46 Consequently, those opposing
the issue may be ridiculed more than supported when they try to bring it to public attention.
For the purposes of this research, in the context of state-owned heritage, an example of this
stage might take the form of a removal or blocking of a heritage listing for a site with no
publicised plans for its future. It may remain vacant for some time and go largely unnoticed
by the majority of the community, except for those who are directly impacted.
The second stage, prove the failure of the institutions, can be disheartening to activists, as
they must be determined and persistent to show there is a problem. Yet, “the efforts of the
opposition in this stage can eventually be used to prove that the emperor has no clothes and
serve to bolster the movement in later stages”.
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available to them in terms of official community participation, including lodging submissions
and complaints, addressing decision-making bodies and approaching every level of
government. It may even involve instigating legal action against the relevant agencies. The
goal at this point, argues Moyer, is to prove that the powerholders are acting
undemocratically, even if the submissions or legal proceedings are unsuccessful. 48
Powerholders at this stage will fight the opposition through the normal channels while
continuing with their plans. They do not feel threatened at this point and treat the activists
concerns as only an issue for “bureaucratic management”.49
Ripening conditions, stage three, takes place with the majority of citizens still unaware of the
activists’ actual plans. Nevertheless, the general public, while still largely supporting the
powerholder’s policies, may experience a localised level of growing concern and discontent.
“There is a critical problem that appears to be worsening, proven violations by the
powerholders”,50 inspiring a new range of individuals to participate, preparing existing
networks to become more involved, personalising the problem by putting faces to the
statistics, and creating small, nonviolent demonstrations and campaigns.
In stage four, take-off, the issue will be highly publicised in the media, often as the result of
a triggering incident, and “a previously unrecognised social problem and the powerholders
actual policies both become known, creating a new public issue”.51 The seriousness of the
problem will be apparent for the first time and the deliberate strategies of the powerholders
will become apparent. Moral outrage can trigger the desire to learn more about an issue and
become actively involved in protesting against it in nonviolent ways, such as demonstrations,
boycotts, strikes or marches.
The problem that has been out of the social consciousness is now public and the powerholders
will take a hard line to defend their policies and discredit the activists as radical or dangerous.
The public, now aware of the issue, is able to have a better understanding of the social
movement’s position. The activists must work to put the powerholders actual plans into the
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public spotlight through the media and create a public dissonance on the issue by constantly
presenting people with two contradictory views – that of the movement and that of the stated
position of the powerholders.
The fifth stage, perception of failure, highlights one of Moyer’s most important points: “the
crisis of identity and powerlessness is a personal experience for many activists who
mistakenly believe that their movement has failed and do not realise that it is actually in the
normal process of success.”52 Powerholders continue to try to discredit the activists. By virtue
of the weight of public opinion, feelings of hopelessness and powerlessness can be
overwhelming at this point of a campaign, and activists need to recognise the strength of their
own movement.
Stage six is reached when majority public support is attained. A very complex stage for large
social movements, it is broken down by Moyer into 12 smaller steps, the details of which
relate more to social movements than the campaigns within this research. Importantly, this
stage represents the tipping point for activists where community support swells to a majority
and the powerholders’ plans and policy become largely untenable. In the context of this
heritage-based research, this stage sees the community support for the protection of the site
grow to a majority.
In stage seven the movement has finally achieved one or more of its goals and now needs to
define what success is53 and recognise the successes that have been reached. Moyer suggests
three possible paths to success: a dramatic showdown, a quiet showdown, or by attrition.
When a dramatic showdown occurs, the weight of public opinion forces changes in the
powerholders’ policies or leadership or both. This is the only outcome where the activists
believe that they played a key role in achieving their goals. A quiet showdown when, rather
than admit defeat, powerholders adopt and carry many of the goals demanded by the
movement but claim credit for the victory, even though they were forced to reverse their
previous policy. Mainstream media often complies with this approach, reporting the success
of the powerholders. The third form of success is attrition, where success is slowly and almost
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invisibly achieved in a long-term process. Moyer does not regard the eighth stage, continuing
the struggle, as the end but rather a part of the cycle of social movements and their sub-issues.
The process of winning one set of demands creates new levels of citizen awareness and
involvement and can create new demands on new issues. As with most campaigns, the goal
is for the long-term protection of whatever victory has been achieved.
As will be shown in the histories of the three case studies, while a state-owned heritage site
may have been saved from sale to developers at one point in time, its long-term status remains
vulnerable. Changes of government may see the cycle start all over again, particularly when
the monetary value of the site or its ongoing maintenance becomes the dominant
consideration. Activists must remain vigilant, perhaps gaining commitment from politicians
in opposition that they will continue to protect the site if elected or securing funding for the
site for its ongoing conservation and management. In summary, the eight stages of social
movements as identified by Moyer can be outlined as follows:
Table 3.5 The Eight Stages of Moyer's Movement Action Plan
Movement Stages
1. Normal Times

2. Prove Failure of
Normal
Institutions
3. Ripening
Conditions

4. Take Off

5. Perception of
Failure
6. Majority Public
Support

7. Success

Stage Description
A problem exists but it is not on anyone’s agenda and the public is unaware of
it.
A new wave of grassroots opposition begins which must prove that the official
institutions support the status quo and prevent change.
Perceived or real worsening of conditions, and/or new evidence of the severity
of the problem. There is rising grassroots discontent with conditions, the
institutions, powerholders and older campaigns. Upsetting events happen,
including ones that encapsulate the problem.
A trigger event puts the spotlight on a problem that violates widely held values,
sparking public attention and upset. It precipitates massive nonviolent actions
and a new grassroots-based social movement. The issue is put on society’s
agenda of hotly contested issues in a crisis atmosphere.
The movement progresses to Stage 6 but may activists don’t see this progress
and believe their movement has failed. Numbers are down at demonstrations,
there is less media coverage, and long-range goals are not met.
The movement transforms from protest to crisis to long-term struggle with
powerholders to win public majority to oppose current policies and consider
possible alternatives. The movement’s position is increasingly adopted by
mainstream society.
This is a long process, not an event. The struggle shifts from opposing present
policies to a choice of alternatives to adopt. There is massive public passion
for change, and it is more costly for the powerholders to continue old policies
than to adopt new ones. More ‘re-trigger’ events occur.
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8. Continuing the
Struggle

The movement needs to protect and extend successes that were achieved and
switched its focus to other sub-goals or movements. Its long-term focus is to
achieve a paradigm shift.

Source: Based on Moyer (2002)

3.3.2

A proposed model for evaluating activism in heritage

The Eight Stages of Successful Social Movements provides a solid framework by which to
investigate the activism undertaken by each of the communities in the case studies within
this thesis. While there are models available for organising nonviolent actions, based on
Gandhi54 and King55, and organising communities, based on Alinsky and Murray G. Ross56,
MAP is a compelling model providing a tool for evaluating and organising social movements.
Within this thesis, Moyer’s MAP will be used to evaluate the advocacy within the cases
studies. This will provide valuable insight into whether the success of each campaign can be
explained by the MAP model and Moyer’s theories of how to be a successful activist. In
addition to the identification of stages, MAP allows for the chaos that can occur in campaigns,
and for the perception (and allowance) of failure at times when activists may lose hope in
their cause. During these periods within campaigns, activists can turn to the MAP model and
realise that such setbacks are inevitable and can in fact make the movement stronger in the
end.57 If the research demonstrates that the MAP can explain the campaigns’ success, it could
therefore be of interest to other activists’ groups involved in advocacy for change.
As each case study differs in terms of the type of community and desired heritage outcome,
it is expected, as noted by Moyer, that each will highlight different demands at different
stages of the campaign. MAP is only a theoretical model, and it is not expected that real life
social movements or campaigns will fit exactly nor will they necessarily move through the
stages in a linear or smooth manner. While some stages will be relatively quick for some,
they may be lengthy for others, and so on. It is the pattern of development of the stages and
the flow of one to the next that is of interest, and how they align, or not, with Moyer’s MAP
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that will be discussed within each case. In order to understand the activism strategies of the
campaigns within this thesis, a proposed model (Fig. 3.3) has been adapted from MAP.
Figure 3.3 The eight stages of heritage activism

1. Normal Times
- State ownership of site
- Political scene may be quiet because the
masses are in support of the policies of
the powerholders
- Some aware of problem but are seen as
too radical to be given attention

2. Local awareness of potential threat
to heritage
- Problems remain under the public radar
- Little or no media on the issue
- Activists at this stage begins to
document how the powerholders are not
functioning effectively/honestly
attention

8. Continue the struggle
- Financial viability
- Legislative protection
- Activists should examine the underlying
system that failed and attempt to
proactively address them
- Cycle continues as other issues arise

3. Mobilisation of active local groups
- Issue addressed by the activists
appearing to get worse
- Powerholders have been shown to have
violated the public's trust
- Activists have grown and created new
grassroots groups

7. Success
- Activists play a major role in achieving
their goal
- Powerholders adopt campaign goals but
do not admit defeat or commend
activists

4. Formal announcement of
government strategy
- Issue appears on the public agenda
- Trigger event may occur that gains
media attention and shocks the public
- Activists organise local demonstrations
such as rallies and meetings

6. Significant public support
- Significant increase in campaign
membership and support
- Alternatives are promoted
- Pressure on powerholders builds and
they begin to realise the policy is a
liability that outweighs benefits

5. Perception of failure
- Activists can feel their campaign has
failed
- Activists should feel empowered by
knowing the power lies with the people,
and should remind powerholders that
they know this

Source: author
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The proposed model charts the progress of the heritage campaign along a similar eight stage
cycle. It does not indicate an ending place for the campaign, acknowledging that campaigns
are ongoing and feed into the next. As such, the proposed model provides a tool to empower
activists and their campaign, rather than becoming overwhelmed with the length of the
process. The uphill battle activists face can lead to burnout and a loss of momentum. As was
Moyer’s intention with MAP, the model can provide hope to those activists and campaigns
by illustrating the stages are all part of a plan that can eventually lead to success. The local
nature of heritage activism and the ways in which campaigns build over time means it fits
well into Moyers’ concept of social movements.
As suggested by Moyer, the MAP enables local activists to increase the effectiveness of
campaigns and reduce the discouragement that often occurs with the winding down of
activism efforts. As illustrated in Fig. 3.3, the stages identified by Moyer are able to be
applied to the context of local heritage conservation battles. In the case of state-owned sites
of heritage significance such as those contains within this thesis, “normal times” exist when
the public is unaware of a problem. There may be a small group of people who realise a
potential problem may be ahead, but often they are seen as too small in number to be given
any attention. The second stage, identified by Moyer as a “failure of established channels”,
may occur in the heritage context as “local awareness of a potential threat to heritage”. At
this stage, local activists tend to become experts on the issue and should document the
problem, including the attempts to use the normal channels for community participation.
They also try to show the broader community how the powerholders have violated their trust
and there may a slight increase in public support. The third stage, called “ripening conditions”
by Moyer, sees the “mobilisation of active local groups” in the context of heritage
conservation. During this stage, the local community begins to show their support for the
activists as they experience a growing dissatisfaction with the government strategy. They
have an increased understanding of the effects the decisions will have on them and their local
area, and as such the increasing number of activists may see the development of new small
local grassroots groups. The fourth stage is referred to as “take-off” in MAP, and in this
context occurs when there is a “formal announcement of government strategy”, or what
Moyer referred to as a “trigger event”. It is at this stage that new participants who had
previously been building slowly find themselves surrounded by a rush of activity making
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them more likely to respond. There may be a great deal of media attention which shocks the
public that may lead to rallies and demonstrations. Powerholders may take a hardline in
defending their policies during this period and criticise the activists. It is important that the
activists do not lose heart at this stage, as the following stage, “perception of failure” takes
place right when success is occurring. Activists may act as if no success has occurred,
preventing them from progressing to stage six. The feeling of defeat can consume activists
and they may believe the powerholders to hold omnipotent powers that are insurmountable.
This may be enhanced by decreasing participation in events and negative media coverage.
The frustration of the activists may lead to feel they have failed, but they must trust that the
power is held by the people and continue to remind the powerholders. While the activists
may be feeling discouraged, at the same time the campaign may be winning over the majority,
gaining “significant public support”. While the movement has been focused on protest, it is
important at this stage to offer alternative solutions to the issue, such as adaptive reuse of
heritage sites, alternate locations for proposed redevelopment, permanent conservation
orders and so on. The seventh stage of actual “success” is a long process and may not see the
powerholders admit defeat but “revise” their strategy. After the campaign is won, it is
important the activists continue the struggle, both with the issue at hand to ensure promises
are kept, and more broadly to consolidate their success with other heritage battles and
organisations.

3.4 Conclusion
In summary, the theoretical concepts of Sherry Arnstein, further developed primarily by Jules
Pretty and Sarah White, are used as a basis for a model to provide an interpretive framework
to address the first theme of this thesis: the authenticity of community participation in
heritage conservation in NSW. The second theme, the effectiveness of community activism
strategies in heritage conservation in NSW, will be explored using the theoretical concepts
of Bill Moyer. While Moyer’s MAP provides a practical analytical tool for evaluating and
organising social movements on national and international levels, it is interpreted within this
thesis as a model by which smaller, community-based activism campaigns can be explained
and evaluated.
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Prior to the exploration of the three case studies of this thesis, Chapter 4 will provide the
necessary institutional background. The chapter will discuss the political context over the
time period of the case studies, and the ways in which heritage is legislated in NSW.
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4 THE NSW HERITAGE SYSTEM
4.1 Introduction
This chapter outlines the political and legislative systems that provide the legislative
framework to the three case studies of this thesis. After a brief introduction on the hierarchical
nature of heritage governance in NSW, the chapter will outline official heritage conservation
practice in NSW, the Heritage Act 1977, and the community consultation process as required
under the Act. The chapter will then cover NSW local government heritage, including the
community consultation process at that level. The chapter will conclude with an outline of
the political context throughout the period of the case studies from 1965 up until 2021, noting
both the leadership of the NSW Government and the State Minister with responsibility for
heritage.

4.2 Heritage governance in NSW
Currently, the majority of heritage conservation in NSW is managed by federal, state and
local governments, both directly and indirectly. The level of management, or intervention,
generally dictates the opportunity for the community to participate. In this section the various
levels of interventions will be explained.
Official heritage is covered by various mechanisms of legislation and written policy. Some
heritage sites that are not listed on a statutory register may be still be listed on one of the
many non-statutory lists, such as the National Trust Register or the Australia Institute of
Architects (AIA) Significant Buildings Register. Although these lists play an important role
in protecting buildings and often lead to statutory listings, they do not fit here within the
definition of official heritage. In this chapter the policy and processes that are discussed will
therefore be with reference to official heritage in NSW.
There are four main statutory frameworks within Australia for the management of heritage.
Items are listed according to their assessed level of significance and protected under the
relevant legislation. (Fig. 4.1).
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World Heritage Significance - UNESCO World Heritage Committee

National Heritage Significance - Commonwealth Government (EPBC
Act 1999)

State Heritage Significance - NSW Government (Heritage Act 1977)

Local Heritage Significance (Heritage Act 1977 & EP&A Act 1979)

Figure 4.1 Hierarchy of heritage governance in NSW
Source: author

While the case studies in this thesis are concerned with state and locally listed heritage, it is
important to briefly outline the official heritage conservation systems operating in NSW.
Items of national significance are listed on the National Heritage List, established under the
Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC).
Indigenous heritage is administered separately, under the Aboriginal Torres Strait Islander
Heritage Protection Act 1984, also Commonwealth legislation.
Items assessed as being of state significance are listed on the NSW State Heritage Register,
created under the NSW Heritage Act 1977, as is the NSW Heritage Council. Items found to
be of local significance are listed within the heritage schedule in the relevant local council
Local Environmental Plan (LEP). Almost always (although there are exceptions) when an
item is listed on the National Heritage List it will also be listed on the state and local LEPs,
as those on the State Heritage Register will also be on the local LEP. In most cases, the higher
level of listing will be the authority on the management and care of the item. 1

1

An example where this is not the case is Millers Point housing in Sydney. While the houses are listed on the
State Heritage Register, matters relating to their redevelopment have been handed over to the local council,
Sydney City Council. This will be looked at in more depth in Chapter Five.
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The Australia ICOMOS Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance
(known by its short title of The Burra Charter) is the document that defines the basic
principles and procedures to be followed in the conservation of Australian heritage places,
including NSW. Based on the 1966 Venice Charter, the Burra Charter was adopted in 1979 2
in the mining town of Burra, South Australia following the establishment of Australia
ICOMOS in 1976. While Australia ICOMOS is a non-governmental, professional body, the
Burra Charter was adopted in principle by both the Australian Heritage Council (AHC) and
the NSW Heritage Council in 2004. The Burra Charter has become the central tenet of
heritage practice in Australia and is often referred to as “the heritage bible”. 3 The Charter,
applicable to archaeological sites, buildings, towns and landscapes, defines terms and
identifies principles that must be observed in conservation work. Article 12 of the Charter
outlines the best practice guidelines for participation within heritage conservation:
Conservation, interpretation and management of a place should provide for
the participation of people for whom the place has significant associations
and meanings, or who have social, spiritual or other cultural
responsibilities for the place. 4
The intention of the Charter is clear: conserving cultural places requires acknowledgement
of all associated cultural groups. Marquis-Kyle and Walker note in the The Illustrated Burra
Charter, “if associated people are not involved with a conservation project there is a risk of
misunderstanding and conflict later, and there is also a risk that their knowledge of the place
may be lost. Keeping quiet,” they warn, “is not likely to avoid differences of opinion, but it
may delay a project or lead to conflicts.”5 Their advice proved to be prophetic in each of case
studies contained within this thesis.

2

The Charter is periodically updated, and the 2004 publication The illustrated Burra Charter explains the
principles of the 1999 version. In 2013 the Charter was again revised and updated.
3
Hanna, ‘Innovation in Conservation’, 4.
4
Australia ICOMOS, ‘The Burra Charter’ Article 12.
5
Marquis-Kyle and Walker, The Illustrated Burra Charter, 46.
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4.3 Official heritage conservation practice in NSW
4.3.1

NSW state heritage and the Heritage Act 1977

Heritage legislation in Australia, at all levels of government, underwent significant change
during the 1970s. These changes were largely instigated by the actions of the conservation
movement, including the National Trust of Australia, local resident action groups and the
trade union movement. In Sydney, the green bans imposed by the Builders Labourers’
Federation (BLF) on environmentally and culturally important sites demonstrated the value
of consultation to wider public. The catalyst for change, suggest Bourke and James, was a
broad community perception that the rate of change of cities and towns was too rapid.6 With
the benefit of hindsight, it is now clear the 1960s saw more historic buildings demolished
than any other decade before or since. Both Labor and non-Labor governments courted the
development industry, notes Spearritt, with the most spectacular redevelopment proposals
appearing in Sydney under the Askin Liberal/Country Party government. 7 The unprecedented
urban growth of the 1960s had also seen the decline of very rural small towns. Community
action in the 1970s made governments realise that there was a need for change in the planning
processes and indeed many governments took up the issue enthusiastically and responded
with new policies and new legislation on the conservation and preservation of both the built
and natural environments. In NSW, the Heritage Act was gazetted in 1977, followed by the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.
The statutory basis for decisions regarding all state significant heritage in NSW is the
Heritage Act. The Heritage Council is constituted under the Act and functions to make
recommendations to the Minister with respect to heritage matters and to maintain the State
Heritage Register. Within the State Government, Heritage NSW is currently responsible for
the NSW Heritage Council, and for the management of the State Heritage Register, the State

Bourke and James, ‘The Protection of Historic Places in Australia - the Roles of Government and the
Voluntary Sector’, 10.
7
Spearritt, ‘Essay: What Is Heritage?’, 6.
6
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Heritage Inventory and the Section 170 register. Heritage NSW is now located within the
Community Engagement Division of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 8
It is important to make the distinction between the State Heritage Register (SHR), the State
Heritage Inventory and the Section 170 Registers. While the Register is a list of over 1700
items (as of 2021) assessed as having state significance, the Inventory is a list of all items
within the state that have a heritage listing, including at the local level, and as such is a much
larger list containing over 25,000 items. Section 170 Registers (S.170) are prescribed under
Section 170 of the Heritage Act 1977, requiring all state government agencies to identify,
conserve and manage heritage assets under their custodianship. There are currently over 5000
heritage items listed on S.170 Registers such as schools, railway stations, bridges, post offices
and other public sites. These include State significant items, with over 780 government
owned sites currently listed on the SHR.
In addition to maintaining the SHR, the Heritage Act contains other mechanisms allowing
for the protection of heritage items. An Interim Heritage Order (IHO) under section 26 of the
Heritage Act controls demolition and development of a site and lasts for 12 months or until
it is either revoked or a permanent conservation order is made. A Permanent Conservation
Order (PCO) can be made under section 44 of the Heritage Act to protect a significant item
of heritage. A PCO remains in place indefinitely, unless it is revoked.
In the case of an appeal against a decision regarding a heritage item, such as a grant or refusal
of a development application to demolish, the NSW Land and Environment Court is required
to consider the issue. Criminal and civil cases concerning breaches of the Heritage Act or the
EP&A Act can also go before the Land and Environment Court. Such cases include the
demolition, destruction or defacing of a heritage item without permission, all of which are
criminal offences under these statutes.
In order to make decisions about the future of heritage items, it is first essential to assess
their significance against consistent standards. There are seven criteria under the Heritage
Act to determine the significance of a site:

8

NSW Department of Premier & Cabinet, ‘NSW Department of Premier & Cabinet’.
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1. Historical significance – an item is important in the course, or pattern,
of NSW’s cultural or natural history;
2. Associative significance – an item has strong or special association
with the life or works of a person, or group of persons importance in
NSW’s cultural or natural history;
3. Aesthetic significance - an item is important in demonstrating aesthetic
characteristics and/or a high degree or creative or technical
achievement in NSW;
4. Social significance – an item has a strong or special association with a
particular community or cultural group in NSW for social, cultural or
spiritual reasons;
5. Research potential – an item has the potential to yield information that
will contribute to an understanding of NSW’s cultural or natural
history;
6. Rarity – an item possesses uncommon, are or endangered aspects of
NSW’s cultural or natural history;
7. Representativeness – an item is important in demonstrating the
principal characteristics of a class or NSW’s cultural or natural places;
or cultural or natural environments. 9
4.3.1.1 Changes to the Heritage Act 1977
Heritage policy in NSW has become increasingly fragile and vulnerable. In 2009, the NSW
Minister for Planning, Kristina Keneally announced changes to the Heritage Act citing a need
to “allow better consideration of economic and non-heritage issues”.10

The Heritage

Amendment Bill, passed on 3 June 2009, made significant changes to the Act, effectively
placing much more power in the hands of the Minister for Planning/Heritage in deciding
which properties will be listed on the SHR. Two aspects of the amendment bill were of
particular significance to the listing process of heritage in NSW.
Firstly, the amendment changed the membership of the Heritage Council as stipulated under
the Heritage Act. Where previously the council included four expert representatives from
non-government organisations such as the Royal Australian Historical Society (RAHS) and

9

NSW Heritage Council, ‘Criteria for Listing on the State Heritage Register’.
Keneally, Heritage Amendment Bill 2009.
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the AIA, those positions became skill based (from areas including the planning, building,
development and property industries, and property economics and property planning law,
amongst others) and were to be appointed by the Minister. The only assured non-government
position under the amended act was reserved for the National Trust (NSW), although even
that position was to be appointed by the Minister from a choice of three names put forward
by the Trust. The Minister’s power in appointing new Council members considerably
lessened the Heritage Council’s appearance of impartiality and called into question its ability
to remain objective. The ability of the Minister to influence the Heritage Council became
evident in March 2020 following the state government’s decision to move the Powerhouse
Museum from its inner Sydney location 25km west to Parramatta. The move would
potentially allow for a major redevelopment of the existing inner-city museum site, housed
in a historic 1899 powerhouse. The Heritage Council advised of their intention to consider
the listing of the site on the SHR on 26 February 2020. This followed the Arts Minister Don
Harwin’s appointment of his own former chief-of-staff Brian Lindsay to the Heritage Council
on 6 February 2020.11
Secondly, the amendment changed the heritage listing process in NSW, with the aim to
“improve the operation and fairness of the current system”. 12 The listing process was altered
in several ways, to “provide more rigour and flexibility in the processes for listing and
removing listings”.13 Where prior to 2009 the Heritage Council was required to publish the
criteria for establishing whether an item was of State significance, and only notify the
Minister of these criteria, the bill amended the Act to allow the Minister to approve (or not)
the criteria prior to its publication in the Government Gazette.
The bill also amended the listing process by allowing the Minister to consider a broad range
of planning and financial issues as well as the assessment of heritage significance provided
by the Heritage Council. Those issues included whether the Minister considered the longterm conservation of the item to be necessary, whether the listing would render the item
incapable of reasonable or economic use, and, importantly, whether the listing would cause

Loussikian and Hutchinson, ‘Hollywood Historian to Assess a Rich Heritage’.
Keneally, Heritage Amendment Bill 2009, 2.
13
Keneally, 2.
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undue financial hardship to the owner, mortgagee or lessee of the item. The bill also elevated
the threshold for an item to be considered of state heritage significance be lifted from one
criterion alone to a minimum of two criteria. All these changes effectively signaled a
strengthening of government’s discretionary power in influencing the outcomes of decisions
surrounding the future of heritage sites in NSW. As such, the efficacy of the idealistic
standards such as the Burra Charter have come to be “either ignored or plainly besmirched”. 14
4.3.1.2 Official community consultation in NSW state heritage
There is consistent acknowledgement of the importance of the involvement of the community
in the process of identifying and maintaining heritage. However, while the emergence of
participation in planning has produced new opportunities for the public to have their opinions
heard, Legacy et al argue that countless studies have shown that these participatory practices
are often used to legitimise neoliberal power structures and practices. 15 Consultation
processes, they suggest, are designed to engage the public but fail to involve them in an
ongoing way. The increasing privatisation of public assets has dictated what parts of the city
citizens can realistically shape via the traditional processes of community consultation. Even
the collective goals of sustainability, accessibility (and heritage) are “no match for the vested
interests for whom the city is a site for rent seeking, commercialisation and privatisation”. 16
The inclusion of the community in planning in NSW came to the fore in the 1970s and by
the end of the decade, the State Government’s approaches to urban policy began to reflect
demands by residents to both discuss and limit urban growth. In the redevelopment of the
historic precinct of The Rocks, for example, the final plan “incorporated more placesympathetic approaches like stressing retention of existing community linkages,
rehabilitation of existing buildings, respect for historic fabric, and sensitive infill on a human
scale.”17 The NSW planning system was beginning to align with the political drive for more
inclusive planning, with the Wran administration (1976-86) introducing a number of
legislative reforms. These included the introduction of the Heritage Act, reforms to favour

Rappaport, ‘Who Makes Decisions about Heritage?’
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public input in planning through the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, the
Legal Aid Commission Act and the Land and Environment Court Act 1979.18 By September
1980 the Land and Environment Court was established, reflecting the formalisation of several
pieces of legislation and the advocacy of non-government and peak bodies around
environmental justice, effectively permitting non-expert, non-planning involvement in the
planning process.19
Within the hierarchy of heritage management in NSW, the Heritage Act makes some
provision for community involvement (Table 4.1). While it includes no provisions for the
public nomination of sites to be considered for inclusion on the State Heritage Register, it
does require all of the Heritage Council’s proposals for consider listing to be published in at
least one newspaper. The public is invited to make submissions on the listing, and the
Heritage Council is required under the Act to consider those submissions when making the
decisions as to whether to recommend the listing to the Minister.
Table 4.1 Heritage Lists in NSW
National Heritage

NSW State Heritage

NSW Local Heritage

National Heritage List
Commonwealth Heritage
List
Minister

State Heritage
Register
Section 170 Register
Minister

Local Environment
Plan

Anyone
Minister
NSW HC
NSW Heritage Act

Anyone
Local Council

Criteria

Anyone
Minister
AHC
EPBC Act

Assessment

AHC

Community Input

Public comment sought
following assessment

NSW Heritage
Council
Public comment
sought following
assessment

Local Council
Heritage Advisor
No provision

Decision on
Listing

Minister

Minister

Local Council

Heritage List

Administration of
legislation
Nomination

Local Council

NSW Heritage Act

Source: author

18
19
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Heritage NSW is responsible for identifying significant heritage items, providing guidance
for looking after heritage items, approving (or not approving) changes to State heritage listed
places, and maintaining the SHR and database. When the government makes the decision to
add a site to the SHR, a process begins as stipulated under the Heritage Act. Once a site is
identified as potentially being of significance to the state, the heritage listing officers within
Heritage NSW prepare a detailed written assessment of the site, including a full history of
the site and buildings, its occupants and, most importantly, their expert evaluation against the
seven criteria. The prepared nomination is presented to the Heritage Council, who in turn
decide whether or not to progress the nomination. If so, they are legislatively bound to
advertise this to the public via a Notice of Intention to List in a major printed newspaper. The
notice includes an invitation for members of the public to make a written submission within
the following two-week period if they wish to express their objection or support.
It is at this point the public are permitted to agree or disagree with the listing in a written
submission to the Heritage Council. The Heritage Council will then consider any submissions
privately and decide whether or not to proceed with the listing by sending it for approval to
the Minister. The public will be informed via another advertisement of the addition of the
site to the register.
Back in 2014 the NSW Government released the OEH 2014-2017 Corporate Plan, outlining
the Office of the Environment and Heritage commitments and priorities over the coming
three-year period.20 No subsequent corporate plan for what is now Heritage NSW has been
published,21 suggesting that the principles of the Plan remain relevant for the division. The
importance of the role of community is to be found throughout the document, including the
need to “partner with communities to share the care for heritage”, 22 “increase active
participation in local heritage projects”, 23 “make it easier for people to be involved in their
communities”24 and to “involve the community in decision making on government policy,

NSW Office Environment & Heritage, ‘OEH Corporate Plan’.
As of December 2020, there is not a current Heritage NSW corporate plan available and the most recently
published annual report is 2018-19.
22
NSW Office Environment & Heritage, ‘OEH Corporate Plan’, 1.
23
NSW Office Environment & Heritage, 4.
24
NSW Office Environment & Heritage, 9.
20
21

96

services and projects”.25 Other goals include the need to restore trust in state and local
government as a service provider, and to improve government transparency by increasing
access to government information, suggesting trust and transparency have been previously
lacking. In a similar vein, the current Heritage NSW website describes its approach to
community engagement as providing regular opportunities for different communities to
participate in the decisions and projects that shape and strengthen NSW heritage. 26
Despite this expressed commitment from government, the major shift in 2009 of power to
the Minister has significantly lessened the ability of the community to influence the outcomes
of the future of heritage in NSW. The simultaneous privileging of economic considerations
in the listing process has also diluted legislative protection for heritage, as has the constant
restructuring of the NSW Heritage Office, which has weakened the capacity for systematic,
balanced and accurate assessments of heritage significance to be carried out.27
The process of officially listing a site as one of heritage significance should involve a series
of value judgments about what is important, and therefore worth conserving, and what is not.
Governments are enormously influential in the selection and management of heritage, which
raises questions about the involvement of the community in the decision-making processes
to determine what is worthy of conservation. In the case of heritage items in NSW, who
decides what physical places and objects embody the values, spirit and history of the state?
Most practitioners recognise that heritage value is attributed to an object rather than being
intrinsic to the object.28 Given that heritage values are ascribed, the “knowledge and values
of the community”, according to Heritage NSW, “are therefore important ingredients in the
assessment process”. 29
The NSW Heritage Office’s guide Assessing heritage significance consists of three steps in
managing individual heritage items: investigate significance, assess significance, and
manage significance. In order to investigate significance, the guide stipulates, one must

25

NSW Office Environment & Heritage, 10.
Heritage NSW, ‘Our Approach to Engaging Our Communities’.
27
Piper, ‘Heritage Hell - Can This Be Happening in NSW in the 21st Century?’
28
Smith, Uses of Heritage, 11; Harrison, ‘What Is Heritage?’, 15.
29
NSW Heritage Office, ‘Assessing Heritage Significance’, 5.
26

97

“investigate the community’s understanding of the item”, in assessing they must “obtain
information on community values relating to the item and identify the interested groups and
their reasons for the association” and in managing the significance, “get feedback from the
community”.30
The aim of the NSW heritage management system, the guide suggests, is to conserve
important places from the past so they can be appreciated and enjoyed by future generations.
“The knowledge and values of the community” it continues, “are therefore important
ingredients in the assessment process”.31 Noting community consultation requires a clear
focus and a sensitivity to differing and sometimes conflicting values, the guide states “it is
preferable that there is broad community support for heritage assessments. This will make
future management more effective”. 32 It is within the local community that the experts can
find the most accurate knowledge about their own heritage and needs. As has been shown
repeatedly, when experts and decision-makers lack this lay knowledge, incorrect assumptions
can be made, and the consequences can range from putting the public at risk, to significant
and unnecessary public expenditure. Such exclusion from the process can also lead to lack
of public trust and confidence in planning, policies and decisions.33
4.3.2

NSW local government heritage and the EP&A Act 1979

A Ministerial Directive in 1985 saw a devolving of responsibility for the identification,
preservation and interpretation of sites and objects of cultural significance from state to local
government.34 According to Heritage NSW, as of 2020 there was over 35,000 individual local
heritage items and over 600 local conservation areas listed on LEPs across NSW.35 Local
government responsibility for the management of heritage is contained within two acts – the
Heritage Act 1977 and the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act (EP&A) 1979. The
Heritage Act, which provides the means for protecting heritage across the state, will be
discussed in more detail in the following section. Amendments to the Act in 1999 provided

30

NSW Heritage Office, 2.
NSW Heritage Office, 5.
32
NSW Heritage Office, 5.
33
Arnstein, ‘A Ladder of Citizen Participation’; Creighton, The Public Participation Handbook.
34
Ashton and Cornwall, ‘Corralling Conflict’, 53.
35
NSW Office Environment & Heritage, ‘Search for NSW Heritage | NSW Environment, Energy and Science’.
31

98

for the delegation of certain Heritage Council functions to local councils, including the ability
to make Interim Heritage Orders (IHO).
The EP&A Act was introduced in 1979 and enabled state and local government to share
responsibility for the management of heritage. The Act provides local government with the
power to protect places of significance in the local area through the use of local
environmental plans and development control plans. Local Environmental Plans (LEPs) are
the principal tools that guide the management of local heritage. These are informed by local
heritage studies, which identify and assess items that reflect the historical themes of an area.
Local heritage studies suggest ways in which items may be conserved and managed, and the
LEP translates those recommendations into a legislative framework. The LEP is prepared in
accordance with principles laid down in the EP&A Act using a model prepared by the NSW
Heritage Council. In addition to LEPs, local councils may also develop local approval
policies (LAPs) under the Local Government Act 1993, and development control plans
(DCPs) under the EP&A Act. These provide more detailed recommendations and guidelines
to owners of heritage items and developers.
4.3.2.1 Official community consultation in NSW local government heritage
The legislative provision for community participation in local heritage is relatively minor. In
heritage guidelines prepared by the NSW Heritage Office for local governments, the
knowledge and values of the community are regarded as “important ingredients in the
assessment process.”36 In addition to historical societies, local libraries and museums, the
guidelines recommend that knowledge should be sought from owners, as well as the wider
community as a source of both documents and photographs, and informed judgements to
assist with assessments. Community consultation requires, the guidelines suggest, sensitivity
to differing and sometimes conflicting values. Future management will more effective, it
continues, if “there is broad community support for heritage assessments”.37
The primary opportunity for participation is the role that any local development application
(DA) provides to local residents by allowing a period of submissions for feedback should an
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owner wish to develop or demolish a heritage item. Notification of development of a locally
listed heritage site is the same as for a non-heritage site; immediate neighbours of the
development are notified individually by mail, and the general community more broadly in
the local newspaper. Submissions are invited for a two-week period. There is no official
process to allow for local residents to nominate sites for inclusion in the LEP as heritage
sites.
In outlining their recommendations for local council heritage management in 2013, the NSW
Heritage Council acknowledged that the community should play a more important role.38 Of
their nine recommendations for best management principles, six are targeted at improving
and increasing the role of the community. These recommendations include establishing a
heritage committee comprised of local residents and using a local heritage fund to increase
community participation. Such a significant focus on increasing community participation in
local heritage would indicate that the NSW Heritage Council regard current levels as
inadequate.

4.4 Political context: NSW Government 1965-2021
The three case studies that feature in this research date from between 1965 and 2021. As
they are all concerned with state owned and managed heritage sites, it is important to provide
the political, administrative and statutory background.
The NSW Government follows the Westminster system and is headed by the Premier, a
politician representing a regular electorate but elevated to leadership by their parliamentary
colleagues. Legislative power rests with the Parliament of NSW, which consist of the Crown
(represented by the Governor of NSW), and the two houses (the lower house - NSW
Legislative Assembly, where the Premier is based, and an upper house of review – the NSW
Legislative Council). Although the Governor is the formal repository of power, they are
advised by the Premier and the Cabinet.

NSW Heritage Council and NSW Heritage Office, ‘Recommendations for Local Council Heritage
Management’.
38
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In political terms, like the nation, NSW operates within a two-party system. The two
dominant political groupings are the Australian Labor Party (ALP) and the Liberal/National
Party Coalition. State elections are held every four years. Over the timeframe of this study,39
there have been four changes of government (Table 4.2). After a successful election, the
Premier typically announces a new Cabinet team of ministers, apportioning different aspects
of government policy across the portfolios of nominated ministers.
It is perhaps a reflection of the decreasing political focus on heritage that its portfolio standing
has been significantly reduced over the 55-year timeframe of the thesis’ case studies.
Following the establishment of the Australian Heritage Commission in 1976 40 and the NSW
Heritage Act in 1977, state responsibility for heritage in NSW was placed within the
Department of Planning and Environment. Between 1977 and 2011, the office was known as
the Department of Planning (1976), the Department of Planning and Environment (1976-88),
the Department of Planning (1988-95), the Department of Urban Affairs and Planning (19952001), the Department of Planning (2001-03), the Department of Infrastructure and Planning
(2003-05) and the Department of Planning (2005-2011).
A shift occurred in 2011 when the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) was
established in 2011 by the Coalition government within the Department of Premier and
Cabinet. In 2014, the Coalition government shifted the OEH back into the Department of
Planning and Environment.
In April 2019, the heritage portfolio was greatly diminished following the reelection of the
Liberal National Coalition under Premier Gladys Berejiklian. The OEH was in fact abolished
after 1 July 2019 and NSW became the only Australian state without an environment
department. The new Division, now known as Heritage NSW, sits within the Department of
the Premier and Cabinet and is headed by Don Harwin, Special Minister of the State, Minister
for the Public Service and Employee Relations, Aboriginal Affairs, and the Arts. Work
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previously been carried out by highly qualified inhouse OEH heritage experts has been
increasingly diverted to external consultants. 41 Responsibility for heritage was moved to the
newly created Community Engagement Division under a Deputy Secretary, alongside
Aboriginal Affairs, Create NSW and Employee Relations. 42 The Heritage Council of NSW
remains the approval body under the Heritage Act 1977 and maintains the State Heritage
Register (SHR). The role of the Heritage Council will be explained within the broader context
overview of heritage legislation and government practice in NSW that follows.
Table 4.2 New South Wales Premiers and Ministers for Heritage 1965-2020
Premier of NSW
Sir Robert Askin 1965-75
Tom Lewis 1975-76
Sir Eric Willis 1976-76

Minister for Heritage43
Sir John Fuller 1973-76

Australian Labor
Party
1976 - 88

Neville Wran 1976-86
Barrie Unsworth 1986-88

Harry Jensen 1976-76
Paul Landa 1976-80
Eric Bedford 1980-84
Terry Sheahan 1984-84
Bob Carr 1984-88

Liberal National
Coalition
1988-95
Australian Labor
Party 1995 - 2011

Nick Greiner 1988-92
John Fahey 1992-95

David Hay 1988-91
Robert Webster 1991-95

Bob Carr 1995-2005
Morris Iemma 2005-08
Nathan Rees 2008-09
Kristina Keneally 2009-11

Craig Knowles 1995-2001
Andrew Refshauge 2001-03
Craig Knowles 2003-05
Frank Sartor 2005-08
Kristina Keneally 2008-09
Tony Kelly 2009-11

Liberal National
Coalition
2011 -

Barry O’Farrell 2011-14
Mike Baird 2014-17
Gladys Berejiklian 2017-

Robyn Parker 2011-14
Rob Stokes 2014-15
Mark Speakman 2015-17
Gabrielle Upton 2017-19
Don Harwin 2019-

Liberal National
Coalition
1965-76

Source: author
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The continually changing political landscape and high turnover in state government
leadership, particularly since 2005, has had significant impact on the management of heritage
in NSW, as will be become evident throughout the case studies.

4.5 Conclusion
The heritage system in NSW is intended to not only identify and list items of significance,
but to provide a framework for managing the approval of major changes so that heritage
significance is retained and not diminished. The focus of heritage management has changed
considerably since the Heritage Act was first adopted in 1977. Most significantly, the 1985
Ministerial Direction resulted in the primary responsibility for local heritage shifting to local
councils. Further amendments in 2009 greatly reduced the power of the Heritage Council by
giving the Minister the power to appoint 10 of its 11 members (simultaneously reducing the
Council from 15 members). Furthermore, the amendments gave the Minister the power to
use their sole discretion (despite the assessments of their expert Heritage Council) in making
decisions to list or delist places if they believe there is financial hardship or long-term neglect.
This final point represented an extraordinary change to the listing system.
These changes have effectively reduced the participation of the community in heritage
management in NSW. As will be illustrated throughout the three case to follow, the ideals of
community participation within the Burra Charter seem to have been overlooked in recent
years in favour of privatisation and redevelopment. The risk of that exclusion is not only
misunderstanding and conflict, but more importantly, the loss of local knowledge of places,
and in the worst case, the places themselves.
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5 STRICKLAND HOUSE
5.1 Introduction
The first of three case studies within this thesis, Strickland House (Fig. 5.1) is a Victorian
Italianate mansion built in the 1850s in Sydney’s Vaucluse (Fig. 5.2) for John Hosking by
architect John Frederick Hilly (1810-83). Previously known as Carrara, the site is currently
owned by the NSW State Government and has been the focus of community conservation
efforts since its use as a convalescent hospital came to an end in 1989.

Figure 5.1 Strickland House, Vaucluse 2020
Source: Photograph by author

The case study will begin with a history of the site of Strickland House, from Indigenous
settlement and Wentworth’s subsequent ownership, to building and construction of the house
in the 1850s and 1914 the purchase of Strickland House by the NSW State Government in
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1914 as a part of the Foreshores Resumption Scheme. When, in 1988, the State Government
announced their intention to sell Strickland House and the surrounding 4.8-acre site, the story
of community participation emerges.
This case study then details the thirty-year battle between local residents, local government
and state government (as summarised in Table 5.1). Over that period, the community, largely
led by one local couple, mounted a sustained campaign that strategically countered every
plan and proposal put forward by various governments and departments (shaded grey in
Table 5.1).
In the discussion section of the chapter, the authenticity of the community participation
process undertaken by the state government is examined in light of the proposed model
outlined in Chapter 3, Authenticity in community participation in heritage management
(Table 3.4). In conclusion, the strategies undertaken by the local community activists in an
effort to fight to retain the site in public ownership and for its ongoing protection under the
State Heritage Register will be considered in relation to the proposed Eight stages of activism
in heritage management (Fig. 3.15), based on Movement Action Plan developed by Moyer.

Figure 5.2 Maps showing location of Strickland House estate
Source: googlemaps.com
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Table 5.1 Key Events Strickland House 1988-2018
Year
1988
September
October

November

1989
July
August

September
November

December

1990
January

Event (Community led campaign strategies shaded grey)
Media reports threat of hospital closure and redevelopment of site
NSW Dept of Health denies rumours
NSW Dept of Health Hospital announces closure of hospital and sale of site
200 people attend Vaucluse Progress Association (VPA) protest meeting
The Carrara/Strickland House Action Group (CSHAG) is formally constituted
CSHAG organises a petition to support retention of Strickland House
NSW State Govt proposal announced close hospital, lease house and stables and curtilage of 25% of the
site, and sell remaining 50% to developers, promising the $100 million raised will be allocated back into
Dept of Health
CSHAG meet with local member Michael Yabsley who expresses preference for compromise. CSHAG
respond they are unwilling to compromise
CSHAG hands petition with over 5000 signatures to Parliament
CSHAG members write letters to all members of Legislative Assembly
CSHAG encourages concerned locals to write letters to the Premier and media
NSW State Govt commissions Conservation Study by Dawson Brown
Woollahra History and Heritage Society (WHHS) organises protest rally to oppose sale for 9 July, at
which June Poland informs public of the details of the 1914 acquisition of the land for public recreation
Minister for Health announces decision to lease house for 50 years, and sell ‘small portion’ of the land to
be developed for aged care
CSHAG informs media that the site does not belong to Dept of Health and as such is not theirs to sell
CSHAG organises a public protest meeting for 26 October. Dept of Health attends to give outline of
future use of the site
NSW State Govt presents plans to Woollahra Council on 6 November for 50-year lease of house and
stables, with 99-year lease for portion of site for aged care development and retention of foreshore area
in public ownership
At Woollahra Council meeting on 13 November members raise concerns re sale and resolve to retain site
in public ownership
On November 17 Dept of Health requests Minister for Planning include the site within the SEPP No. 5,
limiting the power of Woollahra Council
Woollahra Council Dept of Planning they will consider the SEPP No. 5 decision at next meeting on 26
January 1990
NSW State Govt raises doubt over activists’ acquisition claims and announces extensive enquiries have
been undertaken and ‘nothing has come to light’
NSW State Govt announces Strickland House to be brought under SEPP No. 5
Strickland House is permanently closed on 6 December 1989
Twilight vigil held at the gates of Strickland Hospital
June Poland writes a letter to Woollahra Council outlining the details of the acquisition, including the
copies of the original 1914 Memorandum of Transfer documents
WHHS requests Woollahra Council to nominate Strickland House for purchase under the NSW Open
Space Strategy
NSW Heritage Council announce proposed Permanent Conservation Order (PCO) to cover approx. half
of the site and advertise two-week submission period
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February
March

April
May
July
September
November
1992
January
October
1993
January
1994
November
December
1995
1996

1997
April
October
1998
February
April
1999
2000
July
2003
2012
2018

Submissions support PCO for entire site, as June Poland points out is consistent with Register of
National Estate and National Trust listings
Leader of the Opposition, Hon. Bob Carr, pledges to revoke the sale if elected to office
PCO gazetted for 55% of site
Campaigners deliver petition with over 8000 signatures to NSW State Parliament
NSW State Govt commission historian’s report re 1914 acquisition of site
New NSW State Govt Proposal announced for aged care in house and lease of remainder of the site
Woollahra Council seeks support of federal member Dr John Hewson
Local member Michael Yabsley publicly criticises his own government for their handling of the site, and
local community for unwillingness to compromise
Michael Yabsley announces new proposal of 99-year lease for house, stables and 8% curtilage and will
be calling for expressions of interest
June Poland contacts aged care providers encouraging them to submit expression of interest for the site
Michael Yabsley claims credit for saving Strickland House from redevelopment
WHHS continue to protest lease of the public site
WHHS holds first annual Strickland House Open Day
NSW State Govt forms Strickland House Advisory Committee including community members
SHAC meets secretly without including community members
Minister proposes long term lease of 21% of site including house and stables
NSW State Govt forms Strickland House Review Group
WHHS organises public guided walks around gardens
Minister proposes boutique hotel development
Open for New Year’s Eve Fireworks viewing
Open Day for NSW Heritage Week
Labor wins State election
NSW State Govt announces proposal to redevelop site for a 45-suite hotel
WWHS reminds Premier Bob Carr of his promise to protect site
NSW State Govt presents proposal for an 80-room hotel to Woollahra Council
Newly formed Strickland House Working Party approach Woollahra Council to rezone to allow for 60room hotel
1348 letters of objection and petition with 3474 signatures received by council
Woollahra Council and DPW&S announce they will prepare draft Land Use, Conservation and
Development Principles for Strickland House
Community attend workshops to develop the policy
Strickland House covered by PCO added to State Heritage Register (55% of site)
Land Use, Conservation and Development Principles adopted by Woollahra Council
WHHS Submission to extend State Heritage Register listing to cover entire site
Conservation Management Plan prepared by Tanner Group
State Heritage Register listing extended to include entire site
Site ownership transferred to National Parks and Wildlife Services

Source: author
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5.2 History of the site
5.2.1

Indigenous landowners and early European settlement

By the time Europeans arrived into Sydney Harbour, the Cadigal people had been living in
the area for over 20,000 years. Rock shelters in Nielsen Park, adjacent to Strickland House,
have been dated as being in use around 200AD, and contained a wide range of shellfish
species and mammal bones, along with several flaked stone artefacts. Irish and Ingrey suggest
traditional Aboriginal housing would most likely have been used, with bush shelters
(gunyahs) and rock shelters, with camps set further back near Vaucluse House for better
shelter from the coastal winds.1 In the mid to late 1800s there were a number of Aboriginal
camps in the immediate area, stretching from the Vaucluse Estate across to Bondi. Records
document Bobby, a servant who worked at Vaucluse House in the 1860s and travelled with
the Wentworth family to England. Indications of a number of Aboriginal camps in the area
(including neighbouring Rose Bay, Watsons Bay and Bondi) suggest, according to Irish and
Ingrey, that the area should still be considered to have functioned as an Aboriginal landscape
with meaning and connections to those inhabitants.2
Having already purchased Vaucluse House 3 and the surrounding 40 acres of land from
Captain John Piper, Wentworth and his wife Sarah Cox moved to the estate with their
growing family in 1828. In 1844, Wentworth transferred 12.78 acres of the estate, which
included the land on which Strickland House now stands, to his eldest daughter, Thomasina
and her new husband Thomas John Fisher, a barrister.4
Thomasina sold the land to Charles Lowe in the early 1850s for £7000. Within a year of the
purchase, Lowe was declared insolvent, with the land listed as encompassing “the dwelling
house, coach house, stables and offices now erected or in the course of erection”. 5 It can be

Irish and Ingrey, ‘Aboriginal Connections to Vaucluse House and Elizabeth Bay House’, 19.
Irish and Ingrey, 33.
3
Vaucluse House has also survived, is owned by Sydney Living Museums, and was Australia’s first ‘House
Museum’. It is listed on the NSW State Heritage Register for its significance as a reflection of the aspirations
of Wentworth, a prominent political figure in the mid 19th century, who was at his most prominent and
influential in Australian society whilst residing in the house.
4
Lands Titles Office NSW (Book 6 No. 765).
5
Dawson Brown Architecture, ‘Strickland House Conservation Plan’, 6.
1
2
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presumed that the dwelling house was what would become known as Carrara. It has been
assumed that Lowe began construction on the house, but it is suggested in the 1997
Conservation Management Plan that some of the outbuildings had been begun for Thomasina
Wentworth and her new husband Thomas Fisher. It is thought that when Lowe purchased the
property, he began work on the main house.6 The next phase in the development of Strickland
House was under the ownership of John Hosking, who was elected the first Mayor of the
City of Sydney in 1842. Hosking purchased the 12 acres of land from Charles Lowe in 1855,
adding another 9 acres to the estate some years later.
5.2.2

The design and construction of Strickland House

The Hosking family rented the neighbouring Vaucluse House from Wentworth in 1856 to
enable them to be near the site while Carrara was built. Hosking employed architect John
Frederick Hilly to design Carrara as his family residence. It is unclear if Hilly worked with
the existing dwelling as built by Lowe or demolished what had already been built and started
anew. Hilly was a fashionable architect in Sydney at the time, having designed the nearby
Greycliffe,
House

and

Fiona,

Woollahra

Greenoaks,

the

original house built for T.S. Mort
in Darling Point. A contemporary
of

Image redacted for copyright reasons

Edmund

Blackett,

Hilly

largely concentrated on domestic
architecture, much of which has
since been demolished. The
majority of his surviving work is
in Woollahra and neighbouring
suburbs.7

Figure 5.3 Aerial view of Strickland House and
grounds 2018
Source: www.nationalparks.nsw.gov.au

6
7

Dawson Brown Architecture, 6.
Crosson, ‘The History of Carrara’.

The house itself (Fig. 5.3) is an
exceptional example of an early
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Victorian Italianate style mansion designed for the picturesque setting, with a strong
relationship between the house and the water. As noted in the 1997 Conversation
Management Plan, “as part of a wider network of mansions including Greycliffe and
Vaucluse House, it helps to demonstrate and explain the formative influences, social status
and desirable qualities of this part of Sydney during the nineteenth century”.8 It is a
particularly good example of the marine style mansions popular in the area to take advantage
of the spectacular water views.
The house was placed to take advantage of the ideal romantic site on Sydney Harbour, and
this setting, according to the State Heritage Register listing, remains an exceptionally intact
example of picturesque landscaping
and design from the 1850s. 9 In
writing about Strickland House in
1949, G. Nesta Griffiths noted the
position of the house, standing at the
top of sloping ground which leads

Image redacted for copyright reasons

gradually to the sandy beach below,
with the southern and western sides
surrounded by a wide stone piazza
with pillars supporting the roof
above. The large Italianate home
designed for Hosking consists of two

Figure 5.4 North eastern bow front of Carrara
1949
Source: Griffiths (1949)

storeys with attics and cellars. The
design reflects the fashion for
classically derived architecture, with
the bow

front featuring Doric

columns supporting cast iron balconies (Fig. 5.4). It is of high architectural quality, both in
its design and its decorative detail, and features some external elements of Regency influence.
Carrara was constructed of sandstone quarried on the property, with the exterior painted

8
9

Dawson Brown Architecture, ‘Strickland House Conservation Plan’, 99.
NSW Heritage Council, “Strickland House.”
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white. Internally, the house has grand but well-proportioned spaces and joinery. The layout
is typical of the mid nineteenth century, featuring grandly proportioned entertaining rooms
with views to the harbour, with small utility rooms located in the cellar and attic for staff.
Still largely intact in 1949, Griffiths wrote of the interiors “the long drawing room ran the
full length of the house, divided at each end by folding doors of cedar…the central chamber
curved into a big half circle, forming a lovely bay with three immense French windows onto
the verandah.”10 There is extensive use of very large panes of plate glass, soon after the
material was first used in Sydney. 11 The shutters were fitted with steel rods which could be
fastened at night, each with a small bell functioning as a burglar alarm. The upper storey
“followed the same curves, the only difference being that the balcony has cast iron pillars in
place of stone and the fretwork on the railing has a lovely lace-like effect”.12
It is thought Carrara was completed by 1858 and the Hoskings remained there for almost
twenty years, also extensively developing the gardens. In 1876 the 12-acre block was
transferred from Hosking to Reverend Stanley Mitchell of Waverley as part repayment of an
outstanding mortgage totalling £4000,13 although there is no record of Mitchell ever living
there.
In 1879, Carrara and the 12-acre estate were offered for sale and advertised in the Sydney
Morning Herald as “the most substantially built residence in the Colony”, featuring a “wellarranged drive that leads to the mansion which is entered from a widely verandahed porch,
opening into a very handsome hall, a drawing room having a large bow window that greatly
adds to the noble proportions of the apartment, dining room, breakfast room and two smaller
rooms, pantries and other conveniences”.14
In 1883 the Honourable Henry Moore purchased the property for the sum of £12,000. 15 Moore
was a Member of the Legislative Council and had been the first and sole P&O agent in
Sydney for 30 years and owned one of the wharves at Millers Point. Carrara had not been

10

Griffiths, Some Houses and People of New South Wales, 170.
Murray and Croker, Traditional Joinery, 128.
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Griffiths, Some Houses and People of New South Wales, 170.
13
Poland, Carrara/Strickland House.
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‘That Noble Mansion Carrara’. Sydney Morning Herald, 14 January 1879.
15
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lived in for several years when it was purchased by Moore, and apparently the gardens were
very neglected. White ant was in some of the woodwork and many repairs had to be made to
the house.16 Moore occupied the property until his death in 1888.
A nephew of Henry Moore, Mr. Wilfred Jones, described the house during that time to Nesta
Griffiths. Mr. Jones and his sister had lived at Carrara with their uncle for most of their
childhoods. Griffiths wrote “the Moores had a lot of household servants but never entertained
extensively; nevertheless, always kept open house and dozens of naval officers used to go
there, coming over from their ships in a naval barge to the pier that ran out from the beach”.
It was a difficult place to
reach from the city in the
late 1800s, with access
via “a four-horse bus,
which

left

Macquarie

Place twice a day, and the
journey took well over an
hour”.17
Three years after Henry
Moore died in 1888,
Carrara

was

sold

to

Arthur Wigram Allen
Figure 5.5 Allen family at Carrara c.1906
Photograph by Arthur Allen c1906
Source: State Library NSW, Album 101, Photographs of the Allen Family
PXE1598/1

and his brother George
Boyce Allen for £20,800
(Fig. 5.5). The Allen

brothers were later to become partners of the legal firm Allen, Allen and Hemsley. 18 Boyce
lived in the house for six years and then it was leased when he and his family returned to

16

Griffiths, Some Houses and People of New South Wales, 171.
Griffiths, 171.
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London. Between 1899 and 1903, Carrara became the first site of what was to become the
boys’ school Tudor House.19
Now associated with the Kings’ School, the boys’ preparatory school was opened in 1879 in
Bellevue Hill by Mr. W.A. Inman and transferred to Carrara in 1899. The school moved to
Moss Vale in 1902, and the Boyce Allen family took up residence again at least on a part
time basis when they returned from London in 1902.20 Allen apparently had some intention
of subdivision and sale. In 1903, the 9-acre block was offered for sale by auction as twentyone lots. It does not appear any of the blocks sold at that time. The Allen family were the last
private residents to own Carrara. In 1914 the estate was purchased by the NSW State
Government as part of the Harbour Foreshore Resumption scheme.
5.2.3

Government ownership

The 1914 purchase of Carrara was a significant factor in the preservation of the site but was
itself the result of a long campaign by a local community group. In the early stages of the
European settlement of Sydney, many of the harbourside beaches and parks were privately
owned as part of generous settler land grants and purchases. There had been longstanding
concern amongst residents of Sydney about the loss of foreshore land into private ownership.
As early as the 1890s a campaign began, agitating for the reinstatement of public access.
In 1899 yachtsman William Albert Notting, who was frustrated at being denied access to
many of the beaches around the Sydney Harbour foreshore as they were privately owned or
controlled by military authorities, formed a group called the Harbour Foreshores Vigilance
Committee. Notting campaigned for the resumption by the Crown of blocks of land on the
shores of Sydney Harbour of sufficient area to make public parks, and, if that was not
possible, that all resumptions should have a minimum depth of 200 feet. At the 1909 Royal
Commission on the Improvement of Sydney, Notting gave evidence regarding the necessity
for preserving the foreshore, and that “the alienation of the foreshores of Sydney harbour in

19
20

Sands Directory 1899-1903 lists “Inman, Wilfred, boys’ preparatory school ‘Carrara’”
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the past is a cause of deep regret, and one of present grave concern to the population not only
of Sydney and its environs but the whole State of New South Wales”.21
In 1900, when a proposal to put a road around the foreshore of the Botanic Gardens and the
Domain was announced, a large public meeting was held on 15 October at Sydney Town
Hall to assert community opposition to the Premier, Sir William Lyne. Furthermore, the
group appealed to the Premier for the government to take action to recover other portions of
the foreshore that were privately owned and for it to be reserved for recreation grounds for
the people of NSW forever.22 Although nothing eventuated immediately from the proposal,
Notting continued to protest, and the Harbour Foreshore Vigilance Committee focused their
demands on the foreshore of Vaucluse. The Wentworth Estate had been unoccupied since
1891 and the property’s foreshore had been fenced off. Over the period of his ownership,
Wentworth had sold various portions of the land including some of the harbour frontage
before his death in 1872. The estate was bequeathed to his wife Sarah, and upon her death in
1880 the land was to pass to their sole surviving unmarried daughter, Eliza Sophia
Wentworth. When Wentworth bequeathed 20 acres of the Vaucluse Estate to his second son
Fitzwilliam, he selected 19 acres on the western side of Vaucluse Bay in 1874. This land
adjoined the Greycliffe House estate, which Fitzwilliam occupied from 1873-1876 and
purchased from his sister Fanny Reeve in 1887. When Eliza died in 1898, the estate reverted
to Wentworth’s trustees and was not able to be disposed of until his other properties had been
sold.23 As a result, subdivision of the Vaucluse Estate – much of what is now the suburb of
Vaucluse – did not begin until 1905.
In 1911, after the election of the first state Labor Government, Neils Nielsen became the
Secretary for Lands. Nielsen responded to Notting’s appeals to return the foreshore to public
ownership by persuading his Cabinet colleagues to budget £150,000 to commence the
purchase of harbourside land under the Harbour Foreshores Resumption Scheme. The first
land acquired under the scheme, in 1911, was what is now known as Nielsen Park, to the

Legislative Assembly of New South Wales, ‘Report of the Royal Commission for the Improvement of the
City of Sydney and Its Suburbs’, 150.
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‘The Hopetoun Avenue’. Sydney Morning Herald, 16 October 1900.
23
NSW Heritage Council, ‘Strickland House’.
21

114

immediate north of Carrara. The following year the strip of land along the eastern shore of
Rose Bay was purchased, now known as the Hermitage Foreshore Reserve. Both of these
parcels of land were gazetted as public parkland and are now part of Sydney Harbour
National Park. Once the government had acquired the Hermitage Foreshore Reserve in 1912,
which included the strip of land below Carrara, Arthur Wigram Allen, who was not living in
the house, offered it to the government for
purchase. After a two-year negotiation
process, the property was purchased in
1914 for £19,500 with funds from the
Foreshores Resumption Scheme.
Having purchased Carrara and Greycliffe,
both significant houses, the government
was uncertain of the best use of the sites.
Greycliffe was utilised as a hospital for
Figure 5.6 Strickland Hospital opening
ceremony 1915 (above)
Figure 5.7 Strickland Women's Hospital
mothers' rest room (below)

newborns and their mothers who had

Source: State Library NSW File No. FL1958313 and
File No. FL1974633

hospital was named the Lady Edeline

fallen ill to the gastroenteritis epidemic
that had broken out in Sydney. The new

Hospital for Babies, after Lady Edeline,
the wife of the Governor of New South
Wales, Sir Gerald Strickland, after whom
Strickland House was to be named. 24
Then Minister for Health, the Hon.
Frederick

Flowers, reportedly under

pressure to relieve overcrowding in public
hospitals,

utilised

the

neighbouring

Carrara to move convalescing patients out

24

From 1915 onwards, the house and estate previously known as Carrara was known as Strickland House Estate
and will be referred to as such for the remainder of this thesis.
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of hospitals into less expensive premises. In January 1915, the residence formerly known as
Carrara opened as the Strickland Convalescent Hospital for Women (Fig. 5.6). The hospital
was primarily established to meet the needs of new mothers who had been discharged from
maternity hospital at the end of the allowed ten-day period but “were by no means fit to take
up household duties”.25 In the first two years of its operation – up until the end of 1916 – the
40-bed hospital looked after more than 1000 women (Fig. 5.7). There were ten large rooms
used to accommodate patients, each with two to three beds. The wide front hall was used as
a lounge area, and the kitchen was supplied with vegetables, dairy and eggs from the hospital
garden.26 Although minor works were carried out to transform the house into a hospital, no
substantial works were made during the early years of the hospital.
In 1933, Strickland House was reconfigured to be a hospital for both men and women when
Denistone House, the existing Convalescing Home for Men, was incorporated into the new
Ryde Hospital.27 A new block known as Allen Moore, named after two of the previous
owners of Strickland, was built to the north of Strickland House to accommodate male
patients, and a further block built to the south for female patients. The original house
remained fairly intact and was utilised for meals and recreation. A new two storey building
was also constructed to house the nursing staff near Vaucluse Road. Strickland House
subsequently operated as a hospital for 75 continuous years and grew to have 98 beds and
averaged 300 annual admissions by the 1980s,28 used for convalescent care, respite care for
the aged, long-term care for dementia patients and as a day centre for elderly people living
alone.

‘Rest after Illness’. Sunday Times, 19 August 1917.
‘Rest after Illness’.
27
Poland, Carrara/Strickland House, 10.
28
Dawson Brown Architecture, ‘Strickland House Conservation Plan’, 13.
25
26

116

5.2.4

The significance of Strickland House

The Strickland House Estate consists of the main house and several outbuildings (Fig. 5.8).
These include Dormitory A, to the northwest of the house, which was constructed in the
Georgian Revival style in the 1930s. The second dormitory to the southeast of the house, the
nurses block to the northeast, and the caretaker’s cottage to the north also date from the 1930s
and are of the Georgian Revival style.

Figure 5.8 Aerial photograph of the current Strickland House estate
Source: googlemaps.com
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The stables building, to the east of the house, is L-shaped and dates from the original phase
on construction. It is constructed of dressed sandstone with gables rooves and multipaned
windows and sandstone flag floors. 29
In summary, the historical value of the estate of Strickland House is largely connected to the
significance of the bays around the eastern suburbs of Sydney to the local Aboriginal
community. Relying on the waterways for their livelihood, the evidence of these connections
remains in the form of rock engravings and stories rich in meaning to the Aboriginal people.
The strong connection of the Wentworth family, John Hosking, Henry Moore and the Allen
Family also contribute to the historical and associative significance of the Strickland House
Estate as an example of the aspirations of prominent members of Sydney society from the
mid 19th century through to the early 20th century.
Additionally, having been designed by architect John Hilly, who was responsible for the
design of some of the most fashionable villas for the wealthy of Sydney society, as well as
commercial and ecclesiastical designs, during the 1840s and 1850s, adds to the associative
significance of the site. The high architectural quality of its design and decorative details and
its high level of intactness also makes it of extremely high aesthetic significance as an
example of early Victorian workmanship and tastes in the 1850s. The picturesque setting, a
reflection of the ideal of contrasting tamed gardens and landscape with the wild outcrops of
rocks and trees, is of aesthetic significance. This significance is also derived from the
relationship between the house and the garden, which is regarded by the Heritage Council of
NSW as “of exceptional importance for its ability to demonstrate close adherence to mid
nineteenth century design principles, for its surviving early fabric and for its mature
planting”.30
The association of Strickland House with the resumption of foreshore land by the NSW
Government in 1914 as a part of the establishment of a public reserve, its subsequent use as
a convalescent hospital for 75 years, and the subsequent thirty-year public demand for the
grounds to be public parkland demonstrate its social significance.

29
30
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5.3 Government initiatives and community response
5.3.1

The first proposed sell-off of Strickland House

In 1988, the future of Strickland House became the subject of a political debate that was to
last for thirty years. More than seven decades after it had been purchased for the enjoyment
of the public, the valuable harbour front land in the expensive real estate market of Sydney’s
eastern suburbs was a target for both developers and the State Government.
The 1988 state election in NSW resulted in a new Coalition Government under Hon. Nick
Greiner (1988-92) following a 12-year period of Labor leadership. There began an
examination of the future uses of public assets which, in the opinion of the state government,
were being underutilised. Strickland House was one such site which fell under scrutiny. By
September 1988, the press reported that the State Government was considering closing
Strickland Hospital and selling the site for development. According to the Wentworth
Courier the hospital would be closed and “sold to a group like Club Med”, a rumour the
Department of Health quickly denied. 31 While there had not been a formal announcement
about the future of the site, the Department of Health was reportedly considering its options
for future use. The following month, in October 1988, the Minister for Health, Peter Collins
(1988-91) confirmed the closure, telling the Wentworth Courier it “was to be sold off as there
was sufficient and adequate convalescent facilities in the region”.32
In November 1988 the State Government announced their plans for the future of the site. The
historic Strickland House and stables were to be leased with a curtilage of approximately 25
percent of the site. A further 25 percent of the land was earmarked to be added to the Sydney
Harbour National Park, and the remaining 50 percent was to be sold to developers. A
spokesman for the Minister for Administrative Services said that leasing of the property
would “not go ahead until a conservation plan has been put in place”, adding that Woollahra
Council would be consulted about what would be appropriate development for the site, and
that any retirement housing development built there would be sympathetic to the area. 33

‘Strickland House to Attract Buyers like Club Med’. Wentworth Courier, 21 September 1988.
‘Strickland House Sale Funds Needed’. Wentworth Courier, 26 October 1988.
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The Department of Health commissioned Dawson Brown Architecture to prepare a
conservation study of Strickland House in 1989. The conservation report found the building
to be in good condition with little of the original fabric being altered or removed. As an
undoubted heritage item owned by the state, it concluded, “Strickland House enjoys a degree
of public access. It would be desirable if in its new use this access could be maintained or
increased”.34 In outlining conservation guidelines for the house, Dawson Brown
recommended that irrespective of the modern-day functions of any future use of the house,
if those functions conflict with the heritage significance of the house, “these uses, if possible,
should not be imposed”. 35 The report recommended the retention and conservation of the
built fabric of the house up until its 1914 configuration, with no additions to the original
house. In suggesting future uses for the house, Dawson Brown advised those which would
keep occupation services and appliances to a moderate level, maintained public access to the
buildings and gardens, generated low wear and tear on the buildings and maintained the
buildings presence to the harbour. 36
5.3.1.1 The community fights back
The 1980s in Sydney was a period of aggressive property development and saw the loss of
many significant sites. In the CBD, despite vehement opposition from the public, the Rural
Bank of NSW (1936-82) was demolished, as was the Regent Theatre (1928-89) and Anthony
Hordern’s New Place Emporium (1905-1983), once Sydney’s largest department store.
Fortunately, there had also been significant successes including the restoration of the
Romanesque Revival Queen Victoria Building (1898), after several decades of campaigning
against 79 separate proposals to demolish the site. 37
The community of Vaucluse and its surrounding suburbs, and residents Peter and June Poland
in particular, were not strangers to campaigning to save their local heritage. Amateur
historian June Poland had been working with Professor Max Kelly and Woollahra Council
in surveying all of the Victorian terrace house frontages in neighbouring Paddington and

Dawson Brown Partnership, ‘Strickland House, Stables and Site’, 1 Summary.
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Edgecliff to facilitate restoration to their original style. She had campaigned in 1983 against
the commercial development of the First Government House site on the corner of Bridge and
Phillip streets in Sydney’s CBD. After that campaign had succeeded, she helped a team of
archaeologists excavate the artifacts and remains of the building. Her passion to save
important heritage sites moved closer to home when John Verge’s Rose Bay Lodge (1834)
was threatened with demolition in 1983. Poland stood up against the developers and
influenced the Heritage Council to issue a Permanent Conversation Order.
When it became apparent that Strickland House was in danger of being sold to developers,
June Poland, founding member and by then President of the Woollahra History and Heritage
Society, was one of the earliest to begin campaigning to protect it. Poland, and the broader
community, voiced their considerable opposition on two fronts. Firstly, there was objection
to the closing of an established and much needed public health facility which had been in
operation on the site for 75 years. Additionally, there was opposition to the disposal of
publicly owned harbour foreshore land to private developers. Alongside the National Trust
and Woollahra Council, three community groups arose in opposition to the proposal: the
Vaucluse Progress Association, the Woollahra History and Heritage Society and the
Carrara/Strickland House Action Group. While the Vaucluse Progress Association and the
Woollahra History and Heritage Society had been in existence prior to the fight to save
Strickland House, the Carrara/Strickland House Action Group was formed specifically for
the cause. The three groups reacted independently to the proposal, each initially focused
primarily on stopping the closure of the hospital. The earliest campaigning by the groups was
largely proactive, taking place prior to any formal announcement of the proposed sale.
The Woollahra History and Heritage Society (WHHS) was formed in 1985, primarily to
campaign to save heritage sites from redevelopment in the local area. June Poland said the
WHHS felt very strongly that the publicly owned foreshore land was an irreplaceable asset
which should be held in trust for future generations. Importantly, Poland added “the Minister
for Lands in 1914 did not purchase Carrara and call it Strickland House so it could be sold
up in 1988. What evidence is there that the people of NSW who elected this Government
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gave it a mandate to sell off open space Sydney Harbour foreshore land”?38 It was the WHHS
with Poland as President that was to take a leading role in the campaign that followed.
The Vaucluse Progress Association (VPA) is a voluntary group founded in 1915 by local
residents to represent the then Vaucluse Municipality. Its modus operandi was to liaise with
Council and other government agencies on issues affecting people and businesses within the
districts of Vaucluse and neighbouring Watsons Bay within the Woollahra Municipality. In
reaction to the announcement of the closure of the hospital, the VPA organised a meeting
attended by 200 people in October 1988 to voice their opposition. The group argued that
Strickland House provided valuable health services, and that if publicly owned Sydney
Harbour Foreshore land was sold into private hands, other Harbour foreshore land held by
both NSW and Federal Governments was also likely to be lost to developers.39
The Carrara/Strickland House Action Group (CSHAG) was formally constituted on 26
October 1988, almost immediately after the first media reports of a proposed sale of the site.
The aim of the group was to “retain in public ownership the property of Carrara/Strickland
House for the benefit of the public”.40 Outraged by the threatened sale, the group claimed that
“surely to alienate and subdivide three quarters of this much needed public harbourside land,
for the exclusive use of a privileged wealthy few, was not the most appropriate use of a
unique asset which had been purchased for public use in perpetuity”.41 The CSHAG circulated
a petition calling upon the State Government to retain Strickland House and grounds in the
ownership of the people of New South Wales for the benefit of future generations.
The CSHAG attended a private meeting with Michael Yabsley, the Liberal member for
Vaucluse (1988-94) in November 1988, at which Yabsley reportedly expressed a preference
for a compromise, involving the sale of at least some part of Strickland House. The CSHAG
was unwilling to compromise, responding that his preference was “totally unacceptable”.42
The group continued to apply pressure and held a public meeting on 16 November 1988 to
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discuss the fate of the site. At the meeting, the group was informed by Yabsley that it was
possible to reach a compromise with part of the site being sold and the bulk of the 12-acre
site being incorporated into the adjoining Nielsen Park. Labelling the proposal as a “very
sketchy and unsatisfactory picture concerning the future use of the property”, spokesman for
the CSHAG Toby Jones added “in no way did Mr. Yabsley persuade the meeting that the
Government would realise projected large sums of money without perpetuating
environmental and heritage vandalism”.43
When the petition organised by the CSHAG grew to almost 5000 signatures, it was handed
to then Leader of the Opposition the Hon. Bob Carr (1988-95) to present to Parliament on 30
November 1988, with CSHAG spokesman Toby Jones noting “under normal circumstances
the petition would have been presented to the local member, but through sheer frustration
CSHAG has been compelled to seek the help of any politician or political party willing to
save Strickland House”.44 Following the petition, the group sent letters of concern to all
members of the NSW Legislative Assembly.
Then Chairman of the CSHAG, Andrew Coroneo, pledged “the group’s total opposition to
the State Government’s proposal to carve up the 12-acre waterfront site and stressed it must
remain untouched to protect its historic value and beautiful position”.45 The CSHAG
continued to pressure Premier Greiner, asking concerned local residents and members of the
public to register their opposition to the proposed sale directly to the Premier and to their
local member of parliament, and to write letters to the newspapers. They were also
encouraged to spread the news among friends and relatives and ask them to pressure the State
Government.
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Following the hospital closure announcement, another protest rally was organised for 9 July
1989 (Fig. 5.9). At the rally, June Poland called on the Government to reverse its decision to
close the public facility of Strickland House and its provision of much needed health care to
the elderly. Poland also stressed that none of the land at Strickland House should be alienated
by sale or lease but should remain in public ownership in perpetuity, being the purpose for
which the land was acquired in 1914. The claims, formulated into a motion that was passed
unanimously by the crowd, also stated that no building or development be permitted on the
site as it would affect the
heritage significance of the
site and intrude on the visual
amenity when seen from the
city, harbour or suburbs.46
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In a media release on 8
August 1989, the Minister
for Health Peter Collins
announced the decision to
lease Strickland House for 50
years, adding “only a small

Figure 5.9 Protest against the sale of Strickland House
July 1989
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accommodation”.47 As the CSHAG was quick to point out in the local media, the media
release had been somewhat limited and misleading. The property was not purchased for the
Health Department and therefore it had no right to dispose of it, again reminding the public
and the government that it had been “purchased as public parkland and held in trust for the
people of NSW and should remain in public ownership for the benefit of this and future
generations”.48
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At this point, there began the first move in what would become a pattern for the state
government and the local community. Having been informed by the CSHAG that the land
did not belong to the Department of Health and was therefore not theirs to sell, Strickland
House was later transferred to the Property Services Group, under Robert Webster MP,
Minister for Family and Community Services and Minister for Administrative Services. This
model of government announcement, followed by legitimate community counterargument,
to be answered with a government response to invalidate that counterargument was to
become a familiar cycle within the campaign to save Strickland House.
Another public protest meeting was organised by the CSHAG for the 26 October 1989 to
apply further pressure on the government not to proceed with their proposal. Representatives
from the Department of Health gave an outline of their proposed plans for future use of the
site. These plans were then presented by the Department of Health to Woollahra Council on
6 November 1989. Following the imminent closure of the hospital, the government was
proceeding with plans for a 50-year lease of Strickland House buildings and stables, with a
separate 99-year lease on a portion of the site for the building of aged accommodation. The
foreshore area, Minister Collins, added, “will be opened to the public for the first time”.49
At the next Woollahra Council meeting on 13 November, concerns were raised by members
and there was reportedly strong opposition within the council to the sale. 50 The meeting
resolved to “seek to ensure that Strickland House and its site would remain in public
ownership for public purpose”.51
Under most circumstances, local councils in New South Wales control the zoning regulations
which regulate the types of development permitted on any given site in their municipality. 52
If the land was not zoned to permit the development of aged care housing, or any other type
of redevelopment, the State Government would not be able to sell the land for that purpose.
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Woollahra Council was therefore in a position to help save Strickland House from
developers. The Department of Health requested Woollahra Council to prepare a draft local
environmental plan for the Strickland House site on 17 November 1989, to rezone for open
space and aged persons accommodation. 53 In the same letter, the Department of Health
suggests, as an alternative, “for Council to request the Minister for Planning (Mr. David Hay)
to include the subject site within the SEPP No. 5”.54 This would effectively limit Woollahra
Council’s power to control any development on the site, or to enforce other matters such as
tree preservation orders. Again, the State Government had reacted to Woollahra Council’s
power to deny rezoning by effectively threatening to remove their power altogether.
Woollahra Council informed Mr. Hay they would consider the request and make a decision
at their next meeting on 29 January 1990.
The letter sent by the Department of Health also addressed several concerns raised at the
November 13 Council meeting. With regard to the acquisition of the land and ownership, the
letter contended “the question of the original acquisition of the site has been examined and it
is concluded that legally the Government has unencumbered freehold title. With respect to
the original purchase intent, extensive enquiries at the Land Titles Office; Department of
Lands; Crown Solicitor; Parliamentary Library including Hansard have been undertaken and
nothing has come to light which would suggest that the Government (sic) initial acquisition
of the site was for open space”. This claim would turn out to be incorrect, and June Poland
was determined to provide the irrefutable truth to the decision-makers.
Amongst the contentious issues surrounding the future of Strickland House was the nature of
the government acquisition of the land in 1914. A letter from Merv Shearman, general
manager of the development division of the NSW Government Property Services Group
(PSG, now known as Property NSW) and former head of the NSW Heritage Branch, to
Woollahra Council stated consultant advice to them was “the site was originally acquired for
the purpose of a convalescent home for women (Report to Parliament 21 June 1914,
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Frederick Flowers MLC) with funds coming from the Foreshore Scheme”.55 Importantly, the
PSG was looking for a way to show the land was never intended for public recreation, rather
for use as a hospital. And now that they had closed that hospital, the land was no longer
needed by the public, and therefore should be made available for sale.
It was the research of June Poland which revealed that the 12-acre property had in fact been
purchased by the Minister for Lands Neils Nielsen in 1914 for Nielsen Park under the
Foreshores Resumption Scheme as a public recreation ground. Poland, in a letter to
Woollahra Council on 7 December 1989, outlined the process by which the 12-acre property
had been acquired. Poland provided copies of the original Memorandum of Transfer
A116069, labelled A.W. Allen, Rose Bay Recreation Ground, as well as the corresponding
Lands Department Index entries, the Executive Council Minute Book extract and a copy of
the Sydney Morning Herald from 1 July 1914 containing an extract of the Premier’s speech
announcing that they had acquired Strickland House and grounds under the Harbour
Foreshores Resumption Scheme and that the building was being converted into a
convalescent home.
Again, the community had provided specific and valid reason to prevent the State
Government from proceeding with plans for the redevelopment of Strickland House. Despite
the Department of Health’s earlier claims that the question of the original acquisition of the
site had been examined, the Government had unencumbered freehold title, and that nothing
had come to light which would suggest that the Government’s initial acquisition of the site
was for open space, this was shown to be incorrect and was evidenced in the State
Government’s own documents.
June Poland also seized an opportunity with the announcement of the 1988 New South Wales
Open Space Strategy. Earlier that year, the NSW Department of Planning released Sydney
into its Third Century, its metropolitan plan for urban consolidation and the move towards
higher density living in established and greenfield areas. This was followed by the New
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South Wales Open Space Strategy, outlining the state government’s commitment to ensuring
that “the community’s open space needs continue to be provided for”.
As a part of the scheme, all metropolitan councils were asked to nominate which sites would
be suitable for purchase under their new Open Space and Heritage Fund. Poland approached
Woollahra Council to nominate the entire 12-acre grounds of Strickland House, reasoning
that there were few other such sites of such size in the municipality, and the property already
belonged to the government. Additionally, and most importantly, the land was acquired under
the Foreshores Resumption Scheme which had similar aims to the Open Space Scheme. The
Scheme specifically focused on ensuring public access to open spaces and the protection of
significant features such as the foreshore area. June Poland and the WHHS were determined
to exploit the Government’s own strategy to protect Strickland. 56
Despite Woollahra Council informing David Hay, Minister for Local Government and
Planning (1988-91), on 11 December 1989 that they would consider the SEPP issue and
finalise their position at their meeting on 29 January 1990, the State Government brought
Strickland House under the provisions of the State Environmental Planning Policy No. 5
(SEPP) on 22 December 1989.57 The changes, announced by Mr. Hay, served to override any
local government authority’s development control on the site. This effectively took away any
power Woollahra Council may have had to limit the extent of the changes to the site through
restricting the rezoning.
After the shutdown of the hospital was formally announced in June 1989, in what the CSHAG
described as a “wretched decision, which will leave the way open for the carve up of
Carrara/Strickland House”58 , the final closing of the hospital took place on 6 December 1989.
The closure was marked by a twilight “carols by candlelight” vigil at the gates. Among the
crowd was one of the thousands of women who had been cared for at Strickland House over
its 75 years, Miss Lesley Bridler, now a benefactor of the National Trust.
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In January 1990, Woollahra Council was informed by the Heritage Council of NSW of a
proposed Permanent Conservation Order (PCO) to cover approximately half of the Strickland
House Estate. Likely planned by the Heritage Council in an effort to try and protect what
was an important heritage site, the proposed curtilage for the 1990 PCO was as indicated on
Figure 5.10, the central section of the estate labelled as SHR 00722. The foreshore land to
the west and the other two
parcels of land to the south
and east were not to be
included.
The effect of the proposed
PCO
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historic envelope of the land and the heritage listing of Strickland House under the Woollahra
Council LEP No. 27.59 The WHHS supported the PCO, and also requested the entire 12-acre
site be included in the order. In her submission regarding the proposal, President June Poland
informed the Heritage Council that the whole estate was included on the Register of the
National Estate, as well as being classified by the National Trust of Australia (NSW). Despite
these petitions, when the PCO was finally gazetted on 30 March 1990, it was to cover only
55 percent of the site and was not extended to cover the 45 percent originally proposed for
the building development a year earlier. 60 Although it can be assumed that the Heritage Office
would have preferred to protect the entire site under the PCO, it is unknown whether the
limitation came from within the Heritage Council or from elsewhere within the State
Government. By February 1990, within two months of the government’s announcement to
amend the SEPP No. 5 to cover the Strickland House estate, the combined efforts of the
WHHS and the CSHAG had gathered support from Labor, Liberal and Democrat State and
Federal politicians, local government, other community groups and private citizens. The fact
that between the two groups they were able to gather such strong support was possibly a
reflection of the community’s connections to politicians and decision-makers. The suburb of
Vaucluse and the Local Government Area (LGA) of Woollahra within which it is located are
highly affluent urban areas and traditionally very conservative electorates. 61 Campaigners had
delivered petitions with over 8000 signatures to the NSW State Parliament, written letters to
Ministers, MPs, and newspapers, television and radio stations. On 2 February 1990, Bob
Carr, the Leader of the State Opposition pledged that his Labor Government if elected would
revoke the planned sale and any new buildings would be demolished and the land dedicated
as public parkland.
Up until this point, there had been no formal consultation by the State Government with any
groups opposed to the government’s proposals for Strickland. There had been no public
exhibition of the proposals nor invitation for the public to comment. Despite repeated
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requests from the WHHS, there was no indication if submissions to the proposal were going
to be possible.
5.3.2

The second redevelopment proposal

Most likely as a response to June Poland’s detailed research regarding the original acquisition
of the land in 1914, the State Government appointed an historian to investigate the
acquisition. Carol Liston, President of the RAHS, prepared a report for the PSG. Although
the report has never been made public, it can be assumed it reflected the findings of Mrs.
Poland as the issue of the acquisition was not brought up again. 62
According to Robert Webster MP (Minister for Planning, overseeing the PSG, now
responsible for Strickland House), as of April 1990 the plan was for a section of Strickland
House to be offered for a long-term lease and a large proportion of the land would be returned
to the public, subject to an environmental evaluation by the PSG.63 While Woollahra Council
was receiving no response to it requests to meet with David Hay MP, in April 1990 it also
sought the support of Dr. John Hewson, then Federal Member for the seat of Wentworth (in
which Vaucluse is located). Hewson had recently been chosen as Leader of the Liberal Party
following their defeat under Andrew Peacock at the Federal election in March 1990.64
Strickland House, they reasoned, was on the Register of the National Estate and therefore
should also be considered a federal issue. 65
In an interview with the Eastern Express in May 1990, Michael Yabsley MP openly criticised
his own government for their mishandling of the Strickland House rezoning issue. Referring
to the plans for the long-term lease of the house, stables and curtilage, with the remainder to
be public land, Yabsley also criticized “some eastern suburbs residents for their
unwillingness to compromise”. He said the proposal to develop the entire property was
unacceptable to him, but “people in the community said that if they didn’t win 100 percent,
then it was 100 percent loss. They must learn to compromise, and I regard the Strickland
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House decision as a hard-fought win, because a lot of hard work went into that
compromise”.66
Finally, on 27 July 1990, Michael Yabsley MP announced the changes to the plans for the
future of Strickland House. The house itself, the stables and a minimum 8% curtilage would
be offered for a 99-year lease, and the state government would advertise for expressions of
interest. Yabsley also recommended that Strickland House should be restored as a heritage
asset adding the result had been “supported by the VPA, Woollahra Municipal Council and
the National Trust”.67 While the announcement was generally welcomed, there was concern
from the WHHS, CSHAG and Woollahra Council over the isolation of the house from the
larger site and the community continued to push for the house to be used for a public purpose.
On 18 September 1990, a media release from Premier Greiner announced a new plan for
Strickland House.68 While a part of the estate was to be dedicated as open space for the
public, the house, stables and surrounding land were to be leased for commercial purposes.
The media release explained that the Property Services Group would be calling for
expressions of interest for the possible future uses of Strickland House and the stables before
offering it on a long-term lease. June Poland and the WHHS took the opportunity to contact
appropriate aged care providers encouraging them to submit an expression of interest in the
site. In doing so, Poland hoped that a suitable proposal would be forthcoming, and both
Strickland House and the stables could be retained. Interested parties were encouraged to
write to the PSG Managing Director to advise him of their interest, and also to send copies
of their letters to Robert Webster as the Minister responsible for the PSG, as well as to the
Premier Mr. Greiner, and Michael Yabsley. The WHHS also asked they be kept informed of
any interest expressed to enable them to keep their members updated. 69
Despite the enormous efforts of the community to save Strickland House from proposed sale,
the local member was happy to take credit for what was largely their work: “early in our term
in Government an incorrect decision was taken to sell historic Strickland House…and
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redevelop the surrounding Estate. Correctly and understandably, many people in the local
community strongly opposed this decision. As Local Member and as a Member of Cabinet,
and with the support of the local community, I convinced the Government to abandon this
plan”.70 As Yabsley went on to outline, now 92 percent of the Strickland Estate was to become
part of Sydney Harbour National Park, with the remaining 8 percent to form the garden of
Strickland House to be leased for residential purposes, restored, and made available to the
public from time to time. This result, he added, “has been supported by the Vaucluse Progress
Association, Woollahra Municipal Council and the National Trust”.
The WHHS continued to protest the proposal of the long-term lease of Strickland House and
its stables, organising local rallies (Fig. 5.11) and repeatedly writing to Robert Webster MP
outlining their primary concerns. These were numerous: that the land had originally been
purchased for the enjoyment of the public; that such a lease would require subdivision of the
estate; that a 99-year lease was a de facto sale and that such a sale was effectually an outright
sale; that any money
raised from a long-term
lease

would

insignificant

in

be
99

years’ time; that there
were many alternate,
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Figure 5.11 June Poland addressing a public rally against
the sale
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Woollahra Council sought urgent clarification of the proposal and were particularly
concerned about the implications of the rezoning. Council was also trying to establish
whether the PCO which applied to a part of the site would be extended to cover the whole
site as had been recommended in the Dawson Brown Conservation Study. Alderwoman
Hylda Rolfe said of the proposal “it is reassuring the site is going back to the people, although
it is frightening to think we have to defend it so often from people who want to filch it”,
adding “at long last the State Government could see the local community is entirely defensive
of its open foreshore public space”.72
The Woollahra History and Heritage Society were understandably upset at the compromised
proposal and President June Poland asked the state government to consider declaring the
whole 12-acre estate a public park, with no alienation of the site for any purpose, and that the
public use of the house be optimised. The WHHS also asked that the requests be enacted
prior to the next election. Poland was very clear in her argument for the protection of the
estate: the land was acquired for the public who had enjoyed access to both the house and the
12-acre estate for 75 years. Over that time, she argued, the interior and exterior fabric had
suffered very little damage or alteration and had been well maintained and that standard of
care should continue. Poland also outlined several potential future uses of the house to allow
greater benefit to the public, including a wedding reception venue, offices for a government
department to save money on CBD rental, use as an arm of one of the cultural departments
such as the State Library of NSW, the NSW Art Gallery, or the Conservatorium of Music, or
as a regional day activity centre for senior citizens.73 The WHHS was trying to not only
protect Strickland Estate from sale but to make it financially viable to secure its long-term
protection.
Poland also continued to meet with Woollahra Council to express her concerns with the new
proposal. In a letter to the Mayor Peter King (1991-92), Poland outlined her two major
concerns: firstly, the WHHS was unhappy with the intention of the Minister for
Administrative Services Robert Webster to lease the historic house, stables and curtilage and
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that this land would be excluded from the land to be zoned Public Open Space. Secondly,
Poland informed the Mayor that at a recent meeting Michael Yabsley had told the audience
the house would definitely be leased as a private residence despite the Premier’s 18
September News Release that the PSG would be calling for expressions of interest for
possible future uses of Strickland House which they would review before deciding on any
lease arrangements.74
Over the following months Poland continued to pressure the State Government to reconsider
their decision to lease part of the estate for private use. When the PSG lodged an application
with Woollahra Council to demolish most of the buildings on the site that did not have any
heritage value, it was noted the application outlined that some 18 percent of the estate’s
grounds would be leased privately with the property. This was a direct contradiction of
assurance by Yabsley that the maximum amount of land to be leased would be eight percent,
the community was outraged. Yabsley refuted the claims and reaffirmed his commitment to
fight to ensure no more than eight percent would be leased with the house and that 92 percent
would be amalgamated with Nielsen Park. According to Yabsley, the first he knew of the
application was through the local newspaper, commenting “these bureaucrats should realise
they cannot quietly slip a proposal through that contravenes assurances given to residents last
year, supported by the Government and with the total endorsement of the Premier”.75
Unswayed, the CSHAG vowed to “protest with renewed vigour the determination of the
Greiner Government to sell off Sydney harbour foreshore land which, let us not forget, was
originally purchased with funds specifically provided for the preservation of the foreshore
land from private developers”.76
The National Trust applied for and was granted approval to open Strickland House to the
public on Australia Day 1992. The CSHAG took the opportunity to write to its members and
the local community, encouraging them to see the property that was still in danger of being
sold or leased into private hands. The CSHAG continued to maintain that no part of the land
should be alienated from public use and access, and that none of the buildings should be
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demolished. The WHHS held an exhibition on the history of the house and its site and June
Poland produced Carrara/Strickland House; the finest site on the foreshores of Sydney
Harbour, a guide to the history and ongoing battle to save Strickland House. Over 900 people
attended the Open Day and a second was planned for May to celebrate Mothers’ Day.
In June 1992, Premier Greiner was forced to resign as a result of an Independent Commission
Against Corruption of New South Wales (ICAC) investigation and John Fahey was appointed
as his replacement. At the time of Greiner’s resignation, the stalemate on the future of
Strickland House remained unresolved.
5.3.2.1 Formal community consultation commences
Following a recommendation by Michael Yabsley in an effort to resolve the standoff, Robert
Webster established the Strickland House Advisory Committee (SHAC) in October 1992.
The aims of the committee were to call for, examine and recommend proposals for the future
of Strickland House. Both Peter Poland, from the WHHS and Andrew Coroneo from the
CSHAG were members, as were representatives from the Heritage Council, the National
Parks and Wildlife Service, the government’s Property Services Group and Woollahra
Council. The SHAC was chaired by the well-regarded Sydney heritage consultant Howard
Tanner.
In January 1993 a new plan surfaced to alienate 21% of the site, including Strickland House,
for long term lease. When Webster said he wanted the curtilage issue to be settled before the
SHAC had its first meeting in February, he was preempting what was the critical issue for
the committee.77 The extent of the curtilage had long been the major point of contention for
the local community, and it is unlikely Webster was unaware of that point. By attempting to
settle that issue prior to the first meeting of the newly formed SHAC, the government was
effectively locking them out of the key decision-making process.
Also of concern to the community was the significant turnaround by Yabsley from his earlier
promises to the community, claiming that a maximum of 8% of the site was no longer viable,
and he was now prepared to compromise. He believed the curtilage could be negotiated
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between himself, the PSG and Woollahra Council. The community representatives, who had
been included in the SHAC, were being excluded from the most significant part of the
decision-making process before the committee had sat for their first meeting. Woollahra
Council had also met prior to the SHAC meeting, on 8 January, and decided to reject pressure
from Robert Webster to subdivide 21% of the site. A spokesman for Mr. Webster reported
the minister “noted their decision but they are only a small part of the planning process”.78
When the SHAC met on 11 February 1993,
they agreed to consult with the community
as part of their decision-making process.
SHAC chair Howard Tanner said the group
would welcome suggestions from the public
Image redacted for copyright reasons

about uses for the main house, the two
dormitory buildings and the former nurses’
quarters (Fig. 5.12). Fourteen submissions
had been received by the time of the March
meeting and included proposals for a

Figure 5.12 Advertisement for submissions
of Expressions of Interest
Source: Sydney Morning Herald, 27 March 1993

museum and art gallery, a bookstore and
café, a restaurant, a performing arts centre, a
private tertiary college and an aged care
centre. Tanner felt it had been a great
response, but they were still to find a viable
solution. The submissions period was
extended until 14 April.79
Over the following months, the committee
considered a number of proposals. However,
apparently none of the proposers had
fulfilled the criteria which was they had to
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have sufficient funds to support their proposal, which meant none of the community uses
were considered. In July, the SHAC submitted its report to Webster, putting forward four
proposals for further investigation: an art gallery complex, a tertiary education facility, a
function centre, and strata residential units. The community representatives on the SHAC
were against the strata unit proposal.
It was with great concern about the transparency of the SHAC that Peter Poland wrote to
Webster in November 1993. It had come to their attention that the Minister had been meeting
with some members of the SHAC, but not the community representatives, to discuss two of
the proposals. The Minister had in fact requested some members of the SHAC to meet with
the education facility group, who later withdrew their proposal, and the strata residential unit
groups.
The strata residential group was asked by the Minister to consider a boutique hotel use rather
than units, and duly amended their proposal. Having been made aware of the new plans which
had been progressed without their knowledge, the community representatives once again
opposed the proposal.
5.3.2.2 The Strickland House Review Group
In February 1994, Michael Yabsley resigned from the NSW Parliament, and a by-election
was called for April. Premier John Fahey visited Strickland House with Peter Debnam, the
Liberal candidate, and ‘unlocked’ the driveway gates, declaring all the grounds would be
open to the public under the very short-lived Urban Parks Authority, meaning a continuation
of public use. When Debnam was elected as the new member for Vaucluse in April, he
assured constituents that he would fight the plans for a boutique hotel at Strickland. He told
the Wentworth Courier “I would have great difficulty with the concept of a boutique hotel
going into Strickland House. From my point of view, I will be actively pushing for maximum
community use of the building”.80 Debnam established yet another consultative group: the
Strickland House Review Group (SHRG) to consider the future uses of Strickland House.
The group had its inaugural meeting in November 1994, and included Debnam himself,
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representatives from Woollahra Council,
the PSG, the Urban Parks Authority, the
National Parks and Wildlife Service, the
CSHAG, the VPA and the WHHS. The aims
Image redacted for copyright reasons

of the SHRG included identifying potential
uses of Strickland House and ancillary
buildings, reviewing the PCO status, and
consideration of the management and
restoration of the main house, stables and

Figure 5.13 Cutting down the fence to
Strickland House.

grounds.
The WHHS focus was to bring community

Liberal Vaucluse by-election candidate Peter
Debnam (right), 30 March 1994.

attention to Strickland House, conducting

Source: Woollahra Library, photograph pf0044917.

walks around the grounds to commemorate
the 80th anniversary of the purchase in 1914
of Strickland House and its land under the
Foreshores Resumption Scheme. At the end

of 1994, the fence that had been erected in the 1980s between the Strickland House grounds
and the Hermitage Foreshore Reserve was removed, allowing full public access to the site
(Fig. 5.13). Additionally, in February 1995 the National Trust (NSW) listed Strickland House
as one of its Top 10 Key Conservation issues.
With the March State election nearing, the community had reason to be optimistic as the
Greiner then Fahey Liberal Government had been in power since 1988 with little change to
the future of Strickland House since its closure in 1989. Bob Carr, then leader of the Labor
Party, had made a promise to the community of Vaucluse when he visited the site in 1994,
signing a document prepared by the WHHS (Fig. 5.14) “A Carr Labor Government… will
ban development, subdivision or the sale of a long-term lease to private interests of any part
of the site” it said. “Under Labor, the historic residence will be refurbished and operate as a
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public activities centre
for the State’s elderly,
the frail and people with
disabilities, to enjoy”.
Carr then added the

Image redacted for copyright reasons

words “alternatively an
art gallery (public)” and
signed the document.81
5.3.3 A new Labor
Government and new
redevelopment plans

Figure 5.14 Carr’s commitment to retaining Strickland’s
public ownership
Source: Peter Poland Private papers

In March 1995, John
Fahey’s
Government

Liberal
was

narrowly defeated in a
state election by the
Labor opposition, led by
Bob
Responsibility

Carr.
for

Strickland House was transferred to the Minister for Public Works and Services, Michael
Knight, and the Urban Parks Authority was abolished.
The inaugural meeting of the SHRG had taken place in November 1994. The April 1995
meeting however had been suspended, possibly because of the election result, and the group
met again in June “following discussions between Peter Debnam and the Minister for Public
Works and Services (DPW&S) and the Minister for the Environment, Pam Allen”.82
The WHHS continued the fight for Strickland and in May 1996, with Woollahra Council,
arranged another Open Day for the National Trust Heritage Week. The WHHS conducted
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walks around the site and collected signatures from people from 88 suburbs of Sydney on
petitions to Premier Carr (1995-2005).
Then in 1996, the proposal for a luxury hotel was resurrected, when the NSW Public Works
and Services Minister, Carl Scully, announced the plans for redevelopment in September.
Citing the pressure on the Government to maximise the number of hotel beds for the
upcoming Sydney Olympics in 2000, Scully called for tenders from companies wanting to
operate a hotel to provide about 45 suites in a timeframe of 18 months. The grounds, he said,
would continue to be available to the community and would be managed by the National
Parks and Wildlife Service. 83
Again, the local residents had not been consulted. Peter Poland was quick to remind Premier
Carr of his visit to Strickland House in 1994 as Leader of the Opposition and the commitment
made to the community. On receiving a copy of the document signed by Premier Carr, Mr.
Scully claimed that the site was too hazardous for the frail or elderly and that lifts and ramps
would need to be installed, thereby compromising the heritage significance, claims which
Mr. Poland labelled “an absolute furphy’” adding the impact of the requirements of a
boutique hotel would be far more damaging. 84
The following month, officers from the DPW&S presented the hotel proposal to Woollahra
Council. The house was to be used for the hotel reception and public rooms, and non-heritage
buildings were to accommodate 80 hotel suites. A restaurant and swimming pool were to be
built on the site with the possibility for other developments. This was nearly double the
number of rooms first announced by Scully. Several councillors were critical of the scheme,
given it was in contradiction of the assurances given by the Premier that it would be a day
centre for the aged and disabled.
Once again, the community fighting for Strickland was outraged by the lack of community
consultation and transparency. According to Debnam, the Minister for Public Works had
informed neither him nor the local community of his intentions for the site. Debnam had
reportedly been seeking the Government’s agreement to a community consultation program
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for the site for the preceding 18 months and had recently gained agreement from the Minister
for the Environment. It appeared the matter had since been taken out of her hands by the
Minister for Planning.85
In the mid-1990s, the Defenders of Sydney Harbour Foreshores was formed, proving an
umbrella committee to community groups campaigning to convince the Federal Government
to forgo the sale and development of the former harbour defence sites and to preserve them
as public reserves. At the time, these groups included Friends of Cockatoo Island, Headland
Preservation Society (Middle Head and Georges Heights), North Head Alliance and
Woolwich 2000 (Mort’s Dock and adjoining foreshore), who were duly joined by the WHHS
and CSHAG in 1997.
The Commonwealth defence harbourfront land in question had been resumed for the colony
of New South Wales in the 1860s and passed to the Commonwealth after Federation in 1901.
In the 1990s the land was earmarked for sale and residential development, and Premier Carr
was keen to regain control of the land to the state of New South Wales. In 1997, in an attempt
to forestall the sale of the remainder of the land, Carr “evoked the vision of an earlier Labor
government in wanting to reestablish the Nielsen concept of a green belt around Sydney
Harbour”.86 Carr launched the NSW Government’s Vision for Sydney Harbour which
included “maximum public access to and use of foreshore land” and “all items of heritage
significance should be protected”.87
The Defenders of Sydney Harbour Foreshores, with Tom Uren as their patron, 88 was
influential in their advocacy for public accessibility and, although the land did not come back
to the state as Carr wanted, it was eventually handed to a new federally established body, the
Sydney Harbour Federation Trust, to be managed as heritage sites.
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In April 1997, the State Government approached Woollahra Council requesting the rezoning
of the Strickland House land to allow for the luxury hotel development, with hopes for 60
guest rooms in the ancillary buildings, and the dining room and café housed in an extension
to the main house. The rezoning would be Zone 8: National Parks and Nature Reserves with
clauses to enable use of part of the land for the proposed boutique hotel.
While waiting on the announcement of the successful bidder for the hotel, Debnam criticised
the selection process, saying the Government should have called for Expressions of Interest,
which would have allowed for other business ideas to be explored. Those bids should then
have been discussed with the community, and a Draft Conservation Plan should have been
completed prior to any decisions being made.
The rezoning proposal, submitted in July, and the draft Development Control Plan (DCP) for
hotel developments were on exhibition for public comment from 5 September until 8 October
1997. The exhibited proposal included the subdivision of 40% of the site to be leased for the
hotel, and for the development of new buildings, guardhouse, swimming pool, and
carparking.
There was significant community outrage over the State’s bid to change the zoning. Local
conservationists urged residents to object to the State Government’s plans to hand over
Strickland House to hotel developers. Debnam told the Woollahra Urban Planning
Committee meeting “the council is here to represent the community and not here to represent
the arrogant government”, referring to the Council’s willingness to consider the proposal. 89
Woollahra Council received 1348 letters of objection to the hotel, as well as a petition signed
by 3474 people. There were no submissions received in support of the redevelopment. 90 At
their meeting on 17 November 1997, Woollahra Council voted not to proceed with the
proposal as it was not in the public interest to alienate such a large part of harbourside land.
A decision was made to begin talks with community groups about other potential uses for
the site.
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In November 1997, Woollahra Council resolved in part to commence discussions with the
DPW&S aimed at retaining public ownership of the site and exploring alternative uses for
the buildings on the site. Council considered one particular option, that of an Aboriginal
Museum/Cultural Centre, to be the worthiest of consideration and started a dialogue with the
State and Federal Governments to investigate the possible viability and funding of the
proposal.91
5.3.3.1 The drafting of Land Use, Conservation and Development Principles for
Strickland
Early in 1998, the new Minister for Public Works and Services, Ron Dyer, met with the
Mayor of Woollahra, Greg Medcraft, to discuss Strickland House. They agreed Woollahra
Council Urban Planning Committee, with the DPW&S, would prepare development
standards for the site and when confirmed, the NSW Government would call for expressions
of interest. In April and July, the Council held community workshops to develop the
standards. The workshops were well attended and involved considerable discussion. 92
Both the CSHAG and WHHS urged Woollahra Council to place the most restrictive zoning
possible on the site after learning the future zoning was under consideration by the Urban
Planning Committee.93 The draft document Land Use, Conservation and Development:
Principles suggested “a suitable use or uses additional to public recreation could be
permissible with consent in order to fund the conservation and ongoing maintenance of the
significant building sand the grounds. Restaurants, cafes and kiosks are commonly
established within recreation areas and, subject to their intensity, are considered appropriate
and compatible uses which serve the needs of park users”.94 The land use principles also
suggested a part of the site – and possible new development – could be leased for commercial
use, subject to conditions. Peter Poland from the WHHS and Andrew Coroneo from CSHAG
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both again argued for minimal leasing of public parkland and asked that the land be zoned as
National Park, to conserve the valuable national heritage.
The WWHS, CSHAG, the VPA and the Rose Bay Residents Group, as well as other
concerned member of the public, attended the Urban Planning Committee meeting at
Woollahra Council on 12 October 1998. Andrew Coroneo told the meeting he feared the draft
Land Use, Conservation and Development Principles document prepared by council could
only lead to alienation of the public domain and passive recreation space. He said that the
plan as it stands is effectively a business plan for ambitious developers. Addressing the
councillors, June Poland said “ten and a half years of blood, sweat and tears have gone into
this – for no purpose other than community benefit”.95
The end of 1998 saw a victory for the community fighting for Strickland; the tightest possible
controls as suggested by the WHHS when the draft land use, conservation and development
principles were adopted by Woollahra Council. The changes made provision for a
commercial use in the event that a government-operated use did not eventuate, but the lease
would be for the buildings only, not any of the land. Peter Poland said “the society is very
relieved the council has adopted all the amendments that we submitted after the Urban
Planning Committee meeting. This is a victory for the general public which has signed many
petitions and written endless letters stating that all the land should remain as public
parkland”.96 Having been passed by council, the draft plan was sent to the DPW&S for
consideration. It was to take the DPW&S a year and a half to return the draft principles, when
in July 2000 the final Land Use, Conservation and Development Principles were adopted by
Woollahra Council.
Meanwhile, in 1999, the NSW Government established the NSW State Heritage Register and
stated all items covered by a PCO would be transferred to the Register. WHHS contacted the
Heritage Office to confirm that Strickland House would be transferred accordingly, and again
requested the site be extended. The Heritage Office advised the WHHS to submit a
nomination to request the extension, which it did in March 2000. Strickland House, its stables
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and the land covered by the PCO (still limited to 55 percent of the site) was added to the
NSW State Heritage Register. The statement of significance notes that Strickland House site
“is of exceptional historical significance as a remarkably intact 1850s villa with a largely
unaltered landscape setting”.97 In addition to the aesthetic, architectural and cultural
importance of the site, the statement makes specific reference to the nature of the purchases
made by the NSW government in 1912 and 1914 as being significant factors that have
contributed to the preservation of the site.
By 2000, there had been a 10-year impasse over the future of Strickland House. Yet another
working group, the Strickland House Review Group (SHRG), comprising representatives
from the DPW&S and Woollahra Council was established to develop a masterplan for the
site. In 2002, Woollahra councillors were briefed by representatives from the SHRG, who
were devising the options for use of the site. Discussing what Council would be prepared to
consider on the site, the SHRG had prepared a range of scenarios including a mix of
commercial and community uses, and following the meeting had to return with a detailed
masterplan.
The WHHS continued to fight any redevelopment plans, with Peter Poland arguing
“commercialisation of the site would be the death of it. Our principles are that all the land
should be public parkland and the historic house be retained for some public use”.98 They also
continued to pressure the NSW Heritage Office to extend the curtilage to include the entire
Strickland Estate, and gained the support of the National Trust (NSW).
5.3.3.2 Conservation Management Plan
In 2003, the Minister for Commerce, John Della Bosca, advised WHHS that a revised
Conservation Management Plan for the Strickland House Estate was being prepared by
Tanner Architects. The WHHS requested the opportunity to comment on the revised CMP,
but this was not granted. The WHHS was also still actively pressuring the NSW Heritage
Office to extend the curtilage of the SHR listing and made a third formal request in February
2004. The following month, the WWHS was advised by the NSW Heritage Office that they
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had endorsed the revised CMP and within that plan was a key policy recommendation that
the SHR listing should be extended to cover the whole estate. The Heritage Council gave an
‘in principle’ support for the extension. The extension of the listing would make the Heritage
Office an approval body for any future proposals for the entire estate. 99
Meanwhile, as they had since 1988, the WHHS continued to actively promote Strickland
House to the public, joining the Historic Houses Trust to open the house for tours, and
participating in the National Trust Heritage Festival. They also continued to send petitions to
the State Government.
Although responsibility for the Strickland House property was transferred to the State
Property Authority (also known as the Land and Property Management Authority) under the
State Treasurer in 2007, little else changed. The open days and petitions to the Premier (by
2008 Labor Premier Morris Iemma, then by 2009 Labor Premier Nathan Rees) continued, as
did the requests to the NSW Heritage Office for updates on progress to extend the SHR listing
to include all of the grounds of Strickland House. The end of 2009 saw the State Property
Authority transferred into a new ‘super’ Ministry for Services and Administration.
In the middle of 2010, the WWHS became aware that some activity was occurring with
Strickland House.100 The Minister for Planning, Tony Kelly, had visited the site and met with
the Mayor of Woollahra, Andrew Petrie. After enquiring about any plans for the site, the
WHHS was invited to meet with the Land and Property Management Authority who advised
that a program had been initiated. Firstly, the 2003 CMP was being updated by Howard
Tanner and Associates. Having done this, according to June Poland, a concept plan would be
developed to consider potential development of the property. The result of the outcome of
those discussions would be put on public display and subject to community consultation.
Following the completion of the public display and community consultation, the Government
would call for expressions of interest for the use of the property. 101
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Prior to the 2011 State election, the WHHS sought the support of an incoming government
to re-zone the Strickland House property “to the full intention of its purchase in 1914 for a
public recreation ground at Rose Bay”.102 The Liberal/National Party was elected to
Government in March 2011. The WHHS wrote to the new Minister for Heritage, Robyn
Parker, asking her to take action to extend the curtilage. In January 2012, after 22 years of
requesting the NSW Government to change the listing, the SHR was amended to cover the
entire property of Strickland House.
According to Peter Poland from WHHS, the Executive Summary and Chapters 8 and 9 of the
revised CMP were made available in October 2012. On reading them, said Poland, “the
WHHS was astonished to see that there was almost total avoidance of the reason that the
NSW Government purchased the property in 1914 with funds from the Foreshore
Resumption Scheme ‘for a public recreation ground at Rose Bay’ and ‘to be added to Nielsen
Park’”.103 The original acquisition of the land in 1914 was a critical point, particularly to the
community groups who were still fighting to have it reinstated as public space.
Howard Tanner who had prepared the revised CMP, had been the Chairman of the Strickland
House Advisory Committee, of which WHHS had been a member. While on the committee,
the WHHS had given him a copy of June Poland’s Carrara/Strickland House, the finest site
on the foreshores of Sydney Harbour.104 Still the only publication about the Strickland House
estate, it detailed the manner in which the State Government came to own Strickland House
using the Foreshore Resumption Scheme. When asked by WHHS why he had not detailed
the reason that the NSW Government had purchased the property in 1914, nor had he listed
June Poland’s book in the bibliography of the new CMP, Tanner replied that he had “passed
the booklet onto the team involved”.105 The WHHS sent a critique of the revised plan to the
State Property Authority (SPA) and asked them to make the CMP available for public
comment before being sent to the NSW Heritage Office for endorsement. The only response
to the submission was a query as to the source of the statement “to be added to Nielsen Park”,
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to which the WHHS responded with a copy of the Lands Department Correspondence
Register from 1913.106
Despite this, the SPA pushed ahead with a request to Woollahra Council to rezone the
Strickland House property to either R2 Low Density Residential or SP2 Infrastructure in
October 2012. Council regarded the recommendation as ignoring the history of the property’s
acquisition and the recent extension of the SHR listing curtilage to cover all of the site. Their
report recommended the appropriate zoning would be RE1 Public Recreation, supported by
the National Trust and local community groups. Their recommendation for RE1 Public
Recreation was adopted by Council on 12 November 2012.

5.4 The final outcome
In October 2018, the Strickland House property was transferred to the ownership of the
National Parks and Wildlife Service. The change was celebrated by the WHHS, with Peter
Poland calling it bittersweet as his wife June Poland had passed away in 2013 after more than
30 years battling to protect the site from commercial redevelopment. 107 On announcing the
change, the Liberal Minister for Heritage Gabrielle Upton, also the local member for
Vaucluse, paid tribute to those who had fought to protect Strickland, calling the decision “a
real victory for our local community, for NSW and for the nation”. The Strickland House
Estate, she continued “will no longer be at threat of development or sale or otherwise ceasing
to be what it must be – a beautiful historical public asset. We are ending decades of
uncertainty after so many twists and turns and wonderful people who have fought the good
fight”.108
On Australia Day 2015 June Poland was awarded a posthumous Medal of the Order of
Australia for Service to the Community of Woollahra, largely for her tireless work to protect
the heritage of Strickland House from 1988 to 2013. The following year, the National Trust
(NSW) awarded the Woollahra History and Heritage Society the Advocacy Campaign Award
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for its 27 years campaign to keep the Strickland House Estate in public ownership and to
protect the public right to access the land and the historic house.

5.5 Discussion
In the discussion of this case study (and the two subsequent ones), the two core themes of the
thesis are addressed. Firstly, the authenticity of the community participation process
undertaken by the state government is examined in light of the proposed model outlined in
Chapter 3, Authenticity in community participation in heritage management (Table 3.4).
Secondly, the strategies undertaken by the local community activists to protect the site from
redevelopment, over a time period of three decades, will be identified according to the three
established categories of strategies for mobilisation, for raising public awareness, and for
influencing decision-makers. These will then be considered in relation to the proposed Eight
stages of activism in heritage management (Fig. 3.3).
5.5.1

The authenticity of the community participation process

As established in Chapter 3, assessing the authenticity of public participation in government
planning can be complex: government departments are not always transparent in decisionmaking processes. This can make it difficult to distinguish between deliberate exclusion
(where there has been no provision made for public input) and a less sinister negligence of
inclusion.
Additionally, there have been numerous areas within the NSW State Government
(particularly across a 30-year period) with decision-making powers for Strickland House. To
begin with, there have been several changes in the department with overall responsibility for
the site: The Department of Health, the Property Services Group, the State Property
Authority, and eventually National Parks and Wildlife Services. The NSW Heritage Council
also played a pivotal role in deciding the future of Strickland House, applying a Permanent
Conservation Order to part of the site in 1990, adding it to the State Heritage Register in 1999
and extending the listing to include the entire site in 2012. Each of these government
departments and agencies had their own approach to community consultation.
Adding further complexity to the case study is the broader issue of the lack of continuity in
the NSW State Government over a 30-year period during which there were three changes of
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government, a total of nine different State Premiers and an even greater number of Ministers
with responsibility for the state’s heritage.
Overall, there was surprisingly little community consultation carried out in the decisionmaking process surrounding the future of Strickland House. Throughout the NSW heritage
assessment, listing and management process there is continual provision for community input
and feedback. Similarly, throughout the development process there is provision for
community consultation in order to ascertain community attitudes. There was very little of
in the case of Strickland House.
The key process to be assessed in relation to the authenticity of community consultation in
the case of Strickland House is that surrounding its listing on the SHR. The community
consultation that took place within that process is a useful one to examine and will be a focus
taken from the larger campaign throughout this discussion. In assessing its authenticity, this
discussion applies Table 3.4 Authenticity in community participation in heritage
management to the process, as shown in Table 5.2.
When the Heritage Council of NSW put forward a proposal to Woollahra Council to place a
Permanent Conservation Order (PCO) on Strickland House, it was only to be placed on the
part of the property that was not be leased for development, totalling approximately 55% of
the site. As a mandatory part of the PCO process under the Heritage Act, there was a
published invitation from the NSW Heritage Council for submissions from the public.
Although the details of submissions are not publicly available, there were comprehensive
submissions made by the WHHS, the CSHAG, Woollahra Council, the National Trust and
the local community. All of these submissions requested that the PCO should be extended to
include the entire site. As far as can be ascertained, those requests were not explored, and the
PCO for 55% of the site proceeded as proposed by the State Government. Accordingly, the
role of the community was that of the commenter, where they were permitted to respond to
the PCO proposal, but their knowledge was not actively sought nor encouraged, and the
agenda was set by the State Government. The level of influence afforded to the community
was restricted to that of consumer, allowed to either agree or disagree, with no opportunity
for collaboration and no access to the submissions or submission report.

Source: author

Table 5.2 Authenticity in community participation in Strickland House SHR listing
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When Woollahra Council made a comprehensive submission to Premier Greiner, detailing
all of the resolutions made by council regarding Strickland House, they included their
finding, amongst others, that the PCO should be extended to incorporate the entire site. The
submission included June Poland’s detailed research regarding the original acquisition of the
land in 1914. The council urged the Government to review their proposal in view of those
findings. When, shortly after the submission from Woollahra Council, the Premier
announced that only the house and a small amount of land would be leased for 99 years and
the remainder (approximately 90%) would be included as part of the Sydney Harbour
National Park, the campaigners felt they had succeeded not only in protecting the site from
development, but in ensuring its ongoing use as public recreation space. There was concern
regarding the creation of a private island within the public park with the alienation of the
house and curtilage, but the announcement was generally welcomed. This promise gave the
community a false sense of security and provided little transparency into the reality of the
State Government’s actual plans. The land was not transferred to the Sydney Harbour
National Park as promised, and three years later the SHAC was established to call for and
examine proposals for the future of the site. The lack of transparency provided little
opportunity for the community to be proactive in their efforts to protect the site, again
limiting their options to those of consumer.
The SHAC included, amongst others, representatives from the WHHS, the VPA, the CSHAG
and Woollahra Council. This inclusion into the process was welcomed by the community
groups, but they declined to support any proposals that contravened the commitment by the
Government to transfer the bulk of the land to the Sydney Harbour National Park. It could be
argued that the government in this instance fulfilled the role of providing means for
participatory decision-making, allowing the community to contribute to the outcome. In
effect, rather than being genuinely involved in the process, the government’s role in
providing the means for them to do so limited the community role to that of commenter.
While the community was provided the opportunity to participate, the proposals they were
considering were in conflict with the previous commitment made by the government to return
the bulk of the land to parkland and as such, their ability to participate was not as influential
as it appeared. As the proposals for the site continued throughout various changes of
government and leadership, the WHHS, the National Trust and Woollahra Council all
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continued to campaign for the inclusion of the entire site on the PCO. Their submissions were
unsuccessful.
When in March 1999 the NSW Government established the NSW State Heritage Register,
they advised that all items covered by a PCO would be transferred to the Register. When the
WHHS requested the entire site be included in the listing, the Heritage Office advised them
to submit a nomination which they did on 8 March 2000. Limited to role of consumer, they
were then advised the submission would then be taken into account when the property that
was part of process of Government properties was “being considered” for listing. The WHHS
queried the response, having understood the PCO for Strickland House would see it
automatically transferred to the State Heritage Register. WHHS did not receive a reply. Given
the State Government’s response, or lack of, to the WHHS regarding the extension of the
PCO, their motivations do not appear to move beyond informing the community of the
outcomes of their own management of the heritage listing. At this stage, the activists had
been campaigning for over ten years to have the entire site protected by a PCO and had
received little or no response. The community was not informed of the process or the reasons
for their decision, and requests for further information were ignored. It can be presumed,
perhaps, that the State Government’s long-term plans for the site would be compromised by
an extended PCO and they had no intention of working with community on the future of
Strickland House.
The invitations by the State Government for the community to participate in the listing
process typically occurred after a decision had been made, relegating them to the role of
commenter. When the Heritage Office informed Woollahra Council of the intended PCO in
January 1990, the NSW Minister for Health had announced the plan to close the hospital and
sell 50% of the land over a year earlier. That the PCO was to cover the reminder of the land
was perhaps not coincidental, with very little government accountability for their decision.
Again, the community was restricted to being a commenter on their local heritage, simply
informed of the outcome, with no copies of the submissions made available to the public.
When the SHR was created nine years later, the Heritage Office seemingly refused to explore
the possibility of listing the entire site, responding after five years to the WHHS that then
owners, the NSW Treasury was still discussing the issue.
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For community consultation to be authentic, the timing is considered critical. The
consultation must take place prior to the agenda being set and remain in place throughout the
process. Decisions should not be made prior to the community consultation as this greatly
diminished the power of the community to have any genuine input into the final outcome.
As part of the heritage listing process and for the various redevelopment proposals for
Strickland House, three Conservation Management Plans were produced. The first was by
Dawson Brown Partnership (in association with Annette Green, Wendy Thorpe and James
Pfeiffer) in 1997 (based on their 1989 Conservation Study), the second by Tanner Architects
in 2003, and an updated CMP in 2012 by Tanner Kibble Denton Architects (formerly Tanner
Architects) based on the 2003 version.
Despite the NSW Heritage Office’s stipulation that in investigating significance, one must
“investigate the community’s understanding of the item”, in assessing they must “obtain
information on community values relating to the item and identify the interested groups and
their reasons for the association” and in managing the significance, “get feedback from the
community”109 none of the CMPs, which each include an assessment of the significance of
Strickland House, make any mention of the community having been involved in that
assessment. When the WHHS requested an opportunity to comment on the 2003 CMP by
Tanner Architects, their request was denied. 110 Again, when the 2012 revised CMP was
prepared, it notes then owner of the property, the State Property Authority, as having stated
objectives for Strickland House that included “to acknowledge and respond to community
input’”111 On reading those chapters of the revised CMP which had been made available to
them in October 2012, the WHHS noted several factual errors and advised the State Property
Authority. This feedback was all but ignored, with response made to only one minor query
out of their seventeen discussion points. As had been the case throughout the listing process,
the decision making was entirely in the hands of the state government, limiting the
community to the role of commenter, with very little actual power.
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When it came to community consultation for the various redevelopment proposals since
1989, there was very little. When the Woollahra Council Urban Planning Committee
exhibited and invited submissions for the boutique hotel proposal in 1997, they received 1348
letters from the public to voice their objection. They also received a petition with 3474
signatures against the proposal. The level of interest and passion from within the local
community was clearly evident.
After thirty years of the State Government putting together proposals for redevelopment of
the site, the final result was exactly as the local community had insisted on from the beginning
– that the land be returned to them for public recreation space – as had been the original
intention when first purchased by the same government in 1914. The exact cost incurred by
the state government for their lack of consideration of the local community’s wishes is
unknown, but it includes the closure and relocation of the hospital and its patients, at least
four redevelopment proposals, the commissioning of three CMPs, the establishment (and
subsequent winding up) of three specialist committees, numerous applications to Woollahra
Council to rezone the land and several reviews and environmental studies.
As evidenced in this case study, every time the state government announced a new proposal
for the future of Strickland House, the local community responded with a legitimate argument
against that proposal. As early as 1988 and the very first whispers in the media of plans for
the redevelopment of the site, the community gathered to begin the fight against the state
government. Their grievance was clear from the start: the land was public land, which had
been “on loan” to the NSW Department of Health for its use as a convalescent hospital, and
now that the hospital was to close, the land should be returned to the public as recreation
space.
An assessment of the authenticity of community consultation in the case study of Strickland
House does not present a positive picture. Throughout the permanent conservation order,
heritage listing and redevelopment processes over the thirty-year period, the degree of power
shared with the community amounted to little more than that of commenter, or, at times, even
less. There was a one-way flow of information, where citizens were often not informed until
the late stages of planning, allowing people little opportunity to have any real influence.
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5.5.2

The effectiveness of community activism strategies

The local community of Vaucluse engaged in a sustained campaign that was ultimately
successful in retaining the public ownership of Strickland House. They also succeeded in
securing ongoing public access to the site, and the listing of the entire estate on the State
Heritage Register. It was, by any measure, a victory for the local community and for heritage
conservation.
The range of strategies used by the campaigners to protect Strickland House between 1988
and 2018 was wide and dynamic. As was brought out in the review of the literature, activism
strategies can be categorised according to their individual objectives: those aimed at the
mobilisation of players, those to raise public awareness and specific political tactics aimed
at influencing decision-makers. The use of each of these types of tactics will be explored in
turn, before looking at the broader strategy undertaken by the protesters, and the process of
their campaign.
5.5.2.1 Mobilisation
Significantly, the fight to protect Strickland House began even before the State Government
had made its official announcement. Action was initiated on the basis of early media reports
of the hospital closure and impending sale of the site for redevelopment. Mobilisation was
assisted by the fact that two community groups – the WHHS and the VPA – already existed.
They were soon joined by the campaign specific CSHAG. These three groups, although with
differing agendas, worked both together and separately throughout the campaign and formed
the core of the players involved with the campaign. They formed alliances and linked on the
core issue, to protect Strickland House from sale into private ownership. It has been
suggested that the extent to which groups are organised prior to the individual campaign
enhances the prospects for success. 112 The prior existence of these two community groups,
and the adoption of the third, the CSHAG, was an important factor in the mobilisation of
local residents as it allowed for a rapid response from an already established base.
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There were several key players identified in the campaign; June and Peter Poland (WHHS)
and Andrew Coroneo and Toby Jones (CSAHG). Other players, including members of
Woollahra Council and the National Trust, played important roles over time but typically in
ways orchestrated by the key players. Each of the four key players were local residents with
the pragmatic focus of protecting Strickland House from redevelopment.
The most important key players were Peter and June Poland. The motivation of the Polands
was crucial to the success of the campaign, giving it their concentrated attention, effort and
persistence over many years. There is evidence to support that a history of activism increases
the likelihood of future activism. The single most powerful explanatory factor in protest
dynamics is a previous history of protest. June Poland had been a committed heritage activist
since the campaign against the commercial development of the First Government House site
on Bridge Street in Sydney’s CBD and her subsequent activism to save Rose Bay Cottage in
the 1980s. Familiarity with the terrain allows players an advantage, and June Poland was
familiar with both the literal terrain and neighbourhood of Strickland House and with the
terrain of protest for the protection of heritage sites. Dedicating a significant portion of her
life to the protection of heritage sites, Poland could be considered a ‘lifelong activist’.
Activists learn through activism, from those new to activism to experienced activists such as
June Poland who share their knowledge and experience with others. The previous activism
experience of Poland provided her with both the know-how and her own identity as an activist
that McAdam et al identify as key factors to account for the positive relationship between
prior and subsequent activism. 113 Committed activists are the core of any protest and for them,
the protest becomes an important part of their life and a central element in their identity.
Mobilisation beyond the key players occurs by drawing people to sympathise with the issue,
which may in turn lead to participation in acts such as protests and letter writing. Movement
theorists provide many reasons why people may become involved in activism. This may
include their own personal values and beliefs, their social connections, and the power of the
key players to attract them to join their cause. While there is significant literature exploring
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the individual motivations for activism, 114 the steps undertaken by the established key players
in the Strickland campaign to recruit support are worth noting. There were several strategies
to attract and sustain grassroots activists, and throughout the campaign, the key players
continually sought the support of both the local and the broader community. The key players
appealed to the local and broader community’s connection to their heritage, motivating them
to attend the open days, sign petitions and write letters to decision makers.
Saul Alinsky believed organising to be the process of highlighting what is wrong, and
convincing people they can actually do something about it, arguing that if people don’t feel
they have the power to change a bad situation, they stop thinking about it. Alinsky’s Rules
for Radicals provided lessons on how a community organiser can successfully unite people
into a grassroots campaign with the power to effect change. 115 According to Alinksy, to get
people to participate, organisers must agitate and then provide hope of a solution. By
highlighting the controversy, an organiser can accumulate a ‘mass army’ and, as Alinksy
claimed, “the first step in community organisation is community disorganisation”, referring
to the need to attack apathy and disturb patterns of complacent community life, where people
come to accept a bad situation.
The agitation of the community began with the first public meeting, held by the VPA to
oppose the hospital closure. The meeting, which was addressed by CSHAG spokesman Toby
Jones, was attended by 200 people and was rapidly followed by a petition organised by the
CSHAG with 5000 signatures. This mobilisation effort continued throughout the campaign
with ongoing letters to the local community urging them to voice their opposition. The
members of WHHS and CSHAG encouraged local residents to write letters to the Premier,
their local members and newspapers and to spread the word amongst their friends. The
CSHAG developed an information kit, titled Sell Off or Sell Out? to be distributed to anyone
interested in the campaign, detailing the background of the dispute and the history of
Strickland House. Many of the pamphlets prepared and distributed by the CSHAG also asked
people to donate either their money or their assistance, asking them to nominate the specific

La Rocca, ‘Making a Difference: Factors That Influence Participation in Grassroots Environmental Activism
in Australia’, 18.
115
Alinsky, Rules for Radicals.
114

159

ways in which they could contribute. By using this, one of the oldest tactics available to an
activist, the local activists were able to spread the word of the development proposals, which
was a particularly valuable strategy in the period of time before the media began reporting
on the issue.
5.5.2.2 Raise public awareness
Public awareness strategies are key to attracting public support and media attention and can
help to highlight a lack of transparency in powerholders decision-making. Public awareness
campaigns are the most effective way of informing a local community not only of the
imminent threat, but of ways they can participate. Events such as the Open Days at Strickland
House helped to raise the local community’s understanding of the heritage significance of
the site and the dispute over the sale. The high attendance levels also sent a signal to the
government that the local citizens were aware, informed and concerned. They allowed the
local and broader community to visit the site and walk around the house, stables and gardens
on the organised tours, and hearing short talks on the current situation, making way for an
understanding of what was at stake should the proposals proceed. The Open Days also
provided an opportunity for the campaigners to collect signatures on their petitions to present
to the State Government, and an opportunity to invite the local media to visit and report on
the campaign. After the first Open Day on Australia Day 1992, the WHHS wrote a report of
the event and sent it to various media outlets. The report included quotations from visitors,
noting the 152 different suburbs of Sydney they had travelled from, and an update on the
campaign.
Petitions are a more indirect form of activism, as opposed to attending a rally. They are also
one of the least confrontational forms of protest, and so are seen as low risk to participants
afraid of repercussions. Additionally, petitions take very little time to sign and are one of the
least costly ways of participating. Despite the advantages of using petitions, there are certain
circumstances where a petition will only be counted as one submission regardless of the
number of signatures collected.
To coincide with the first Open Day in 1992, June Poland self-published a booklet telling the
story of Strickland House. A detailed history of the site and timeline of recent attempts to
sell off the land, Carrara/Strickland House: The finest site on the foreshores of Sydney
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Harbour was regularly added to by Poland over the course of the campaign and sold at all
Open Days and campaign events.
Using another widely used protest strategy in the activism repertoire, the CSHAG organised
a rally to take place on 12 July 1989. The group invited Michael Yabsley, the mayors from
the surrounding local councils, the WHHS and VPA, and representatives from the medical
and aged care communities. Andrew Coroneo of the CSHAG spoke to the crowd about the
need to conserve the site and protect its heritage significance. The rally also attracted “an
angry and vocal crowd of health workers, residents, conservationists and families of patients
in Strickland House”, 116 expressing their fury at Minister Michael Yabsley when he spoke of
the proposals then left before hearing the views of the other speakers
The use of the media and public opinion is an important resource for campaigns. The media
can play an important role as a useful ally, and between 1988 and 2018 there were hundreds
of articles in the Wentworth Courier (the local newspaper), that were written about the
Strickland House campaign. Almost all of these stories were written in support of the
protection of the site, often accompanied by photos of the activists and headlines stating their
pleas to the State Government to save their heritage from impending redevelopment. Both
the WHHS and the CSHAG consistently sent media releases to the newspapers throughout
the campaign, updating them on the dispute and detailing the grounds of their opposition. By
sending out media releases, the campaigners were able to define the dispute in their own
terms rather than from the perspective of the state government. Conversely, it also allowed
them to define the state government’s actions in the terms least likely to appeal to the public
and voters, noting its failures to honour past commitments, comply with its own
announcements and achieve its stated principal objectives.117 In a number of cases, the media
were specifically contacted by the campaigners to attend and report on specially staged
events, such as the protesters placing a ‘not for sale’ sign outside Strickland House in
February 1989.
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The support of the local newspaper the Wentworth Courier was probably a significant benefit
to the campaign. The Wentworth Courier is a long running, free weekly newspaper with a
print circulation of 64,000.118 The sympathetic local media coverage was effective in not only
raising public awareness of the campaign but also in highlighting the inconsistencies in the
state government’s development proposals throughout the period.
The campaigners were adept at reaching a sympathetic audience through their targeted use
of the media. In addition to the local newspapers and media releases, the September 1990
issue of the National Trust (NSW) Magazine featured a three-page article written by June
Poland that outlined the background to the campaign, the battle to protect the site, and lack
of transparency shown by the state government. The magazine is circulated to all National
Trust (NSW) members, and Poland implored the heritage minded readers to consider the
irreplaceable nature of the nation’s heritage assets. “The price of heritage is eternal
vigilance”, she reminded them, and included the details of the CSHAG to encourage readers
to join the fight.119
5.5.2.3 Influence decision-makers
Perhaps the most obvious group of campaign strategies is that of political tactics, aimed at
influencing decision-makers. These can include using political connections and influence, to
identify and exploit the weaknesses in the opposition’s strategy. It also involves being able
to quickly adapt strategies to those of the government.
Building political clout is an effective way to influence the outcome of a campaign and the
use of political connection and influence can be seen throughout the fight for Strickland
House. Within a month of the announcement by the State Government to close the hospital
and sell off a significant portion of the estate for redevelopment, the CSHAG met with local
member Michael Yabsley to voice their concerns. Although Yabsley expressed an interest
at that meeting in selling some of the estate, the CSHAG stated their unwillingness to
compromise, sending a clear message to the State Government of their position. The same
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month, the CSAHG also sent letters to every member of the NSW Legislative Assembly and
asked concerns residents to do the same.
The campaigners sought to make contact with as many decision-makers as possible.
Although often at odds, they were well connected with their local state member, as well as
Woollahra Council, key members of the opposition party, and other politicians within the
federal government. Prior to each state election they sought support from the opposition party
should they win the election. For example, when Bob Carr was the leader of the opposition
prior to the 1995 State election, the WHHS had him publicly sign a document stating that if
successful at the polls he would ban development, subdivision or the sale of a long-term lease
to private interests of any part of the site. Carr also committed to making sure the historic
residence would be refurbished and operate as a public activities centre for the State’s elderly,
the frail and people with disabilities, to enjoy. 120 Peter Poland presented a copy of the signed
document to Carr the following year when he became the Premier of NSW.
Other political tactics included the group seeking the support of Dr. John Hewson, their local
Federal member and newly appointed Leader of the Liberal Party (1990–1993), reasoning
that as Strickland House was listed on the Register of the National Estate, it was also an issue
of federal importance. At the local government level, campaigners met regularly with
Woollahra Council and had their support throughout the campaign. They also sought the
support of other local politicians, escalating the protest to engage neighbouring local
councils. At the protest rally held at the gates of Strickland House in July 1989, the CSHAG
invited Clover Moore, the newly elected Member for the state seat of Bligh to speak. The
Independent Moore had recently defeated Michael Yabsley in that electorate, and the defeat
was touted by some of the protesters as being indicative of what could happen in the local
seat of Vaucluse. 121 In a democratic system where numbers are key to changing elected
officials, deciding whether or not to support an issue can be an important consideration for
candidates. According to Moore, the Strickland House issue had already caused major
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divisions within the Liberal party ranks and it was this that had led to the change of tune from
sale of the property to talk of leasing parts of it. 122
Throughout the campaign, the activists often used the strategy of engaging opposition
members to support their cause. At the July 1989 protest rally the CSHAG invited then NSW
Shadow Minister for Health, Dr. Andrew Refshauge, to attend and address the meeting. As
already mentioned, Bob Carr was leader of the Opposition in 1990 when asked to commit to
resuming the foreshore land at Strickland House which then Premier Greiner was proposing
to lease to developers. 123 When Alinsky considered the most important rules in protest power,
many of the suggested strategies involved the use of political tactics, including making the
enemy live up to their own book of rules. 124 By gaining commitment from those in opposition,
the activists were then in a position to either expect them to live up to that commitment or
highlight their lack of integrity by publicly reminding them of it at later date.
According to Alinsky, it is important to maintain the pressure on the opposition throughout
a campaign.125 This was best done, he suggested, by using different tactics and actions, and
utilising all available events for the period of the campaign’s purpose. In order to maintain
the pressure, the key players consistently adapted their strategy to that of the state
government, responding with each change in policy and plan the state government
announced. When the battle to keep the hospital open was lost with the final closure at the
end of 1989, the groups refocused on preventing the redevelopment proposal from
progressing. When the Heritage Office proposed a Permanent Conservation Order for 55%
of the site, they reacted by pushing for the entire site to be covered, and when the proposed
lease curtilage went from a promised eight percent to 18 and then to 21 percent, they focused
on bringing attention to the lack of consultation and transparency.
Additionally, the ability of the campaign organisers to identify and exploit the weaknesses in
the State Government’s plans and proposals was to prove a key strategy. Other than the
tenacity of those involved in the campaign, their skill in being able to identify what McAdam
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terms the “fissures” in the opposition’s case was notable. 126 When the Department of Health
first announced the redevelopment proposal, Andrew Coroneo from the CSHAG was quick
to point out that the property had not been purchased by the Department of Health and was
not, therefore, theirs to sell. June Poland in particular was adept at understanding the policies
and procedures of the state government strategies, identifying the weak points or
inconsistencies within that policy and using that against them. This is a strategy she employed
many times over the thirty-year battle.
June Poland also placed a major roadblock in the path of the state government when in 1990
she provided detailed findings about the property’s acquisition by the NSW State
Government in 1914. When the question surrounding the acquisition was initially brought to
the attention of the Department of Health in 1989, they stated their own extensive research
had failed to bring any evidence to support the claim.

When Poland provided full

documentary evidence of that acquisition the following year, the State Government
responded by appointing an historian to fully research the nature of the acquisition. The
results of that historical research were never made public.
The campaigners for Strickland House were well aware that inclusion on the State Heritage
Register was a way of assuring its long-term conservation. The protection of the NSW
Heritage Act would prevent the State government from demolishing the site and make
subdivision of the land for redevelopment very difficult. When the Heritage Council of NSW
first proposed a Permanent Conservation Order (PCO) over part of the site in January 1990,
June Poland was quick to support the proposal but went to lengths in her submission to
explain the need to include the entire site in the PCO. The partial PCO was an opportunity
for the State government to dispose of the remainder without the encumbrance of a heritage
listing and Poland was determined to use the opportunity to make a submission pointing out
the dangers of the development proposals. Once the partial PCO was in place, Poland
continued to lobby the Heritage Council over several years to extend it to cover the entire
site. The WHHS also encouraged members to write to the Heritage Council encouraging
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them to extend the PCO. The strategy was ultimately a successful one, with the entire 12acre Strickland House Estate being added to the State Heritage Register in January 2012.
Once again identifying an opportunity within the own government’s strategy for Strickland
House, the WHHS took advantage of an announcement in September 1990 of plans to
advertise for Expressions of Interest for use of the site. As one of the suggested future uses
was for a day activity and leisure centre for senior citizens, the WHHS wrote to a number of
aged care providers such as Mature Australia, encouraging them to submit a proposal.127 The
letter was a proactive strategy from the WHHS, written in anticipation of the upcoming
expressions of interest announced by Premier Greiner. It was an opportunity for the WHHS
to encourage what they regarded as a suitable long-term lease that would help to ensure “these
buildings could yet be retained for optimum public use and enjoyment”. The letter outlined
the dispute over the ownership of the land, noting Premier Carr’s commitment to “retain the
Strickland House Estate as public open space…apart from the historic house itself and part
of the land surrounding it together with the historic stables”.128
The WHHS went on to detail the ways in which the site would be particularly suitable as a
centre for seniors; level ground floor access with kitchen and dining areas to cater for 150
people, well-formed paths with satisfactory wheelchair access, spectacular views of the
harbour and its location in a prime sightseeing area of Sydney. The letter also urged any
interested parties to advise the PSG of their interest and to send a copy of their interest to
Premier Greiner. Most importantly, the letter also asked that they keep the WHHS informed
of any interest expressed or any specific proposal offered by their organisation. This request
was key to helping the WHHS have transparency into the leasing process and hopefully
remain involved and able to gain some level of input into the future of the site.
5.5.2.4 The eight stages of heritage activism
The range of tactics used by the campaigners to protect the heritage significance of Strickland
House was broad and flexible in accordance with the changing Government strategy. In
addition to the individual strategies employed by the campaigners, the overall strategy, one

127
128

Poland, ‘Letter from WHHS to Aged Care Providers’, 10 October 1990.
Poland.

166

that took place over 30 years, is also of importance. Using the model proposed in Table 3.6,
Eight stages of activism in heritage management, the campaign to protect Strickland House
is broken down in line with the work of Moyer.
Although the campaign to protect Strickland House was particularly lengthy, it nevertheless
followed the proposed eight stages of heritage management based on the work of Moyer (Fig.
5.15). During stage one, although there had been rumours in media of a plan to sell the site
to developers, there was a general assumption that the site was protected. It was the work of
the Polands that spread the word of the threat to the community, and June Poland’s research
that uncovered the pivotal documentation regarding the land’s 1914 acquisition. When the
third stage of the campaign was reached, three grassroots groups had joined forces to help
create opposition to the sale. By the time the government made the formal announcement to
sell the site to developers, the campaigners were well placed to force a revision of the
government plan and a PCO on 55% of the site.
Despite many submissions over several years, while various government plans for the site
were proposed then abandoned, the WHHS and were repeatedly unsuccessful in having the
entire site added to the SHR. While this may have been perceived as a failure by the group,
they persisted and continued to gather support for the listing until they were finally successful
after almost 30 years.
The final stage of the activism strategies is also significant in the case of Strickland House.
In heritage conservation circles there is often reference to a “good heritage outcome”. Exactly
what constitutes a good heritage outcome can vary from site to site, community to community
and has certainly changed over time. Despite this complexity, having a site included on the
State Heritage Register is likely to be considered by most a positive outcome. By securing
the listing of the entire Strickland House estate on the SHR, the activists helped to safeguard
its future. Heritage assets should be conserved to retain their heritage significance to the
greatest extent feasible, and the SHR ensures not only recognition of the importance of
Strickland House but protects it from demolition and neglect.
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Figure 5.15 The eight stages of heritage activism: Strickland House

1. Normal Times
- Initial media reports rumours of a plan to
close Strickland Hospital and sell the land
to developers
- While the community supports the
protection of local heritage, there is a
general assumption that important sites
such as Strickland House are protected

8. Continue the struggle
- WHHS continues to fight to protect the
future of Strickland Estate and retain
public access to the site and the house.

7. Success
- After 22 years of submissions and
requests, the entire site of Strickland
House is listed on the State Heritage
Register, and the site is rezoned RE1
Public Recreation by Woollahra Council.

6. Significant public support
- WHHS is advised by the Heritage Office
that the revised CMP supports the
extension of the listing, and the Heritage
Office has given ’in principle’ support
for the extension

Source: author

2. Local awareness of potential threat to
heritage
- Small group of citizens oppose the notion
of the sale
- June Poland uncovers details of 1914
acquisition
- NSW Dept Health denies plans to sell

3. Mobilisation of active local groups
- Three grassroots groups have grown and
joined forces (WHHS, CSHAG, VPA)
and help create a wave of opposition
- NSW Dept Health continues to deny
plans

4. Formal announcement of govt
strategy
- NSW Dept Health announces closure of
Strickland Hospital and proposal to sell
the site to developers
- Campaigners force a revision to a lease of
50% and sale of 50% of site
- PCO is successful but only covers 55% of
the site.

5. Perception of failure
- Repeated submissions by WHHS,
National Trust and Woollahra Council to
extend SHR listing are unsuccessful
- In 2003 WHHS are advised a revised
CMP is being prepared and there is no
opportunity for comment from
community
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Regardless, despite the long-term campaign to protect Strickland House and its inclusion on
the SHR, its future, in some ways, remains unclear. While the harbour foreshore and parkland
are well used, particularly in light of the 2019 opening of the Bondi-to-Manly walk,129 the
house itself has not been adapted for any reuse and is largely closed to the public. As noted
by Howard Tanner in 1993 in his role as chair of the Strickland House Advisory Committee,
it is important to “try and make old houses sing for their supper, and to create a viable
situation for them to live into the next century”. 130 The establishment of a long-term
management plan for Strickland House will help ensure its future and protection of its
significance for the state of NSW.
Moyer’s MAP provides a useful analytical tool for evaluating social movements. Used in this
instance to evaluate the campaign to save Strickland House, the activists achieved many
successes through their methods of advocacy. Although probably unaware of the MAP, they
utilised the tools for strategic planning produced by Moyer in the way they advocated for
protection for the site. The success of the campaign can be explained by Moyer’s theory and
the tactics of the activists through the eight stages, from normal times through to the final,
and current, continuation of the struggle.

5.6 Conclusion
If the outcomes of environmental protest have been generally understudied and deserve more
attention,131 this observation is even more true of heritage conservation protest. In asking the
question: “was the campaign successful?”, there are several ways to assess that success.
Burstein et al suggested that “movements may be considered successful to the extent that
they achieve their formally stated goals”.132 While this provides a useful and seemingly
straighforward method of appraisal, it is problematic in that the goals were, at one time,
multiple across different actors and times. This challenge is acknowledged by Burstein et al,

The 80km walking trail from Bondi Beach in Sydney’s eastern suburbs to Manly Beach in the north is an
amalgamation of several smaller walks, 60km of which are on public land, the rest being on suburban streets.
The walk passes along Milk Beach in front of Strickland House.
130
‘Search Is Still On’. Eastern Express, 24 March 1993.
131
Tilly, Giugni, and McAdam, How Social Movements Matter; della Porta and Diani, The Oxford Handbook
of Social Movements.
132
Burstein, Einwohner, and Hollander, ‘Success of Political Movements’.
129
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noting that the goals can vary across a multiplicity of participants and observers, each of
whom may view movement goals differently. Moreover, with campaigns as lengthy as the
fight to save Strickland House, the goals change over time. Which goals, it can be asked,
should be considered when deciding if success has been achieved? 133
The original goal of the Strickland House campaign was to save the hospital from rumoured
closure as early as 1988. While the hospital was eventually closed in December 1989, the
other goal of the campaigners – to retain the land in public ownership - came to the forefront.
This illustrates the difficulty in assessing the success of campaigns; to those who were
patients at Strickland Convalescent Hospital, or staff, or others local residents concerned
about the availability of aged care services, the campaign failed with the closure of the
facility. Alternatively, the goals of the WHHS and the CSHAG were to retain the Strickland
House Estate in public ownership, and to allow public access to the entire estate.
Additionally, the WHHS was committed to the entire house and estate being listed on the
SHR. Based on the goals of the WHHS and the CSHAG the campaign was a resounding
success. There is however a sense of an unfinished campaign. While it is on the SHR, the
house is not open to the public, which presents two problems. Firstly, the lack of accessibility
casts doubts over its purpose. If the house is not available for use, one might ask if the
achievement of the listing was enough. According to the Burra Charter, a place should have
a compatible use, meaning “a use which respects the cultural significance of a place. Such a
use involves no impact, or minimal impact, on cultural significance”. 134 Finding a compatible
use is not always straightforward, but for the site to have been “saved” yet sitting empty and
closed seems an a somewhat unsatisfactory outcome.
The second issue facing the site is that, as it is, the house does not “earn its keep”, and as
such is unlikely to be maintained to the level of nearby Vaucluse House. Should the condition
deteriorate sufficiently, the Minister may be able to delist the site due to the undue financial
hardship of its conservation under Section 38 (1) (b) of the Heritage Act. In that case, the
battle to save the site will start again.

133
134

Burstein, Einwohner, and Hollander, 281.
Marquis-Kyle and Walker, The Illustrated Burra Charter Article 7.2.
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It would seem apparent that, in the case of Strickland House, successive state governments
have been unreliable guardians. Following the neoliberal rollback of planning reform by the
Greiner government in the 1980s, state strategic planning was eschewed in favour of the
facilitation of development. The heritage values of Strickland House have been secondary to
economic and political values by various governments, with the site being seen as an easy
way for the state government to “cash in” on an asset.
Throughout the period of the campaign to save Strickland House, the various opportunities
provided by the state government for public participation lacked authenticity in terms of any
real power being given to the community. Mapping the level of involvement according to the
proposed model Authenticity in community participation in heritage management (Table 5.2)
reveals the role of the community to be restricted to that of commenter or consumer.
The story of Strickland House is an unusual one, not for being a state-owned heritage site at
risk of sale to developers, but for being defended by a community over such an extended
period. Given the lack of opportunity provided by the government to effectively participate,
the community demonstrated its power to shape the future of Strickland House. Forced to
work outside the formal community consultation processes of government, the campaigners
undertook a prolonged response to protect its heritage significance. Since the announcement
of the closure of the hospital in 1988 the site has been one of almost constant community
activism. It is highly likely that without the intervention of the local community, the site
today would be in private hands and given over to commercial development, rather than
dedicated parkland available for the community, both local and beyond, to enjoy.
There is little doubt that the single most important factor in the success of the campaign to
save Strickland House was the resilience of June and Peter Poland. It was their determination,
amongst others, to remain motivated and committed to the campaign over a period of almost
30 years that was key to the campaign achieving the desired outcomes in the longer term.
While other aspects of activism, such as mobilisation, raising public awareness and
influencing decision-makers were all compounding factors in the success of the campaign, it
is fair to say that each of these centred around the presence and commitment of Peter and
especially June Poland.
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The case study of Strickland House shows how communities can become authentically and
effectively involved in heritage conservation as opposed to the often-tokenistic community
participation rhetoric offered by governments. The second case study, a timber truss bridge
on the State Heritage Register in the NSW rural town of Carrathool, explores the
opportunities for a community to participate in the future of a site in which they see little
significance. It is, in this case, the community’s own priorities guided their involvement,
against the economic priorities of the state government.
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6 CARRATHOOL BRIDGE
6.1 Introduction
The case study of Carrathool Bridge (Fig. 6.1) highlights the importance of authentic
community involvement in heritage conservation. The town of Carrathool lies in the western
Riverina region of New South Wales, five kilometres north of the Sturt Highway with the
Murrumbidgee River running in between (Figs. 6.2 and 6.3). The Sturt Highway is the only
major transport route connecting Carrathool to the broader region and cities. It is a tiny speck
in an open rural landscape with a population of 238 and a total of 2719 in the broader Local
Government Area (LGA).1 The nearest town is Hay, 64km to the west.

Figure 6.1 Timber truss bridge at Carrathool 2018
Source: Photograph by author

1

Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2016 Census
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Although the region has traditionally
been known for sheep and cattle
production, more recently there has
also been diversification into cotton
and rice cropping. A timber truss
bridge is located on the outskirts of
the town and connects Carrathool to
the Sturt Highway. Over the period
between 2012 and 2015 its future
became the focus of a battle between
the NSW Roads and Maritime
Service and the town (Table 6.1).
This

case

study

examines

the

community consultation processes
undertaken by the RMS and the ways
in which the feedback from the
community was excluded from the
decision-making process. The bridge
at

Carrathool

illustrates

the

importance of the consideration of
community

in

attributing

significance to heritage sites and
some of the implications of their
exclusion from that process. As with
the Strickland House case study, the
Figure 6.2 Map showing location of Carrathool
NSW in red (top)
Figure 6.3 Satellite map showing location of
Carrathool Bridge (bottom)
Carrathool Bridge (green) across the Murrumbidgee River, the
town of Carrathool to the north (red) and the Sturt Highway
(yellow) to the south
Source: googlemaps.com

discussion will assess both the
authenticity

of

the

community

consultation processes that took
place, and the activism strategies
undertaken by the community.
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Table 6.1 Key Events Carrathool Bridge1999-2019
Year
1999
2000
2000-01
2002
2006
March 2009
November 2010
July 2011

15 August 2012
October 2013
November 2013

March 2014
1 August 2014
March 2015
November 2015
4 October 2019
Source: Author

Event (Community led campaign strategies shaded grey)
RMS commissions McMillan Britton & Kell report Study of the relative
significance of all timber truss bridges in NSW
Carrathool Bridge added to newly created NSW State Heritage Register as part
of bulk listing
Major Bridge repairs: undergoes lift span decking strengthening and complete
replacement of truss after truck damage
RMS revises Timber Bridge Management Strategy and proposes the retention of
all but one of the 29 bridges, including Carrathool
Major Bridge repairs: all timber piles below ground replaced with steel and/or
concrete piles and caps
Minister for Planning, Kristina Keneally, requests a review of RMS timber
bridge portfolio
RMS releases first edition of Timber Truss Road Bridges: a strategic approach
to conservation for feedback to NSW Heritage Council
RMS releases revised Timber Truss Road Bridges: a strategic approach to
conservation, proposing retention of 17 of the bridges on the State Heritage
Register including Carrathool
RMS releases community update on the timber truss bridge strategy, outlining
the proposal and submission process
Public submission period from 18 July 2011 - 15 September 2011
106 submissions received: 18 from Carrathool local residents
Public meeting held in Carrathool by RMS, attended by 70 local residents, 5
RMS representatives and 1 from the Heritage Office
Carrathool Shire Council applies to NSW Heritage Council to delist the bridge
to allow for a replacement to be built
Heritage Council advises Carrathool Council they will only consider the
application to delist the bridge it is satisfied it is either incapable of reasonable
or economic use, or it is causing undue financial hardship to the owner
Application to delist was verbally rejected due to the evidence given by the
RMS
Heritage Council NSW alerted to discrepancy in community submission process
RMS announces a new bridge to be built in Carrathool, funded by both NSW
State Govt ($7.5m) and Australian Federal Govt ($7.5m)
Work on new bridge in Carrathool begins, due for completion 2018
New Carrathool Bridge officially opened
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6.2 History of the site
6.2.1

Indigenous landowners and early European settlement

Prior to the arrival of Europeans to the area in the 1830s, the town know known as Carrathool
was part of Wiradjuri land. The Wiradjuri are the largest Aboriginal group in New South
Wales (NSW), once occupying the plains running north and south from the west of the Blue
Mountains. Stone tools found in the surrounding area suggest that it was not so much a
permanent camp as an area visited for seasonal foraging and occasional ceremonies. The
grasslands of the Riverina were a source of native cereals and plants with fruit or nuts that
could be gathered by hand. Small grindstones were used by Wiradjuri women along with
their babies and children while larger game animals such as kangaroos were hunted by the
men.2
White settlers had arrived in the area by 1832 and the river frontage of the Murrumbidgee
between neighbouring Darlington Point and Wagga became fully occupied by Irish settlers.
The land was rapidly subdivided, and the Wiradjuri displaced, directly affecting their sources
of food and introducing disease and alcohol, decimating the population. 3 Although reportedly
amicable at first, relations between the Wiradjuri and the Irish deteriorated during the severe
drought of 1838, with white men forming armed posses to attack the Aborigines. Wiradjuri
responded by mounting a guerilla type resistance, culminating in the 1841 trapping of a
Wiradjuri group by settlers on an island in the Murrumbidgee River (Massacre Island) in
which an unknown number of Wiradjuri were murdered. The massacre marked the end of
the organised Aboriginal resistance in the area.
The increased stress on food resources resulting from the 1840s depression forced the
Wiradjuri into a tightening net of dependence and poverty. At the stations 4 they received
treatment ranging from being welcomed as cheap labour to being shot on sight.5

NSW Heritage Council, ‘Warangesda Aboriginal Mission and Station’.
NSW Heritage Council.
4
A “station” is a large property in Australia, the equivalent of a ranch in the US.
5
Gammage, Narrandera Shire, 36.
2
3
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The white population increased throughout Wiradjuri country following the discovery of
gold in the region in the 1850s and a resulting boom market for meat. When the gold rushes
dissipated, those who remained provided a source of cheap labour for the squatters. Rising
wool prices in England brought increasing prosperity to sheep farmers, and many Wiradjuri
became increasingly dependent on the stations.
The introduction of the Free Selection Acts of 1861 6 brought thousands of new settlers into
Wiradjuri country.7 The influx of small-scale conditional-lease farmers signified the decline
of the vast holdings of squatters, subdivision of land into smaller units and a widespread
availability of casual rural labour. The region’s flat red-brown soil was ideal for wheat
growing and by the 1870s wheat producers in the region had grown from obscurity to a
position of dominance.8 The substantial sheep and wheat stations in the region provided work
for the displaced Wiradjuri, who typically camped near the station boundaries. The men were
paid for shearing, rabbiting, and harvesting, with women taking in washing and mending or
working as domestic help.
As documented in A Hundred Years War by Peter Read, the continual alienation of the
Wiradjuri by squatters and lease farmers throughout the 19th century saw them driven from
their land and their dreaming places. Ceremonial grounds were abandoned and by the 1870s,
dozens of displaced Murrumbidgee family groups were camped near the river at Darlington
Point, 60km east of Carrathool.9
The banks of the Murrumbidgee were used as a stock route to Melbourne and many of the
towns and stations around which the Wiradjuri began to gather several decades later were
founded in the 1840s and 1850s. A river steamer service was established in 1858, with
Carrathool serving as a river port. Originally a way station for those travelling by river
between Narrandera and Hay, the first hotel opened in 1868 on the southern bank. When the

6

Government of New South Wales, Crown Lands Occupation Act of 1861.
The Crown Lands Acts (Free Selection Acts) 1861 were introduced to reform land holdings in NSW by
breaking up the Squattocracies’ domination of land tenure. Under the reforms, Crown Land could be selected
and bought freehold in 40 to 320 acre lots and selectors were required to live on the land for three years and
make improvements. The Land Acts accelerated the alienation of Crown Land that had been acquired under the
principle of Terra Nullis, and hence accelerated the dispossession of the indigenous population.
8
Andrews, ‘The Emergence of the Wheat Belt in Southeastern Australia to 1930’, 54.
9
Read, Wiradjuri: A Hundred Years War, 27–30.
7
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rail system was extended to the Riverina area in the 1880s, a railway station was built at
Carrathool as the town was established on the northern side of the river.
6.2.2

The design and construction of Carrathool Bridge

The town became a busy river port and rail stop, serving the Riverina copper mines and
agricultural industries. The town of Carrathool was accessed via punt across the
Murrumbidgee River (Fig. 6.4) until
a small bridge was built in 1883.
Some of the pillars of this bridge
still remain. The punt was moved
further down the river and operated

Image redacted for copyright reasons

until 1922, when the present day
Carrathool Bridge was built using
funds from both the Department of
Public

Works

and

the

local

community. The new bridge utilised
the Allan Truss system, which
Figure 6.4 Punt crossing at Carrathool n.d.

combined

Source: Carrathool Local Council Library No. Ph2380

performance of engineered trusses

the

structural

with the strength of Australian
hardwood. Devised by Percy Allan,
a senior engineer at the Department
of Public Works, the Allan Truss
was a more cost-effective solution

Image redacted for copyright reasons

than its predecessors, using less
material but allowing for heavier
loads. While the Government had
implemented the Allan Truss in its
public bridge building program as
early as 1894, Carrathool Bridge

Figure 6.5 Timber truss bridge at Carrathool
c.1928
Source: Carrathool Local Council Library No. Ph2379

was built in 1922, making it one of
the last of its type to be built in
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NSW.10 The bridge at Carrathool (Fig. 6.6) is of particular interest for its bascule lift-span
which allowed the central section to be raised for paddle steamers to pass. 11 This allowed the
river traffic on the Murrumbidgee to flow, an important factor in the regional economy. The
lift span last opened to river traffic in the 1930s. Since that time, it has continued to operate
as a single lane river crossing with a non-operable lift span.

6.3 Government initiatives and community response
Currently, the process of adding an item to the NSW State Heritage Register (SHR) is
evidence based and dependent upon an assessment of cultural significance, calls for
community comment, and assessment and recommendation by both the Heritage Council and
the Minister. In 2000, shortly after the introduction of the SHR, a call for the bulk listing of
state-owned items led to approximately 700 additions to the register, contrary to the
individual review process that is now standard.
Included in these 700 items were 29 timber truss bridges located throughout NSW. These
bridges were selected on the basis of a 1998 report commissioned by the owner of the bridges,
the NSW Roads and Maritime Services (RMS).12 The Study of Relative Heritage Significance
of all Timber Truss Road Bridges in NSW by McMillan Britten and Kell (MBK) aimed to
compile an inventory of the state’s 82 timber truss bridges and assign individual significance
based on relative heritage value. Each of the bridges was assigned one of the four levels of
significance (national, state, regional and local).13 Of the 82 bridges included in the study, 37
were Allan Truss bridges, of which 7 were classified as being of national significance, 5 of
state significance (including Carrathool), 9 regional and 16 local. It was on the basis of the
MBK Report’s allocation of significance that the 29 timber truss bridges, including
Carrathool Bridge, became part of the bulk listing on the new State Heritage Register in 2000.
The register listing for Carrathool Bridge includes a statement of significance that makes

McMillan Britton Kell Pty Ltd, ‘Study of Relative Heritage Significance of All Timber Truss Road Bridges
in NSW’, 43.
11
NSW Heritage Council, ‘Timber Truss Road Bridges of NSW: Review of Roads and Traffic Authority’s
Proposed Approach to Conservation’, 23.
10

13

The 1998 MBK report uses four categories, however when the SHR was established in 1999, the number of
categories was reduced from four to three, removing regional significance.
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particular mention of its “bascule lift as a rare feature, and has associational links with the
historic river trade, and has much to reveal about late 19 th century civil engineering and
manufacturing technology.”14 The listing also details the materials used in the piers and truss
spans as well as the post and railings. Timber truss bridges, the listing notes, “were so
common that NSW was known to travellers as the timber bridge state”. As the NSW Roads
and Maritime Services owns the bridge, it is also listed under Section 170 of the NSW
Heritage Act. Section 170 requires state government agencies to identify, conserve and
manage heritage assets owned, occupied or managed by that agency.
The MBK study, used for the inclusion of the Carrathool Bridge on the State Heritage
Register, outlines the methodology used, including consultation to assess the social
significance of each bridge. The “extensive program of consultation…carried out to establish
the strength of community feeling for the bridges”15 involved contacting relevant councils
and regional branches of the National Trust by way of a questionnaire, telephone contact,
and letters “where it seemed that the bridge may have a high degree of heritage significance”.
The report goes on to state, “for the purposes of this study, it was assumed that these
organisations adequately represent the views of their respective local communities”.16 MBK
developed a rating system to give each relevant criterion of significance (technical, historical,
social, aesthetic and regionality) a ranking as a way of quantifying significance of the 82
bridges in the study. Social significance was assessed as follows:
The bridges have some social significance for the whole community, and
as such each gained 1 point in their social significance score. Most of their
social significance comes from the interest from the local community and
was determined according to the response we have received from the
National Trust, historical societies, and councils, as well as information
gathered during the bridge inspection process.17

NSW Office Environment & Heritage, ‘Carrathool Bridge over Murrumbidgee River’.
McMillan Britton Kell Pty Ltd, ‘Study of Relative Heritage Significance of All Timber Truss Road Bridges
in NSW’, 75.
16
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, ‘Timber Truss Bridges: Study of Relative Heritage Significance of All
Timber Truss Road Bridges in NSW’, 76.
17
McMillan Britton Kell Pty Ltd, ‘Study of Relative Heritage Significance of All Timber Truss Road Bridges
in NSW’, 86.
14
15
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With final ratings ranging from 3 to 7, Carrathool Bridge was assigned a social significance
rating of 6. Ranking the bridges in order of significance, Carrathool was the 25 th most
significant timber truss bridge out of 82, and it was this ranking that was used to allocate the
level of significance. The top 16 on the list were deemed nationally significant, the next 21
as being of state significance, and the remaining 45 as either regional or local significance.
As such, the bridge at Carrathool was included on the newly created SHR in 2000.
6.3.1

The Timber Truss Bridge Conservation Strategy

By the time the RMS announced the Timber Truss Roads Bridges – A Strategic Approach to
Conservation (hereinafter referred to as the Timber Truss Road Bridges Strategy) in 2011,
there were 63 remaining timber truss bridges in NSW, with 48 under their management and
15 under local councils. The aims of the strategy were to review their portfolio of 48 timber
truss bridges and from that review, “determine a set of bridges requiring long-term
conservation in order to meet the evolving operational needs of NSW’s road network while
providing an appropriate representation of our State’s bridge heritage”.18
The Timber Truss Bridge Strategy proposed the retention of 25 bridges, including the bridge
at Carrathool, that would “reflect the history and diversity of timber truss styles”.19 The
remaining 23 bridges were to be removed and replaced with modern bridges, dependent on
funding and freight requirements.
The local community of Carrathool and the Carrathool Shire Council voiced their almost
unanimous preference for a replacement bridge consistently throughout the process. The
timber bridge, almost 100 years old by 2011, was no longer able to provide the community
with a safe or reliable means of crossing the Murrumbidgee River with modern heavy
agricultural loads. The bridge was closed on a regular basis due to damage from caravans
and other large vehicles hitting the timber trusses, forcing a 60km detour for anyone driving
to or from the highway on the other side of the river.

18
19

NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, ‘Timber Truss Road Bridges: A Strategic Approach to Conservation’, 1.
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, 4.
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It was announced in August 2012 that the RMS had decided to retain the bridge, and as such
was not in a position to construct a new bridge under the strategy, which provided only for
either retention or replacement, not both.20
Central to the ongoing issues confronted by the RMS in the care of timber truss bridges is
their age. They were designed at a time when a standard load was 16 tonnes. Their original
purpose was to provide rural crossings for laden bullock wagons, horses and carts and animal
powered farm equipment. It was the increasing demands of mechanised transport that saw
these bridges outmoded by the 1930s, as they became unsafe under the rising speed and
weight of new engine-powered technology.
In 2002, the RMS revised its management strategy of its timber bridges in order to seek ways
to retain the bridges on the SHR, given that many of them were nearing the end of their
service lives.21 The RMS was, according to the Timber Bridge Management report, under
“constant pressure to replace or significantly upgrade many of the remaining timber bridges
because of, amongst other reasons, local community pressures for improved access”.22 At the
time of the revised strategy being published in 2002, of the 105 Allan truss bridges built
across NSW between 1893 and 1929, 37 remained and of those, 22 were owned by the RMS,
including the bridge at Carrathool.23 The revised strategy proposed four possible outcomes
for managing each of the bridges. These were to:
1. Conserve the bridge ‘as is’, in operational condition;
2. Conserve the bridge with substantive change, in operational condition;
3. Replace the bridge on a new alignment and hand over the bridge to a
new owner for an alternative use; or
4. Replace the bridge and demolish the existing bridge.
The outcome of the RMS both retaining an existing timber truss bridge and building a new
bridge was not considered to be a viable option. It would not significantly reduce the costs

NSW Roads and Maritime Services, ‘Timber Truss Bridge Conservation Strategy’, 26.
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, ‘Timber Bridge Management’, 2.
22
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, 1.
23
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, 4.
20
21
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of maintaining the timber bridge. According to the RMS, this outcome would “still create an
ongoing maintenance liability as well as potentially creating new risk if bridge sections
remain over a waterway or are placed within a park or public area”.24 The 2002 report
proposed the retention of all but one of the 29 timber truss bridges listed on the State Heritage
Register, including the bridge at Carrathool.25
In March 2009, a request was made to the Minister for Roads by the then Minister for
Planning, Kristina Keneally, for a review of the RMS’s portfolio, in conjunction with the
NSW Heritage Branch, of timber truss bridges.26 The purpose of the review was to expedite
delays on heritage planning approvals for works on timber bridges, to ensure the maintenance
budget was appropriately allocated, and to provide the RMS with planning certainty.27 At the
time, the RMS and the NSW Heritage Branch were both located within the Department of
Planning. Using the 1998 MBK Study of Timber Truss Bridges as a basis, the RMS developed
the Timber Truss Road Bridges Strategy to establish a plan for the ongoing care and
maintenance of the 48 timber truss bridges under their ownership. The first edition of this
report, dated November 2010, was circulated to relevant government departments including
the Heritage Council but is has not been made publicly available. The revised report,
published in July 2011, is noted as having “minor editing to assist public readership, with
recommendation and processes remaining unchanged, and updates to reflect current budget
negotiations”.28
The RMS proposal for conservation included:
1. Retaining a listing of 17 bridges on the State Heritage Register
(including Carrathool); and
2. Adding three bridges to the State Heritage Register.
The proposed portfolio for divesting from the RMS portfolio included:
1. De-listing of 12 bridges from the State Heritage Register; and

NSW Roads and Maritime Services, ‘Timber Truss Bridge Conservation Strategy’, 12.
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, ‘Timber Bridge Management’, 5.
26
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, ‘Timber Truss Road Bridges: A Strategic Approach to Conservation’, 1.
27
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, 13.
28
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, i.
24
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2. Divesting of 12 bridges without exceptional characteristics; and
3. Divesting of 11 multi-truss bridges.
According to the report, the timber truss bridges pose specific problems for the RMS under
their commitment that all roads and bridges in NSW must comply with the Roads Act 1993
requirements of load capacity. The ongoing maintenance costs of the timber bridges are also
significant to the RMS. On a per bridge basis, these costs are typically 20-25 times that of a
modern bridge structure.29 One of the findings of the 2011 review of the bridges was that
20% of the available bridge maintenance funds were being used on only 1% of the total RMS
bridge assets across the state, and that the situation was not sustainable.30 The
disproportionately high maintenance cost is a result of both the frequency of work required,
and the cost of sourcing the high-quality hardwood. The affordability is further compromised
by the status of state significance attributed to 29 of the bridges, including Carrathool,
obliging the RMS under the Heritage Act 1977 to conserve the cultural significance of those
items. In this case that requires the use of high-quality hardwood timber sourced from 80–
200-year-old trees,31 and the use of highly skilled tradespeople. In acknowledging these high
maintenance costs, the RMS expressed a wish not to, according to the strategy report, “create
‘redundant assets’ which place a liability on the community with little potential benefit”.32
The same month in which the RMS published the Timber Truss Road Bridges Strategy in
2011, they also released an eight-page community update on the strategy. The update noted,
“in collaboration with the Heritage Council of NSW, the RMS is now seeking community
feedback on the proposal” and included an outline of the planning and decision-making
process (Fig. 6.6). Carrathool Bridge was listed in part one of the proposal as a bridge to be
retained. It was one of ten Allan truss bridges proposed for retention.
The decision-making process made provision for consultation with stakeholders and the
community on the timber truss bridge strategy to take place after consultation with the

29

NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, 2.
NSW Heritage Council, ‘Timber Truss Road Bridges of NSW: Review of Roads and Traffic Authority’s
Proposed Approach to Conservation’, 13.
31
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, ‘Timber Truss Road Bridges: A Strategic Approach to Conservation’, 16.
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NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, 18.
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Heritage Council. The RMS wanted
to “hear community views prior to
finalising the strategy” and was
“particularly

interested

in

the

community’s views on the overall
approach in the strategy, and any
other issues that could affect the
decision to retain or replace specific
bridges”.33 A link to the full report
was included in the community
update, and written submissions
were invited by 26 August 2011.
According to the update, the RMS
was also consulting with groups
such as the National Trust of
Australia

(NSW),

Engineering

Heritage Australia and the RAHS as
Figure 6.6 RMS Planning and decision-making
process

well as continuing discussions with
the Heritage Council of NSW.

Source: NSW Roads and Traffic Authority (2011)

In referring to the 1998 McMillan
Britton Kell study, the 2011 RMS report conceded that no in-depth community consultation
was undertaken during that project, and as such “social significance was based largely on the
level of response, if any, from inquiries to local authorities and heritage bodies. Where no
response or a ‘lukewarm’ response was received, the bridge was scored low in this criterion”.
This was the case for almost 40 percent of the bridges, which as the report notes, “does not
necessarily prove a lack of significance, there can only be low confidence in the validity of
this criterion”.34 As a result, up until the point of the community update requesting feedback,
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NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, ‘Community Update: RTA Timber Truss Road Bridges’, 8.
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, ‘Timber Truss Road Bridges: A Strategic Approach to Conservation’, 8.
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no opportunity for the community had been given either as a part of the 1998 MBK study, or
in order to add the bridge to the State Heritage Register in 2000.
In preparing the 2011 updated review of the bridges, the RMS undertook a four-step
assessment process in order to make decisions regarding the future of each bridge: an
operability test, sensitivity analysis, representative sampling and a balancing analysis. The
operability test focused on safety and serviceability and was not heritage related. The
sensitivity analysis examined the key heritage and operational factors to differentiate
between the bridges. The scoring was designed to “allow the population to be scaled based
on the level of challenge presented in their future management or to examine the influence
of specific factors”.35 The third step in the process, representative sampling, was to check
that the bridges chosen for conservation would adequately represent the range of bridge
types. The final balancing analysis was to measure the representative sample against other
government planning policy requirements, including meeting heritage asset management
policy obligations. As the sensitivity analysis was used to assess heritage significance, it is
that stage in the process that will be examined in further detail as a part of this case study.
6.3.1.1 Sensitivity Analysis
The sensitivity analysis involved the ranking of the bridges according to five key operational
factors and five key heritage factors. The five operational factors, which will not be explored
in detail in this thesis as they are not heritage related, included the effect of loads and bridge
characteristics for losing bridge serviceability, and the effect of losing serviceability on safety
and on freight, and the seasonal effect of losing bridge serviceability on freight.36 The five
heritage factors used in the assessment of the bridges were: level of modification (from the
original design and construction), listings (on local, state and S170 registers), special
characteristics, gateway factors (such as proximity to a population), and landmark quality
(such as the visual impact upon the landscape).
These sets of five operational (O1-O5) and five heritage (H1-H5) factors were then used to
provide a ‘conservation spectrum’ of timber truss bridges. A ‘traffic light’ system of red,
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NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, 25.
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, App.4-1;4-2.
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yellow or green was then used for each of the ten criteria for each bridge. The higher the
number of green factors a bridge was assigned, the better candidate it was considered for
conservation. The final sensitivity analysis ranked the bridges in order of the number of
‘green’ values assigned to each one. The five heritage factors and an explanation of the
thresholds imposed in allocating green, yellow and red lights are outlined in Table 6.2.
Table 6.2 Heritage sensitivity factors
#
H1

H2

H3

H4

Factor
Level of modification
Integrity of original design
Works with Heritage Branch
approval
Rate:
0 if little or no modification to
original design of truss spans
1 if substantial modification to a
single bridge component
2-3 if substantial modification to 2
or 3 components
4 if major unsympathetic
modification
-1 if works undertaken on SHR
listed item with Heritage Branch
approval
Listings
Rate:
• 3 points - State Heritage Register
• 1 point - local environmental plan
• 1 point - RTA S 170 register
Special characteristics
Rate:
1 point if truss spans are of
exceptional length or width. Or
there are more than three.
1 point if piers and/or abutments
were originally built in material
other than timber (e.g., concrete,
cast iron or masonry).
1 point if bridge includes a lift
span.
‘Gateway’ bridge (social
value/contribution)
Rate:
0 if >10km from population centre
1 if <10km from population centre;

Threshold
Green: 0
Yellow: 1-3
Red: 4

Discussion
This factor considers how modified a
bridge is from its original design and
whether those modifications have
been sympathetic to the bridge. This
includes consideration of recent
capacity upgrade modifications.
Where works were conducted after
2000 when bridges were listed on the
State Heritage Register (SHR) it is
assumed approved works are
sympathetic.

Green: 4+
High recognition
Yellow: 2 Moderate
recognition
Red: 1
Low recognition
Green:2
Considerable
variation
Yellow: 1
Some variation from
norm
Red: 0
No distinguishing
features – a typical
example of the type

This factor considers the degree of
statutory and non-statutory
recognition of each bridge.
This is one indicator of the bridge’s
level of historic, social and
technological significance.
While the timber truss bridges belong
to one of five distinct types, some
bridges have special features (e.g., lift
spans), which give them a greater
level of heritage significance. It is
also desirable to conserve typical
examples of a truss type.

Green: 2
High gateway value
Yellow: 1
Moderate gateway
value

While it is difficult to measure the
social significance of a bridge, its
proximity to a population centre can
provide some measure of the likely
level of community interest in the
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H5

2 if <1km from population centre
or in a designated historic precinct

Red: 0
No gateway value

Landmark quality
Rate:
• 1 point if bridge is prominent
within setting.
• 1 point if bridge is high above
waterway.
• 1 point if bridge includes a lift
span

Green: 2
Bridge located in a
prominent location,
with strong
contribution to the
landscape and/or
landmark qualities
Yellow: 1
Bridge visible but no
strong landscape
contribution.
Red: 0
Bridge not visible
except during use or
exceptionally
isolated.

bridge as well as heritage tourism
potential. A bridge close to a
population centre is also likely to
make a greater contribution to the
local historic environment and more
likely to be appreciated by passersby, as opposed to a bridge in an
isolated location.
An important aspect of some of the
timber truss bridges is their strong
visual impact upon the landscape,
with some serving as local
landmarks. This is true particularly
for those featuring tall towers on lift
spans.
Other bridges may be visible to more
than their users, but are situated in
areas where there is little opportunity
to make a landscape contribution.
Bridges with low landmark value are
those which are essentially invisible
within the landscape.

The rankings assigned Carrathool are in bold italics
Source: NSW Roads and Traffic Authority (2011)

In establishing relative heritage significance for the 48 bridges, the RMS applied the
sensitivity analysis to the group. Originally published as Appendix 4 to the 2011 Timber
Truss Road Bridge Report, it is the only one of the 6 appendices to be removed from public
access. However, the Carrathool Bridge assessment against the five heritage criteria can be
assumed using the assigned traffic light allocation, despite a lack of further explanation,
which would have been contained within the now unavailable appendix. The ranking that
was assigned to the 48 bridges was to become a key factor in the decision-making process
for which bridges were to be retained and which were to be replaced.
Under the first heritage factor, level of modification, Carrathool Bridge scored a green light,
meaning as of 2011 it had little or no modification to the original design of the truss spans.
It is noted, however that “where works were conducted after 2000 when bridges were listed
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on the State Heritage Register it is assumed approved works are sympathetic”.37 According
to the RMS reports on individual bridges, Carrathool has had two major upgrades since 2000
but prior to the report being produced. In 2000-01, the lift span decking strengthening was
reinforced, and there was a complete reconstruction of the truss following damage by a “High
Mass Vehicle” in 2002. In 2006, every timber pile below ground was replaced with steel
and/or concrete piles and caps with streamlined sills on four approach span piers.38
The second factor takes into account any statutory heritage listings that may apply to the
bridge. In the case of Carrathool as of 2011, the bridge was on the State Heritage Register (3
points) and on the RMS section 170 Register (1 point), which together meant a rank of high
recognition and a green light. As outlined in Chapter 4, each NSW government agency is
required to keep a Section 170 register of heritage assets under its ownership, occupation or
management. The Heritage Act requires that a State agency include in its register items which
are listed on the State Heritage Register.39 As such, to allocate points for both the State
Heritage Register listing and the RMS section 170 register is a misleading measurement of
recognition. Furthermore, it is important to note that the bridge was not considered significant
to the community of Carrathool and as such was not listed on the Carrathool Shire LEP as a
heritage item.
The third factor to establish heritage values, “special values”, is explained as any features
that may give a bridge extra significance including size, use of materials, or the inclusion of
a lift span (opening mechanism). The Bridge at Carrathool was again rated as green light,
requiring two points. As the data are not available, it can be assumed this was because of the
two spans plus a lift span (one point), and its bascule lift (one point), despite the lift being
inoperable since the 1930s.
The fourth factor in the assessment is gateway significance (social value/contribution). The
RMS notes “while it is difficult to measure the social significance of a bridge, its proximity
to a population centre can provide some measure of the likely level of community interest in
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the bridge as well as heritage tourism potential”.40 The Burra Charter defines social value as
“the qualities for which a place has become a focus of spiritual, political, national or other
cultural sentiment to a majority or minority group”.41 This important measure of heritage
significance was reduced by the RMS to a quantitative measurement derived from combining
the distance from the bridge to the town centre, and the number of vehicles crossing the
bridge per day.
Carrathool was awarded a green light based on a “location less than 1km from the town
centre”.42 This is in contradiction with the later section of the report where Carrathool Bridge
is listed as being located between 1-10 km from the town centre. The bridge is actually
located 5.5km from the town centre of Carrathool, which has a total population of 238 people.
The description of the heritage factors and the ranking thresholds make no mention of the
use of AADT (Annual Average Daily Traffic) to assign a rating.43 Again, as the appendix
containing the data for the analysis is no longer available to the public, it is unclear whether
the mistake has been made in the distance between the bridge and the town, or the way in
which the ratings were applied.
Formal social significance assessment requires investigation of community recognition and
interaction with heritage items. While the 1998 MBK study undertook almost no community
consultation, the 2011 Timber Truss Road Bridges Strategy also failed to provide
comprehensive assessment methods to determine social significance. Instead, the report
called upon “available data, which can serve as proxy measures for social significance”.44
The report explains that the RMS “examines ‘social visibility’ as an indication of likely social
significance using measures that should reflect community recognition and sentiment”. The
RMS defines ‘social visibility’ in the case of the timber truss bridges as being the result of a
supposed correlation between the proximity of a bridge to a population centre and its

NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, ‘Timber Truss Road Bridges: A Strategic Approach to Conservation’,
App. 4-3.
41
Australia ICOMOS, ‘The Burra Charter’.
42
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, ‘Timber Truss Road Bridges: A Strategic Approach to Conservation’,
App. 4-3.
43
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, App. 4-3.
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NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, 46.
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frequency of use, and its social value. The RMS justifies the correlation by making the
assumption that “a bridge which is seen and used frequently is more likely to be recognised
and valued by a community than an isolated and infrequently used bridge”.45
The relationship between population proximity and usage was then considered both
individually and in a multivariate analysis using distance from the town centre (using three
categories of less than 1km, less than 10km, and more than 10km from the town centre) and
daily traffic movements, measured using AADT figures (ranging from less than 500, 5002000, and more than 2000). Therefore, bridges closer to town and with higher AADTs were
assigned a higher level of social significance than others.
Using the “social visibility” correlation devised by the RMS, it was decided that the bridge
at Carrathool had a high social visibility rating, based on the fact that it was located between
1-10 km from the town centre, and it had an AADT value of 500-2000. The actual AADT
figure from the individual bridge report was 500, so Carrathool barely scraped into this
category.46 Given that later in the report it is noted that only 50-100 heavy vehicles cross the
bridge daily, the remaining 400 trips per day across the bridge by cars seems a high number
for a small, isolated town. Table 6.3, published in the report, illustrates how social
significance was allocated.
By using their own “social visibility” measure, the RMS assessed the bridge at Carrathool as
being socially significant to the community without any consultation with that community,
and despite it not being listed as a heritage item on the Carrathool Shire Council’s LEP.
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Table 6.3 Social visibility mix for operable bridges
Less than 1km

1-10km

More than 10km

Less than 500 AADT
0

500-2000 AADT
2
Clarencetown
St Albans

5
Monkerai
McKanes
Scabbing Flat
Rossi
Beryl
6
Middle Falbrook
New Buildings
Warroo
Rawsonville
Paytens
Wee Jasper
(lowest social visibility)

3
Junction
Lansdowne
Carrathool

1
Briner

More than 2000 AADT
6
Cobram
Colemans
Dunmore
Morpeth
Victoria
Hinton
(highest social visibility)
1
Galston

0

The highest rated social factors are shaded
Source: NSW Roads and Traffic Authority (2011)

The fifth and final factor by which the RMS assigned heritage values to the bridges was
“landmark quality”. As Carrathool Bridge was assigned a green light it was classified as a
“bridge located in a prominent location with a strong contribution to the landscape and/or
landmark qualities.”47 As the data are not available there is no explanation to justify this
ranking. With such a small population, and Hay some 50km away, this would seemingly
classify the bridge as being exceptionally isolated and therefore in the red-light category.
Additionally, as the bridge is located over 2km off the Sturt Highway and is not a useful

NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, ‘Timber Truss Road Bridges: A Strategic Approach to Conservation’,
App. 4-4.
47
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thoroughfare to other towns, it is “not visible except during use”48 and should have been
allocated a red light.
Having assigned the traffic light system to the bridges, the RMS ranked Carrathool Bridge
as its third best candidate out of 48 bridges for long term conservation.49 It was ranked as
only one of three bridges to be assigned a total of six green lights out of a possible ten. The
green lights for Carrathool were assigned for all five heritage factors, and one of the
operational factors. The operational factor for which it received a green light was the fourth
factor, the “overall effect of losing bridge serviceability on freight”. For this factor,
Carrathool was rated a 1, indicating the average daily heavy vehicle traffic is low at between
50 and 100 per day, meaning it is seen as low risk for damage from those vehicles leading to
bridge failure, taking into account the detour distance needed to divert to an alternate
crossing, with a major diversion classified as ‘more than 10km becoming less and less
acceptable’.50 Given an entire truss required complete reconstruction following damage by a
High Mass Vehicle’ in 2002, and the bridge is regularly closed due to flooding and repairs
from vehicle damage, and the detour required for all vehicles when the bridge is closed is
57km via Hay or 63 km via Darlington Point, it is difficult to ascertain how the green light
was assigned. At one stage, the bridge was reduced to only one lane from 9.30am to 5pm for
repair works for fifteen months, from 21 April 2012 to 26 July 2013 (www.livetraffic.com).
6.3.2

Community consultation

The first version of the Timber Truss Road Bridges Strategy was presented to the Heritage
Council in November 2010 for their response. The Heritage Council appointed a three-person
expert sub-committee specifically to evaluate the strategy proposed by the RMS and report
back to the council. The expert sub-committee comprised Don Godden as Chair (specialist
industrial archaeologist and founding partner of Godden Mackay Logan Heritage
Consultants), Michael Clarke (retired civil engineer with the Public Works Department) and
the Government Architect, with staff of the NSW Heritage Office. Expert advice was also

NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, ‘Timber Truss Road Bridges: A Strategic Approach to Conservation’
App. 4-4.
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obtained from Dr Don Fraser, retired engineer and member of the Engineering Committee
Sydney, and Brian Pearson and Ray Wedgewood, both former Chief Engineers (Bridges) of
the RMS.
In outlining the sub-committee’s findings in the Heritage Council’s submission to the RMS,
it was agreed “that extensive consultation on its report would be required with stakeholders
including affected communities, Engineers Australia, National Trust and ICOMOS, before
the Heritage Council could determine its final position with respect to the proposed
strategy”.51 As a result of these consultations, the Heritage Council provided three additional
submissions in its review of the RMS Report as sought from the National Trust, Australia
ICOMOS and Engineers Australia (there was no response from the Australian History
Council or the RAHS).
Of these three expert submissions, Engineers Australia stated agreement with the general
approach, which is “to find an optimum balance between operational and heritage needs to
provide a sustainable heritage outcome”.52 Both Australia ICOMOS and National Trust NSW
supported the general strategic approach but regarded the RMS Strategy as not
comprehensive enough as a basis for decision making. While the National Trust NSW called
it an approach rather than a strategy, Australia ICOMOS expressed concern over the lack of
adherence to Burra Charter principles of the establishment of heritage significance. Their
submission noted the report’s disclaimer acknowledging “that these listings occurred in a
manner which lacked the scrutiny and rigour of the listing processes now in use by the
Heritage Council and the Minister for Planning”.53 Australia ICOMOS recommended
“rigorous assessment of the heritage significance of the 48 or so timber bridges currently
making up its portfolio”.
There is no record or further mention of the Heritage Council seeking “consultation with
affected communities”, either extensive or otherwise, despite it being recommended earlier

NSW Heritage Council, ‘Timber Truss Road Bridges of NSW: Review of Roads and Traffic Authority’s
Proposed Approach to Conservation’, 27.
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in the report.54 Additionally, at the time of the Heritage Council’s recommendations to the
RMS, the window for community consultation had not yet closed. It was noted in their report
that should that community consultation lead to any revision of the RMS strategy, the
Heritage Council would need to give further consideration to its endorsement.55 However,
despite significant community submissions regarding many of the timber bridges under
discussion, there is no record of further consideration being given by the Heritage Council.
The Heritage Council’s recommendations in the July 2011 report were in support of the RMS
in keeping, conserving and maintaining the 17 state listed bridges (including Carrathool) as
well as eight locally listed timber bridges. While the Heritage Council’s report acknowledged
the RMS’s note regarding the specific capability of Carrathool Bridge to provide access for
large multi-combination trucks, their report dismissed the issue. Despite the cautionary
comment by the state’s transport and road authority, the heritage experts disregarded the
advice, noting Carrathool Bridge’s location “on a local road – not on a main road or highway,
so its upgrading to carry B triples is hardly certain…meanwhile, as protection, a load limit
should be placed and monitored on both the road and the bridge”.56
Meanwhile, public submissions to the RMS had been sought from 18 July 2011, closing on
15 September 2011, some two months after the Heritage Council had already presented its
recommendations. In total, 106 submissions were received: ten from local councils, 15 from
historical societies and community groups, 13 from businesses and more than 50 from
individuals. The highest numbers of these submissions were from the small town of
Carrathool.
6.3.2.1 Community Consultation: The Town of Carrathool
Community engagement, according to the RMS, “ensures effective planning and decisionmaking”. The RMS “strives to engage with customers and the community to understand their
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needs and consider these when making decisions”. 57 In undertaking community and
stakeholder engagement activities, the RMS has four stated goals:
1. To enhance its transparency and public accountability;
2. To ensure that its decision-making is inclusive of diverse community
ideas and opinions;
3. To ensure that its strategic planning, project development and service
delivery meets the balance of community needs and expectation; and
4. To create a more efficient organisation based on collaborative decisionmaking and enhance public trust. 58
In the process of implementing the 2011 Timber Truss Road Bridges Strategy, the RMS
sought feedback from the community of Carrathool via submissions and a public meeting.
Held on 15 August 2011, the first and only public meeting was attended by an estimated 70
local residents, plus five representatives from the RMS and a representative from the NSW
Heritage Branch.59
According to Ken Croskell, General Manager of Carrathool Shire Council, in his follow up
written submission to the RMS:
there was overall support for the construction of a new two-lane concrete
bridge, as this would meet the needs and requirements of the community,
tourism, transport operations, local primary producers and livestock
authorities well into the future where the current bridge does not fulfil these
needs or requirements.60
The Carrathool Council submission goes on to specify the ongoing practical, safety,
economic and detour time issues relating to the existing bridge and the impact on the local
community and economy. Marti Motton, RMS Communications Manager for the southwest
region, also recorded a general list of issues raised at the public meeting. This list forms part
of the submissions released by the RMS specifically relating to the Carrathool Bridge. Of the
27 issues listed, not one of them is in support of retaining the existing bridge. The RMS also

NSW Roads and Maritime Services, ‘Community Engagement - Project Planning Principles’.
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reported concern from many at the meeting that the funds being proposed for the capacity
upgrade would be better spent on a new bridge. The general feeling at the meeting was
reported by the RMS as being only favourable to retaining the old bridge if a new two-lane
bridge could be provided in addition. The closing remark on the list notes “meeting moved a
motion for the RTA to construct a new two-lane concrete bridge over the Murrumbidgee
River”.61
In 2012 the RMS released the report Timber Truss Bridge Conservation Strategy:
Submissions report and revised conservation strategy. The report, prepared by Futurepast
Heritage Consulting and the RMS, makes note of the public meeting held in Carrathool.
Several of the concerns raised at the meeting were listed, including safety risks from large
trucks and buses, lack of farm machinery access, frequent maintenance work restricting
access, and the significant time and financial costs for primary producers detouring through
Hay. The report also mentions the issues of damage to livestock, and ongoing costs of
conservation. In response to these concerns, the RMS stated:
Carrathool Bridge has unique features which strongly supports its
conservation. Because its retention is required, the additional capacity
sought by the Carrathool Council community would require construction
of a new bridge. Providing a new bridge is outside the scope of this
strategy.62
The reasons for the RMS stating categorically that “retention is required” are not known, nor
is the reason for stating “a new bridge is outside the scope of this strategy”, when the stated
goal of the initiative was “a commitment…to improve road freight productivity by replacing
or upgrading bridges over the next 5 years at 17 key locations in regional NSW”.63 Cr Laird,
who attended the public meeting, recalled “Duncan Gay [Minister for Roads at the time of
the meeting] said his hands were tied. He was in a difficult position and told me they [the
Heritage Office] kept blocking it.”64
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In addition to the public meeting at Carrathool, the RMS also placed advertisements for
submissions from local residents and other members of the public in local and state
newspapers. According to the RMS submissions report the highest number from any one
town was the 16 from the residents of Carrathool. In reporting the results of the community’s
submissions, the RMS classified each as being either (A) for retention of the bridge, (B) for
the replacement of the bridge, (C) for a new bridge but only with retaining the old bridge, or
(D) neutral. The RMS results appeared in a table as follows:

Table 6.4 Public submissions received by RMS for Carrathool Bridge
A - Submissions in favour of retention
B – Submissions in favour of replacement
C – Submissions in favour of new bridge
but retention of current bridge
D - Neutral
Total submissions

Number of
Submissions
7
9
2

Submission Numbers
16,20,43,47,69,78,81
21,29,65,68,77,79,80,82,86
85,87

0
18

Source: NSW Roads and Maritime Services (2012)

While the recording of the submissions for and against the retention of the timber bridge
appears to be only slightly in favour of replacement (7 preferring retention to 9 for
replacement), the detail of the individual submissions shows a less ambiguous outcome. An
assessment of the actual submissions to the RMS, as released under the Government
Information Public Access Act 2009 (GIPA) is summarised in Table 6.5:

Table 6.5 Classification of submissions for Carrathool Bridge
Submission
No.

Source

16
20
21
29
43
46

Local Resident
Engineers Australia
Carrathool Public meeting
Local Resident
Not local resident
Local resident

Submission supporting
(A) – retention
(B) - replacement
(C) new bridge & keep old
(D) neutral
B
A
B
B
A
B

RMS Report
Classification

A
A
B
B
A
Not listed
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65
68
69
77
78
79
80
81
82
85
86
87

Local Resident
Local Council Carrathool
Local Council Hay
Local Resident
Heritage Council NSW
Local Resident
Local Resident
Local Resident
Local Livestock Authority
Local Resident (Council Member)
Local Resident
Local Resident

B
B
B
B
A
B
B
B
B
B
B
B

B
B
A
B
A
B
B
A
B
C
B
C

Source: Generated by author from data released by RMS under GIPA775

With regard to the breakdown of the submissions above, the actual community response was
very clear. Of the 18 submissions, only three were in fact in support of the retention of the
bridge. Two of those three submissions were from the Heritage Council and Engineers
Australia. The third was a general submission 65 made regarding the entire strategy and was
written to support the retention of many timber bridges, including Carrathool. Not one of the
submissions supporting retention of the bridge was from the town of Carrathool. Every one
of the other 15 submissions fully supported the construction of a new bridge. Of these, two
also included petitions with a total of over 220 signatures.66 Of particular note is submission
number 85, from a local resident. This submission included over 200 signatures collected in
support of a new bridge in Carrathool. The RMS report classified submission number 85 as
being in favour of retention of the old bridge. So not only were the 200+ signatures supporting
replacement reduced to being counted as a single submission the report, that single
submission was inaccurately recorded as being in favour of retention of the bridge.
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Personal submissions accessed under the GIPA Act 2009 have been provided with identifying details removed
for privacy. The third submission made in support of the retention of the bridge is therefore unidentifiable but
is clearly from someone involved in the bridge construction and/or engineering field and is most likely not a
resident of Carrathool.
66
The petition was titled ‘2 Lane Bridge Needed Over the Murrumbidgee River at Carrathool’ and stated ‘we,
the undersigned, support the need for a new 2 lane bridge over the Murrumbidgee River at Carrathool. The
existing single lane bridge does not cope with the traffic demands of today, demands which are only going to
increase in the future. Anyone wishing to move farm machinery, or transport agricultural produce including,
but not limited to, grain, cotton, stock and wool across the river cannot use the existing bridge because of width,
height and weight restrictions. This results in the need to travel an additional 120km round trip via 120km or
Darlington Point’.
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Contrary to the RMS Submission Report67 none of the submissions supported replacement
only if the old bridge could be retained. More accurately, the submissions received can be
reclassified as shown in Table 6.6:

Table 6.6 Reclassification of submissions according to RMS categories
A - Submissions in favour of retention
B – Submissions in favour of
replacement
C – Submissions in favour of new
bridge but retention of current bridge
D - Neutral
Total submissions

Number of
Submissions
3
15

Submission Numbers
20,43,78
16,21,29,46,65,68,77,79,80,81,82,85,86,87

0
0
18

Source: Generated by author from data released by RMS under GIPA775

Amongst the 18 submissions made, most made specific mention of particular issues to
explain their viewpoint. Table 6.7 itemises each of the concerns raised within the
submissions, and the total number of submissions to raise each individual concern. The most
common concerns with the retention of the bridge surround practical agricultural issues,
including the limits of weight capacity and the dangers and costs of the detours through Hay.
Other issues raised by multiple residents included the danger posed to the school buses, the
difficulty of the closing of the bridge for regular repairs, a need to prioritise livelihood over
heritage, and general safety for the community of Carrathool.
Of the three submissions supporting the retention of the bridge, the submissions noted its
attraction for tourists, the importance of the liftspan, and its current operability.

67

As seen in Table 2, the RMS Submission Report claimed two submissions argued for a new bridge, but only
if the old bridge was to be retained. In fact, the submission stated the opposite; that they were in favour of
retaining the old bridge, but only if a new bridge was built.
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Table 6.7 Points made against and for the retention of Carrathool Bridge
Points made in support of replacement
Bridge cannot accommodate large farm machinery
Danger in detour via Hay
Cost factor in detour via Hay
Time factor in detour via Hay
Danger and cost moving herds across bridge
New bridge of general benefit to the while community
Dangerous for school buses
Bridge closed during frequent repairs
Supply of hardwood timber
Livelihood more important than heritage values
Money better spent on a new bridge
Cannot cope if/when traffic volume increases
General safety concerns for all users
Economic well-being of Carrathool
Loss of heritage significance with required repair work
Questions surrounding RMS expertise in conserving
Long term and ongoing problems with keeping timber
Accident waiting to happen
Miss out on caravan travellers due to access
Flooding on approach bridges
If town does not work it will die – they will lose real
heritage
Bridge only of any value for others not locals
RMS 'to provide safe reliable unrestricted and sustainable'
No specific concerns but general support for replacement
Signage on Sturt Hwy advising weight limit hurts town
Points made in support of retention
Bridge is a tourist attraction
Agree in principle with RMS strategy
Importance of liftspan retention in particular
Carrathool Bridge is still operable (not the liftspan)
Accept RMS Committee's recommendations

Number of submissions
11
9
8
7
5
5
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
Number of submissions
3
3
2
1
1

Source: Generated by author from data released by RMS under GIPA775

In addition to the community submissions and the public meeting, the Mayor of Carrathool,
Peter Laird, and other council representatives met with the Roads Minister, Mr. Duncan Gay
in June 2012. According to Council notes, they received an informal offer of up to $8 million
for the construction of a new bridge at Carrathool, “provided Council takes over the
maintenance of the existing heritage listed timber structure at an estimated cost of $450,000
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per annum. This exorbitant annual impost is not acceptable to Council”.68 Carrathool Council
went on to lobby their local state member Adrian Piccoli and Federal MP Michael
McCormack to find a way to negate the maintenance requirement in order to facilitate the
construction of the much-needed new bridge.

6.4 The final outcome
In October 2012 the NSW Government announced the Bridges for the Bush Initiative, with
the key aim to “improve road freight productivity by replacing or upgrading bridges over the
next five years…in regional NSW”.69 One of the two programs listed as priorities for the
RMS was the Timber Truss Road Bridges Strategy.
The Bridges for the Bush program involved a $145 million commitment from the NSW
Government to repair and replace rural bridges, plus an additional $145 million from the
Australian Government. Of the $290 million, $69 million was allocated to the upgrades of
the timber truss bridges to be retained, and a further $80.5 million was allocated for the
replacements. The selection of bridges scheduled for either conservation or replacement was
based exclusively on the recommendations of the 2011 RMS Timber Truss Road Bridges
Strategy.
In 2012, the bridge at Carrathool was allocated $11.5 million dollars for specific repair work
over the following five years, noting that “recurrent maintenance cost for timber truss bridges
are 20 to 25 times that of a conventional bridge structure”.70 It is estimated that between $4.5
and $6 million had already been spent by the NSW Government on the conservation of the
bridge.71 The conservation strategy for Carrathool attached to the $11.5 million itemised
“proposed future conservation works”72 including routine and periodic maintenance and
conservation of the truss span and the approach spans.73 The proposed list of components to
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be replaced on the bridge was significant, as none addressed any of the concerns raised by
the local community. It would not make the bridge any safer or wider, would not save any
time or costs due to the long detours required, nor would it offer a permanent solution to the
ongoing conservation of the timber bridge.
It was estimated by the RMS that a major rehabilitation of Carrathool Bridge would be
required every five to seven years.74 The proposed works would have undermined much of
the heritage fabric that formed an important component of its stated significance. Even the
feature that distinguished this particular bridge, the engineering of its lift span, would
continue to be inoperable. As noted in one of the local submissions, “the RMS is tasked with
‘providing safe, reliable, unrestricted and sustainable access along roads and across bridges’.
The Carrathool Bridge over the Murrumbidgee in the Shire of Carrathool does not adhere to
any of the above RMS criteria”.75
The cost to replace the bridge with a concrete two-lane bridge, as preferred by the local
community, was estimated to be approximately $7m (ABC News, 18 March 2014).
Additionally, contemporary bridges offer a typical design life of 100 years and the ongoing
maintenance costs are less than one-twentieth of those associated with timber bridges.76 In
announcing the timber truss bridges that were earmarked for replacement, the Bridges for the
Bush initiative cites the benefits to the community. These benefits included the removal of
current detours for HML vehicles of up to 230km in length, access to highways and the
convenience of two-way access across waterways. No benefits were listed for the
conservation program, despite an outlay of $69 million.77

primary timber cross girders with steel girders and installation of weather protection barrier on top chord
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The RMS Bridges for the Bush strategy has failed to improve road freight productivity for
the town of Carrathool. Despite the overwhelming (in fact, unanimous) community support
for the replacement of the bridge, the RMS decision to retain and invest in the existing
structure meant they were very unlikely to see a replacement in the foreseeable future.
In October 2013, after meeting with a representative from the Minister for the Environment’s
Office, the Mayor of Carrathool advised the community that the existing bridge would need
to be delisted to secure funding for a new bridge. Based on the advice, Carrathool Council
initiated a formal application to the Heritage Council to delist the Carrathool Bridge, to allow
for a replacement to be built. In November 2013, the Heritage Council advised Carrathool
Council they would only consider the application if it satisfied either or both of the following:
1. the listing renders the item incapable of reasonable or economic use;
2. the listing causes undue financial hardship to the owner, mortgagee or
lessee of the item or the land on which the item is situated. 78
Carrathool Bridge was eligible for removal from the State Heritage Register on both of the
required criteria. There had been overwhelming and consistent evidence of the lack of
economic suitability of the bridge for the primary producing community of Carrathool. While
most locals appeared to acknowledge the industrial beauty and history of the bridge, it came
at significant economic, time and safety cost to the community and the livestock they
produce. In informing Carrathool Council that the only way they would be provided with a
new bridge would be if they took over the maintenance of the existing bridge at a cost of
$450,000 per year, the financial hardship to the community of Carrathool would be
exorbitant. The entire local regional council area of Carrathool, almost 19,000 square
kilometers in size, has a population of only 2,719 people, while the town itself has less than
238,79 making an annual cost to maintain the bridge unreasonable and unsustainable. The
Heritage Council advised Carrathool Council that if they considered that the application
warranted consideration, it would call for public comment and consider any submissions.
According to the Heritage Council, “Carrathool Council will need to demonstrate strong local
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support for a new bridge”.80 This advice from the Heritage Council was given despite the
ongoing and unanimous support from the local community of Carrathool over the previous
three-year period, which was disregarded for consideration by the Heritage Council in
making their recommendations in July 2011.
According to an email from the General Manager of Carrathool Council, Ken Croskell (31
March 2014), in December 2013 the application was verbally rejected by the Heritage
Council “due to the evidence given by the RMS”, without any further explanation. The
February 2014 Carrathool Council newsletter reported to the community that “verbal advice
had been received that Council’s application to remove the heritage status from the old bridge
has not been successful”, despite the community support. According to Croskell, as of March
2014, Carrathool Council still had not received any formal reply from the Heritage Council,
“despite repeated requests and support from the local member Adrian Piccoli”. The
disconnection between the needs of the community and the agenda of the Heritage Council
was clear in the case of the Carrathool Bridge. The significance of the bridge rests with the
technology and cost benefits brought to a rural community as a result of its construction in
the 1920s. According to its Statement of Significance, the Carrathool Bridge (and the Allan
Truss) “was a major improvement over the trusses which preceded them”. They were “20 %
cheaper to build…could carry 50 % more load and were easier to maintain”.81 While these
factors made the timber truss bridge an important milestone in the progress of regional NSW,
it is precisely the same benefits the same community sought, almost a century later: a cheaper,
safer, stronger bridge that could carry heavier loads and require less maintenance.
An $11.5 million investment by the NSW Government in the conservation of Carrathool
Bridge left a community with a poorly functioning and dangerous bridge, with significant
risks and negative impacts on their agricultural economy. Despite their clear and consistent
message of the need for replacement of the bridge, and despite ongoing provision for
community consultation, the Heritage Council and the RMS’s dismissal and
misrepresentation of their needs resulted in their loss of faith in the heritage system. As
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expressed by Carrathool Shire Mayor Peter Laird “it’s just absolutely ridiculous the amount
of money that’s been put into this bridge and still it’s not serving the community, it’s grossly
inadequate”.82
It was at this point that the community of Carrathool appears to have reduced their efforts to
try and turnaround the government’s decisions to retain the bridge. The small town’s
extensive participation in the community consultation process had not been successful,
although they were unaware at this point of the misrepresentation of their feedback.
Nevertheless, extensive lobbying by local members continued on the community’s behalf.
According to Cr Laird, local cotton gin RivCott Gin also placed pressure on the state
government to reverse their decision. 83 Although the RMS has approved road train access
over the existing timber bridge in 2016, RMS had continued to push for a better solution for
the transportation of their cotton. 84 It is unclear whether there was ever a revision of the
community consultation submissions from the residents of Carrathool. Finally, in March
2015 the RMS announced that the town of Carrathool was to have a new bridge built. Half
of the $15 cost was to be funded by the State Government, with the other half being
contributed by the Federal Government.85 Work was officially started on a new bridge in
Carrathool in November 2015 and was due for completion by mid-2018. The budget for the
new two-laned bridge is reported to be $15 million. Dreise Tucker’s 2015 design submission
was selected for the bridge and involves a new five-span 100m concrete road bridge over the
Murrumbidgee River and approximately 1km of highway realignment.
The final decision to replace the bridge in Carrathool could be considered a good outcome
for the community. While the community will have access to a modern and efficient bridge,
the timber truss bridge has been retained, for now, and is currently used as for pedestrian and
light traffic. However, as pointed out by Cr Laird, “at Bourke bridge they have left it as a
foot bridge and without vehicle traffic the white ants come in and eat it – that bridge is so
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dangerous now you can almost fall through there is that much damage to the timber”. 86 In an
October 2019 update provided by the RMS, it was noted seven of the bridges 87 intended to
be retained under the strategy were “not able to be upgraded to service the future road
network and meet the needs of their communities will now be removed”. 88 Eight other bridges
which are good examples of their type have been selected to be retained in their place.
According to the update, the seven bridges are to be removed from the listing in the strategy
“will be progressively replaced and removed, with appropriate heritage interpretation being
installed”. Although it remains listed on the SHR, the Carrathool Bridge listing on the
Heritage NSW website makes no mention of either its 2019 replacement, or the timber
bridge’s future.89
The new Carrathool Bridge was officially opened in October 2019.90 The process initiated by
the RMS in 2011 had taken eight years, during which time the local community of Carrathool,
and the broader community, have had to continue to use the inadequate timber truss bridge,
or the 120 km detour for heavy vehicles and when the bridge was closed regularly for
structural repairs. At the public meeting held by the RMS in August 2011 there was a very
large turnout. As was recorded in the minutes from the meeting, there was overwhelming, if
not unanimous, support from the community for a new bridge. Given the further seven years
the community has been forced to wait for an adequate bridge, it is difficult to ascertain the
purpose of the public meeting in 2011.

6.5 Discussion
The ownership of a significant heritage item by a state agency, such as the RMS, can bring
about complex decision-making processes. The priorities of the RMS to “plan, design, build,
maintain and operate safe and secure networks to meet customer needs”91 have the potential
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to conflict with the Heritage NSW92 role to “conserve, revitalise, care for and enjoy our
historic heritage”.93 As noted in a 2011 RTA community update, the outcomes of the Timber
Truss Road Bridges Strategy required a balanced choice between transport needs and heritage
conservation.94
In the following discussion of the community consultation processes that took place at
Carrathool, the focus will be on the period following the Timber Truss Road Bridges Strategy
of 2010 and the Bridges to the Bush Strategy of 2012. While this chapter has covered the
exclusion of the community from the initial listing process of the bridge in 2000 to the SHR,
that occurred as a result of the creation of the register rather than a deliberate exclusion.
However, it should be noted that by accepting the MBK report’s assessment of Carrathool
Bridge as being of State Significance, 95 and carrying it forward into the 2011 strategy without
attempting to correct the balance, the RMS could be seen as being in contradiction of its own
community engagement policy. Despite an acknowledgement within the strategy that the
MBK report had fallen short in consulting the community, 96 the RMS did very little to rectify
this shortcoming to bring the Timber Truss Road Bridges Strategy in line with its own goals
for transparency and inclusive decision-making.
The discussion that follows examines the two core themes of the thesis. Firstly, the
authenticity of the community participation process undertaken by the state government is
examined in light of the proposed model outlined in Chapter 3, Authenticity in community
participation in heritage management (Table 3.4). To address the second aspect of this
research, the strategies undertaken by the community to mobilise, raise public awareness and
influence decision-makers will be identified. These tactics will then be discussed with
reference to the proposed heritage activism model outlined in Fig. 3.4 The eight stages of
activism in heritage conservation.
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6.5.1

The authenticity of the community participation process

The process of including the community in the decision-making process surrounding the
future of the bridge at Carrathool, whilst perhaps well-intended, provides a robust example
of inadequate community consultation. While the community was given the opportunity to
voice their opinion through both submissions and a public meeting, both organised by the
RMS, the feedback received from the community was not taken into account in the case of
the meeting and misrepresented in the case of the submissions.
The NSW Office of the Environment and Heritage (OEH) 2014-2017 Corporate Plan set the
direction for the OEH. The plan lists one of its challenges as “building community and crosssector collaboration”, and developing a “modern, agile and customer focused organisation”,
requiring them to “operate as a collaborative and…accountable”.97 The RMS Customer
Charter of 2012 outlines the agency’s commitment and promises to its customers. 98 Firstly,
the charter promises the RMS will “listen and take action”, which includes using feedback to
improve their services. Secondly, the RMS commits to “consult and collaborate” by
including communities in their decision-making processes. Thirdly, there is a commitment
to “safety our priority”, by maximising safety on their roads, and finally a promise to “keep
customers informed”. While the stated goals of the two agencies differ in line with their
distinct roles, they each clearly state community collaboration as a priority.
There were several stages of official community consultation undertaken by both the RMS
and the OEH during the planning the future of the bridge under the 2011 Timber Truss Road
Bridges Strategy. The process was complicated by several factors. As is often the case, the
decision-making took place over several years, from the first release of the Timber Truss
Road Bridges Strategy in 2010, until the announcement of the decision to build a new bridge
in 2015. This time frame saw a change in state leadership from a Labor to a Coalition
government in 2011, resulting in the winding up of the RTA and establishment of the RMS,
and significant change within the NSW Heritage Office as outlined in Chapter 4.
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The decision surrounding the future of the bridge was undoubtedly complex, requiring a
balance of heritage factors and transport requirements. Further difficulty was to be found in
the nature of the support for the retention of the bridge, which was almost exclusively from
the engineering community who, while understandably concerned with the achievements the
bridge represented, were not local residents and as such were not affected by the everyday
challenges it presented. It is often the case that heritage presents difficult decisions, and while
those difficulties are acknowledged, community consultation remains an important and
mandated element of the process.
In assessing the authenticity of the community consultation processes that took place in
deciding the future of Carrathool Bridge, Authenticity in community participation in heritage
management (Table 3.4) are applied to the process, as shown in Table 6.8. As with the
previous case study, the table divides the indicators firstly into the role of the community and
then that of the government.
When considering the community consultation processes against the indicators set out in
Table 6.8, what becomes clear is not only the exclusion of the community from the process,
but the many opportunities for inclusion that were overlooked. When the first edition of the
Timber Truss Road Bridges Strategy was produced by the RTA in 2010, it was circulated to
relevant government departments but not been made publicly available. It was only when the
revised report was published in July 2011 that it was made available for public comment.
The local community of Carrathool was first invited to participate in the decision-making
process more than two years after the introduction of the strategy by the Minister for
Planning. By failing to actively seek the knowledge and input from the local community in
the development of the strategy, the RMS restricted the residents to the role of commenter in
terms of the categories set out under Table 6.8.
The opportunity for the community to have any real influence on the outcomes of the strategy
was restricted to that of commenter, that is, a choice of either agreement or disagreement with
the proposal to retain the bridge, relegating them to a reactive position with little real power
in the process.

Source: author

Table 6.8 Authenticity in community participation in Carrathool Bridge
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For their role in the process, the government owner provided only minimal community
consultation opportunities and permitted feedback only once the second edition of the
strategy had been released. Prior to the release of the second edition, a copy of the initial
strategy had been presented to the NSW Heritage Council in January 2011. As an outcome
of their consultation the Heritage Council provided three additional submissions in its review
of the RMS report, from the National Trust, Australia ICOMOS and Engineer Australia. In
the final review published in July 2011, there was no mention of the Heritage Council seeking
any consultation with affected communities. The community was relegated to the role of
commenter by the state government at the hands of the RMS, permitted only to comment on
an already released and revised strategy. The community role was lowered to the even lower
level of consumer by the Heritage Council, who failed to include the “affected communities”.
In carrying out consultation with the community, the RMS sought public submissions on the
revised strategy from 18 July to 15 September 2011. In addition, a public meeting was held
on 15 August 2011, in the middle of the submission period. It was one of only two public
meetings held by the RMS, out of the 48 bridges included in the strategy. 99 Given the timing
of the meeting, before the submission period had closed, the RMS was perhaps already aware
of the community sentiment in Carrathool. Where other options for community consultation
and involvement may have included workshops or an advisory committee working with local
representatives, the use of submissions and a public meeting permitted the local community
to do little more than be commenters on an already refined strategy.
The government motivation for consultation with the community of Carrathool could be seen
as fulfilling their legislative requirements, rather than to work inclusively with the
community. By not genuinely providing an opportunity to work with the community to gain
an understanding of their specific needs and concerns surrounding the bridge, the RMS
restricted the community to the role of commenter on their own heritage.
Despite wanting to “hear community views prior to finalising the strategy” 100 and being
“particularly interested in the community’s views on the overall approach…and any other
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issues that could affect the decisions to retain or replace specific bridges”,101 there appears
to have been little accountability on the part of the RMS in meeting these goals. It was at this
key stage of consultation with the people of Carrathool that the RMS failed to meet its own
goal for community engagement. As outlined earlier in this chapter, the RMS strives to
enhance its transparency and public accountability. The lack of transparency in the
consultation process is clearly in contradiction of this ideal; the community was involved at
a very late stage in the strategy and no changes were made based on their feedback. The RMS
also aims to ensure that its decision-making is inclusive of diverse community ideas and
opinions, which was also clearly not met. By failing to accurately record and represent the
feedback from the community, the RMS excluded the people of Carrathool entirely from the
decision-making process.
When the Timber Truss Bridge Conservation Strategy Submissions Report was released by
the RMS in August 2012, it presented an incorrect report of the community’s views. By
reporting an equal measure of support for both the retention and the replacement of the
bridge, when the individual submissions show this to be incorrect, the RMS restricted the
community to the role of consumer, while implying the community had the power to
influence the outcomes of the strategy and be a part of the process as contributors or even
creators of their own heritage. Where other options for community consultation and
involvement may have included workshops or an advisory committee working with local
representatives, the use of submissions and a public meeting permitted the local community
to do little more than be commenters on an already refined strategy.
The opportunity for the community views to be heard came only after the revision of the
strategy and more than two years after the Minister for Planning began the process with a
review of the RMS timber bridge portfolio in March 2009. While the reasoning for the timing
of the community consultation is unclear, the late stage at which it occurred effectively
restricted the role of the community to that of commenter, leaving little opportunity for them
to have any real impact on the outcome of the strategy which had already been established.
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The decision-making process surrounding the future of the bridge at Carrathool was made
almost entirely by the RMS, and although there was community consultation built into the
decision-making process, both the timing of the consultation and the inaccurate reporting of
the feedback meant that the community had no real power to influence the outcome of the
process.
The community consultation process throughout the development and implementation of the
RMS Timber Truss Bridge Strategy fell short of both the agency’s own goals for community
engagement and those of the NSW State Government. It is, however, a challenging task to
balance the operational demands of a transport network against heritage values. As noted by
the Heritage Council:
Many of our heritage buildings were built for a use which no longer exists
today. If we want to conserve these buildings, then viable new uses must
be found that retain and sustain them into the future. Redundant buildings
are vulnerable to neglect, decay and eventual demolition. The best way to
conserve a heritage building, structure or site is to use it. 102
In the case of functional bridges required to carry heavy agricultural loads, the opportunities
for viable new uses of an old timber bridge are almost non-existent. As opposed to the
adaptive reuse of urban buildings, engineered and industrial works are usually built for a
specific purpose and once that purpose is no longer required there may be little other use for
the item. As acknowledged by Engineers Australia, “a bridge can be used for little else apart
from as a bridge…current safety regulations and industrial laws are far more stringent than
what was foreseen when many works were developed.” 103 Given the unlikely possibility of
repurposing the bridge at Carrathool, the decision surrounding its future was understandably
complex. The discussion of the involvement of the community in that decision-making
process is intended to highlight the shortcomings of the process, not the challenges which
were obviously significant. What is clear from the research is that the promised community
consultation processes were carried out in a manner that lacked authenticity and transparency.
Whether or not the bridge should have been retained or replaced, and whether the bridge was
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of state significance or not, is not in question. Rather, the question centres on the role of the
community to have a say in those outcomes, and the authenticity of the consultation
undertaken in order to allow them their say.
6.5.2

The effectiveness of community activism strategies

As an example of a grassroots campaign, the one undertaken by the community of Carrathool
to influence decision-makers was a relatively small one. It was not as long as the campaign
for Strickland House, nor as widely supported or reported as the battle for Sirius. Yet as a
case study, it provides an opportunity to not only observe a situation where the community’s
preference was to replace the heritage item, but also a chance to see what may occur when a
community loses hope in their campaign. After identifying and categorising the strategies
used for mobilisation, raising public awareness and influencing decision makers, the
discussion will conclude with reference to the eight stages of heritage activism as outlined in
Fig. 3.4.
6.5.2.1 Mobilisation
Given the population of Carrathool, the mobilisation of the community to participate in the
RMS community consultation program was impressive. Amongst the 15 submissions from
the local community, one from a local Councillor included over 220 signatures collected in
support of the replacement of the bridge. 104 According to one submission, “the support for [a]
two lane bridge has been supported over many years.”105
It was likely as a result of the high number of submissions supporting a new bridge that the
RMS made the decision to hold a public meeting. As noted earlier, mobilisation beyond the
key players occurs by drawing people to sympathise with the issue, which may in turn lead
to participation in acts such as attending public meetings and letter writing. Prior to the
meeting, the town was urged to mobilise by a local resident eager to ensure the community
took advantage of the opportunity to “speak up now and do what we can to get a new twolane bridge”.106
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The agitation of the community began with the first public meeting, held by the RMS to
discuss the future of the bridge. The meeting, which was addressed by representatives from
both the RMS and the Office of Environment and Heritage, was attended by 70 people. At
the conclusion of the meeting, a Councillor from Carrathool Shire encouraged those present
to write their concerns to the RMS and a motion was passed unanimously that “this meeting
calls for the RTA to build a new 2-lane bridge over the Murrumbidgee River at Carrathool
and retain the Heritage bridge as a light traffic and pedestrian bridge and maintained by the
RTA”. This motion was “also moved at the Carrathool Shire Council meeting on 23 August
2011 at which Mr. Alan Pottie and Mr. Jeff Rheinberger of RTA Wagga Wagga were present
and passed unanimously.”107 By the time of the Council meeting, there had been the
mobilisation of a significant number of local residents and all of the local shire councillors.
6.5.2.2 Raise public awareness
Had the community of Carrathool been aware of the outcome of their submissions in the
Timber Truss Bridge Conservation Strategy: Submissions report and revised conservation
strategy, they may have had the grounds for significant public awareness. As it was, raising
awareness in a small country town to an issue that affected relatively few was always going
to be challenging. Consistent with Bruhn, the small rural town of Carrathool communities
faced additional difficulties compared to those in an urban area.108 They lacked access to a
larger population to attract attention to their issue, as well as ready access to decision-makers
and politicians. They also had less access to the resources that may be useful in raising public
awareness, such as planners, lawyers and journalists, as well as other experienced activists
to advise them.
The community did have some success in gaining media attention when the Laird spoke with
ABC news in 2014, calling for “heritage experts” to de-list the bridge, arguing “if the listing
could be removed it would open up state government funding for a new crossing”. Duncan
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Gay (Minister for Roads) had promised funding for the new bridge, according to Laird, if the
heritage listing was removed.109
6.5.2.3 Influence decision-makers
Ideally, campaigners should attempt to make contact with as many decision-makers as
possible. While the councillors of the Shire of Carrathool maintained pressure on the RMS
to reverse their decision on retaining the bridge, there is no record of support from their local
state member Adrian Piccoli. 110 Gay, although appearing to support the town in their
preference for a new bridge, was the Minister for Roads at the time, and as such was
responsible for the RMS who had misrepresented the community consultation process. It
would appear, from both the research and ABC interviews with Laird, that he believed the
Office of Environment and Heritage to be solely responsible for the decisions to retain the
bridge. Had the community, or Laird, been aware of the issue with the submission process,
they would have been well-positioned to engage in Alinsky’s powerful tactic of ridiculing
the government by bringing it to their attention. 111
6.5.2.4 The eight stages of heritage activism
The case study of Carrathool Bridge provides an opportunity to illustrate one of the most
important aspects of the MAP (Fig. 6.1). As contended by Moyer, in the fifth stage of a
campaign, the high hopes of the activists may turn to despair when they feel their voice is
not being heard. They may perceive that the powerholders are too strong and that their efforts
have failed. In the case of the community of Carrathool, although they didn’t realise it, they
had the tools for success at hand.
In stage two of the eight stages of heritage activism, when the community first became aware
of the plans of the RMS to retain Carrathool Bridge, they were united in their fight to have it
replaced with a new bridge. Their reasons were both sound and consistent, arguing the bridge
was unsuitable for the modern agricultural loads and as such was costly in terms of time and
money. It was also unsafe and frequently closed for repairs. As such, when the Timber Truss
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Road Bridges Strategy was released and the community invited to comment, the community
moved to stage two of the model very efficiently. They responded to the invitation for
submissions by clearly outlining their concerns regarding the retention of the bridge. The
submissions from the local community unanimously supported its replacement. In addition
to written submissions, the community organised a petition calling for the replacement of the
bridge and collected 220 signatures. A significant number of local residents also attended the
public meeting held by the RMS, raising 25 individual issues regarding the retention of the
bridge. At this point of the campaign, there was nothing more the community should have,
or even could have, done to influence the decision-makers. It is likely that they trusted the
process of community consultation and felt that their submissions would be taken into
account.
When the activism process reached the fourth stage, with the formal announcement of the
revised government strategy, and the community realised their efforts had not been
successful, it appears to have stalled their efforts to campaign. While Carrathool Council
continued to make efforts to have the bridge delisted, the local community was prevented
from progressing to stage six. The feeling of defeat described by Moyer can leave activists
feeling powerless and frustrated. Unbeknownst to the community, their submission efforts
had been misrepresented by the RMS and used to support the retention of bridge. Had the
community been aware of this error in reporting, they may have been successful in
overturning the decision of the RMS. While the reasons for the community not pursuing the
apparent errors in the Timber Truss Bridge Conservation Strategy Submissions Report are
not known, it is consistent with the literature outlining the challenges for small rural
communities in campaigning. 112 Such difficulties include the lack of access to a larger
population which makes organising large numbers of people easier, and readily accessible
key politicians and decision-makers. There is also reduced access to resources such as
architects, planners, lawyers, fundraisers, journalists and activists who may be willing to lend
their support to the campaign, all of which can give urban protesters an edge over their rural
counterparts.
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Figure 6.7 The eight stages of heritage activism: Carrathool Bridge
1. Normal Times
- Bridge is owned by RMS and listed on
SHR
- Minister orders review of the RMS
timber bridge portfolio

8. Continue the struggle

2. Local awareness of potential threat
to heritage
- RMS releases first edition of Timber
Truss Road Bridges
- Carrathool Bridge earmarked for
retention without prior community
consultation

3. Mobilisation of active local groups
- RMS announces opportunity for
community submissions
- 15 submissions received from
Carrathool residents, all of which
support replacing the bridge
- 220 signatures on a petition to replace
the bridge
- 70 local residents attend RMS public
meeting in Carrathool

7. Success

6. Significant public support

4. Formal announcement of govt
strategy
- RMS releases revised strategy,
Carrathool Bridge remains on list for
retention
- Carrathool Shire Council applies to
NSW HC to delist the bridge to allow
for replacement to be built

5. Perception of failure
- NSW HC formally rejects application to delist

Source: author
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Although the community’s desire to have the SHR listed bridge replaced was eventually
realised, the outcome could have been achieved had the community had made the strategic
choice to question the findings of the RMS submissions report. According to Moyer, “the
power of movements is directly proportional to the forcefulness with which the grassroots
exert their discontent and demand change”, 113 and this was shown to be the case even in a
small town with a relatively minor battle on their hands. The struggle between people and
powerholders in a democracy is universal, but power ultimately resides with the populace
and powerholders know this.

6.6 Conclusion
A community’s desire to conserve their built heritage is often at odds with the government’s
desire to appease the development and construction industry. An active building industry has
provided successive NSW governments with good job growth and a steady revenue stream
via stamp duty and land tax, while the continual turnover of property provides further revenue
through capital gains tax. On the other hand, while the protection of heritage sites from
demolition is typically seen as a ‘win’ for a community, the prioritisation of heritage values
over more pragmatic notions of safety and accessibility in a small town like Carrathool can
have a devastating impact. It can be argued the educational, cultural, aesthetic, social and
historical values of heritage conservation outweigh the economic value, yet there are limits
when a community’s safety and economic viability are at stake.
The 1922 construction of the timber truss bridge at Carrathool has been shown to have played
an important role in the town’s economic development, allowing the busy river port and rail
stop access to heavier loads than its 1883 predecessor which itself had replaced an earlier
punt system. Just as the modern Allan Truss system with its bascule lift had allowed a more
cost effective and efficient system to agricultural producers almost a century ago, the
community of Carrathool was in desperate need of a solution to their ongoing issues of cost,
productivity and safety. As noted in a submission from a local resident, “while we are proud

Moyer, ‘The Movement Action Plan: A Strategic Framework Describing the Eight Stages of Successful
Social Movements’, 3.
113
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of your history and all that has been achieved in the past, we really do have an obligation to
the safety of all road and bridge users now and in the future”. 114
When the RMS released the Timber Truss Road Bridges Strategy the community of
Carrathool enthusiastically participated in the community consultation process. They
probably assumed their submissions would be represented fairly in the decision-making, and
their clearly articulated arguments in favour of safety and productivity would be taken into
account. Unfortunately, when this did not happen, the community was perhaps unaware of
the misrepresentation that had taken place and the lack of authenticity throughout the
community consultation process.
Items of heritage significance are important elements in the fabric of community life. They
tell the story of the people, and conservation of those items is important. But equally
important is the authenticity of the consultation of the community in the management of their
heritage. A government agency cannot commit to “listen and take action”, and to “consult
and collaborate”, yet mispresent community feedback when it does not fit in with their
proposed strategy. The community of Carrathool was fortunate to have finally had the
decision to retain the timber bridge reversed, even if the result took several years longer than
anticipated as the result of a flawed community consultation program.
The third case study is Sirius, a purpose-built public housing apartment block in the city of
Sydney. The case explores the ways in which a community can be excluded from the process
of an SHR listing in NSW, particularly when that community is in opposition to the
government’s economic priorities.
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7 SIRIUS APARTMENTS
7.1 Introduction
The late 1960s and early 1970s saw a massive building boom in Sydney caused largely by
unregulated overseas investment facilitated by the pro-development Askin Liberal
government. The NSW Heritage Act was not introduced until 1977, and until that time,
owners were allowed to tear down buildings regardless of their historic value. The National
Trust was poorly funded, and the Royal Australian Planning Institute held little power. The
AIA was just beginning, according to Burgmann, to “show some muscle”.

Figure 7.1 Sirius Apartments 2017
Source: photograph by author

At the centre of much of the debate surrounding the value of preservation in NSW was the
area known as The Rocks on the northern fringe of Sydney’s CBD. The site of the Sirius
Apartment Building (Fig. 7.1) at 36-50 Cumberland Street has long been one of its most
important heritage battlegrounds. Sirius was designed and built in the late 1970s by the
Housing Commission of NSW, named for the flagship of the First Fleet, HMS Sirius, which
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arrived from England in 1787 to establish the first European colony. The building sits beside
the southern approach to the Sydney Harbour Bridge with extensive views over Circular
Quay, the Opera House and Sydney Harbour.
As a case study, Sirius
provides an insight into
the ways in which stateowned

heritage

significance

can

sidelined,

be

despite

participation

of

community,

the
when

decisions are made on
economic grounds at the
expense

of

other

considerations.

The

community consultation
process will be discussed
with reference to the
proposed
Authenticity

model
in

Figure 7.2 Location of Sirius in relation to Sydney
Harbour (red)

community participation

Source: googlemaps.com

in heritage management
(Table 3.4). This case

study also illustrates the tenacity and determination of a community to protect their cultural
heritage when it is under threat and examines the effectiveness of the strategies undertaken
by the activists over the long course of the campaign (Table 7.1). The strategies undertaken
by the community activists in an effort to fight for the ongoing protection of Sirius by listing
it on the SHR will be considered in relation to the proposed Eight stages of activism in
heritage management (Fig. 3.3).
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Table 7.1 Key Events Sirius Apartments 1995-2020
Year
1995
2009-2010
2014
March
May
June
September

October
November

December

2015
March

June

July

Oct

November

Event (Community led campaign strategies shaded grey)
NSW Land and Housing Corporation lists Sirius as an item of heritage significance
on its s170 Heritage Register as required under the NSW Heritage Act 1977
NSW State Government (ALP) sells 99-year leases on 30 public housing terrace
houses in Millers Point
NSW State Government (LNP) announces intentions to sell off 293 public housing
properties in Millers Point and The Rocks, including Sirius
National Trust (NSW) adds Sirius to its own register
OEH Heritage Division contacts the City of Sydney Council to discuss the
nomination and listing process
The Millers Point Spring Picnic is the first major event by the newly formed
Friends of Millers Point in the campaign to save Millers Point, Sirius and its
residents
National Trust (NSW) submits nomination to list Sirius on the SHR to the Heritage
Council
Open Sirius coincides with Open Sydney and includes the first Save Our Sirius
(SOS) exhibition
The SOS lights in Myra’s apartment turned on for the first time
The NSW Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) State Heritage Register
(SHR) Committee meet to consider a draft nomination and resolved that Sirius is
potentially of state significance and to progress the listing
The OEH Heritage Division meets with then owner of Sirius, the Sydney Harbour
Foreshore Authority, to discuss the nomination
Event held at NSW Parliament to mark the first anniversary of the announcement to
sell off public housing in Millers Point and The Rocks
OEH Heritage Division met with the NSW Land and Housing Corporation (LAHC)
to discuss the listing process
OEH Heritage Division again contacted the LAHC to discuss the listing process
NSW State Government transfers ownership of Sirius from Sydney Harbour
Foreshore Authority (SHFA) to Government Property NSW
OEH Heritage Division contacts the new owner of Sirius, Government Property
NSW, to discuss the nomination and listing process
Intention to consider the listing of Sirius was advertised for comment for 56 days.
Letters were issued to all known stakeholders and notices published in the Sydney
Morning Herald, Central Courier and the Koori Mail
24 submissions were received: 20 supported the listing and 4 opposed the listing
At the Heritage Council meeting on 7 October, the LAHC, Government property
NSW and two paid consultants present to the Council to outline the reasons for their
opposition to the SHR listing. The National Trust (NSW) also presented at the
meeting to present its reasons for supporting the nomination.
The Heritage Council noted the inconsistent information received from various
parties. It was agreed that independent advice on the aesthetic and historical
criterion of significance needed to be sought, and noted that a review of the LAHC
submission was already underway
Save Our Sirius formed
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December

2016
February
July
Aug
September

October
2017
March
April
May
June
July

October

November
December

At the Heritage Council meeting on 4 November, it was noted that the independent
advice received on significance, requested at the prior meeting, supported the state
significance nomination of Sirius
Expert independent advice sought by Heritage Council form Professors Philip Goad
(aesthetic) and Paul Ashton (historical)
At the Heritage Council meeting on 2 December the Council reached a unanimous
view that Sirius met the criteria at a state level, based on the information provided
by experts, and agreed the recommendation for listing should be based on criteria
(c) aesthetic and (f) rarity
Sirius is recommended for State Heritage Listing by NSW Heritage Council
Minister for Heritage Mark Speakman announces Sirius will not be listed, citing
undue financial hardship
Tim Ross performs Man About the Sirius Apartments to a full house in the Philip
Room
Twenty Save Our Sirius Ambassadors are announced, including Jack Mundey and
Sydney Lord Mayor Clover Moore
Green Ban announced to protect Sirius at a protest rally attended by 2000 people
march to show support
600 people support a crowd funding campaign to challenge the Heritage Minister’s
decision not to list Sirius in the Land & Environment Court
Legal action launched: Millers Point Community Association v Property NSW
A public BBQ gathering Friday Night Sirius is first held in the forecourt
NSW Dept Family & Community Services (DFCS) place black plastic over the
Philip Room windows
NSW Land and Environment Court Hearing
DFCS installs cyclone-wire fences around Sirius
This is Sirius art exhibition in the Annie Wyatt Room, National Trust Centre,
Observatory Hill
Jack Mundey receives the President’s Prize from NSW AIA President, Andrew
Nimmo
Sirius posters designed by Peter Chadwick appear around Sydney
NSW Land and Environment Court Acting Justice Simon Molesworth rules in
favour of The Millers Point Community Association stating “it is clear that the
Minister side-stepped the required assessment” and the original decision had no
legal standing. The decision orders the Minister (Gabrielle Upton at the time of the
ruling) to remake the decision according to the law
Heritage Minister Gabrielle Upton again refuses to list Sirius on the State Heritage
Register, noting ‘in my view, Sirius is not a landmark worthy of State heritage
protect
Sirius is added to the World Monuments Watch List for 2018 by the International
World Monuments Fund
Sirius, a book by Save Our Sirius members, is published
Sale of Sirius is announced by Pru Goward, NSW Minister for Family and
Community Services and Minister for Social Housing
The Draft SEPP and Planning Report for the Sirius site opens for public exhibition
until Feb 2018
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2018
February
April
July
September
2019
June

The last remaining resident, Myra Demetriou, who is 90 years old and blind, is
moved out of Sirius.
Former resident Myra Demetriou named Sydney’s Woman of the Year for 2018 on
International Women’s Day
Sirius and its architect Tao Gofers awarded the Enduring Architecture Award by
AIA
Property NSW announces tender shortlist of three developers
The sale of Sirius is announced by NSW Housing Minister. The building was sold
to Sirius Developments, owned by investment firm JDH Capital, for $150m.

Source: author

7.2 History of the site
7.2.1

Indigenous landowners and early European settlement

The area known as The Rocks is a small historic precinct on the Sydney Harbour foreshore
and has long been the inspiration of writers and artists of “old Sydney”. Today, The Rocks
is located on the northern edge of the CBD and is at once an entertainment quarter, a tourist
destination and home to both commercial and residential occupants. The area has a plentiful
supply of historic pubs, workers’ cottages, Victorian terraces, restaurants and a collection of
tiny laneways and parks.
Prior to the arrival of Europeans in January 1788 to that very area, the Cadigal people of the
Eora clan inhabited the foreshore, known as Tallawoladah, for thousands of years. Campsites
existed up and down the shore of the harbour, particularly during the warmer months when
fish and shellfish were the primary local diet.
The indigenous population was rapidly overwhelmed and overtaken by the new settlement,
with the colony being established on the prime harbour front land. Governor Philip’s
usurpation of Sydney Cove (Warrang) with its reliable water source and grassy hillsides had,
according to Clendinnen, “excluded the original Australians from reliably accessible water
and good hunting grounds”, and by July 1788, Philip knew they were “much distressed for
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food”, too weak and anxious to fight for a share of the fish the British were now catching
with large nets.1
The Rocks was given its name by
members of the First Fleet, who, on 26
January 1788 landed on the rocky
peninsula of the western side of Sydney
Cove. This was the site of the first
convict camp, military precinct, bake
house and hospital.2
The parcel of land on which Sirius now
stands was once known as Bunker’s
Figure 7.3 Watercolour by Charles Rodius of
Bunker Hill 1831 (top)
Source: SLNSW Call No. 1831 SSV*/Sp Coll/Rodius/1

Figure 7.4 Cumberland Place, undated
photograph (bottom)
Source: Broadbent (1997), 134

Hill in recognition of Captain Eber
Bunker

who

was

granted

land

(including the site) by Governor King in
1806. Bunker had been a Master of the
Third Fleet, first arriving in Sydney in
1791 with a cargo of 185 convicts.
Bunker

went

on

to

establish

a

successful whaling business, and by
1820, he had replaced a basic hut with a
stone villa as his own home. Store
buildings on the site served as the
headquarters for his flourishing whaling
business. Part of the land on which
Sirius now stands was granted to
Captain Henry Waterhouse, who, upon
leaving Australia permanently in 1800,

1
2

Clendinnen, Dancing with Strangers, 87.
NSW Office Environment & Heritage, ‘The Rocks Conservation Area’.
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leased his land to wharf owner Robert Campbell. This part of the site, as well as much of
Bunker’s Hill, remained unoccupied until the 1840s. Many of the more substantial houses
built on the ridges of Bunker’s Hill and Millers Point were owned by some of Sydney’s most
prominent merchants (Fig. 7.3). In 1825, Campbell
commissioned Francis Greenway to design a new
residence on Bunker’s Hill, overlooking the Campbell
wharves. Greenway described the house as a “cottage
ornee”, but Cumberland Place (Fig. 7.4), as it was
named,3 was in fact a large bungalow with a
pedimented two-storey pavilion and return wings
either side, and verandahs along the front.4 Completed
in 1827, Campbell sold the house to Augusta Maria
Scott in 1832. Her daughter Augusta Maria and sonin-law Dr James Mitchell lived in the house. Their son
David Scott Mitchell, the benefactor of the Mitchell
Library, was born in the house in 1836 and spent much
Figure 7.5 Myles’, Goodsir’s
and Young’s Buildings, 1858

of his childhood there.5

Along the ridge from the left, the block
of five contains three houses built for
Lawrence Myles, and two for James
Goodsir. To next building the right are
three townhouses built for Adolphus
Young, with the single town house to the
north built for John Purchase1

An 1835 subdivision created 19 new allotments in

Source: SLNSW PXA 426

residential terraces. The houses included Myles’

New George-Street (Gloucester Street) and Bunker’s
Hill were advertised for sale. By the 1840s, Bunker’s
stone villa was surrounded by a row of taller sandstone
Buildings (34-38 Cumberland), Goodsir’s Buildings

(3-32 Cumberland) and Young’s Buildings (20-24 Cumberland) and were situated on the site

From the 1830s to the 1850s Cumberland Place referred to the buildings in the vicinity of Dr Mitchell’s House
and not the area south of the Argyle Cut, that is today known as Cumberland Place.
4
Broadbent, The Australian Colonial Home, 133.
5
David Mitchell collected documents of aspects of colonial life in Sydney, and later focussed on Australiana.
Upon his death in 1907, his vast collection was donated to the Public (now State) Library of NSW with a
significant endowment to fund collection additions. As a condition of the gift, Mitchell stipulated the NSW
Government had to construct a building to house the collections to be known as the Mitchell Library, where a
significant amount of the research for this thesis took place.
3
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where Sirius was eventually built. A single townhouse on the northern side of Young’s
buildings was built for John Purchase (18 Cumberland) (Fig. 7.5). Edmund Barton,
Australia’s first Prime Minister, lived as a child in one of the Young’s three terraces, built by
Adolphus Young on Gloucester Street (now Walk) and thought to have been designed by
John Bibb, protégé of John Verge.
7.2.2

A change of ownership: State resumption of The Rocks

When the bubonic plague hit epidemic levels in Sydney by 1900, the Crown resumed all
privately owned and municipal wharves from Circular Quay to the base of Darling Harbour,
creating a Sydney Harbour Trust and a City Improvement Advisory Board.6 It has been
suggested the resumption provided a convenient excuse to bring this sector of prime
waterfront land into public ownership so that progressive modernisation of wharfage could
take place.7 By 1905 the city council had the power to resume the “slums” of The Rocks and
other inner city neighbourhoods. Significantly, the resumption of the prime land meant from
that point onwards remaining residents became tenants of the state.
The City Improvement Advisory Board’s proposal to replan the area with a renewed street
layout included provision of worker housing in the newly designed area, and there was
consultation with the two major unions – the Coal Lumpers’ Union and the Wharf Labourers’
Union at a large public meeting in 1903.8 Although the proposed tenements were reportedly
well received, the scheme was never realised amidst conflicting interests of commercial
tenants and disagreements over the street layout. The Rocks were to remain largely intact for
several more decades. The first decade of the 1900s saw several proposals put forward,
culminating with the 1909 Royal Commission into the improvement of the city and its
suburbs.9 The result of the Royal Commission was a recommendation based upon a scheme
produced by the Public Works Department in 1908, and included the remodel of “slum” areas
and the acquisition of land for the provision of sites for workman’s dwellings.

Spearritt, Sydney’s Century: A History, 14.
Colman, The House That Jack Built, 160.
8
Blackmore, ‘A Good Idea at the Time’, 126.
9
New South Wales Royal Commission for the Improvement of the City and Its Suburbs, ‘Royal Commission
for the Improvement of the City and Its Suburbs’.
6
7
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7.2.2.1 Public Housing in The Rocks
When the McGowen Labor government (1910-13), was elected there was a focus on the
city’s “slum” areas and rising rents as
factors in reducing real wages. 10 As a
result, the Housing Board of NSW was
constituted in 1912 under the provisions
of the Housing Act (No. 7, 1912). This

Image redacted for copyright reasons

was the first time the state government
had a dedicated housing agency with the
goal to improve dwelling standards
through the design, construction and
letting of publicly owned housing.
The construction of the Sydney Harbour

Figure 7.6 Destruction of Houses on Princes
St (George St) 1927

Bridge in the 1920s and early 1930s saw

Source: Sydney Morning Herald, 21 July 1927, 14

the destruction of many of the streets
and houses on the southern peninsula
(Fig 7.6). As was reported in the Sydney
Morning Herald at the end of 1925:

That historic thoroughfare, [the end of Princes St, now George St, which
today runs beneath the bridge] once a fashionable residential area, is on the
eve of a transformation, and will eventually become one of the highways
of the city…it will necessitate the demolition of many residences with
which the romances of old Sydney are associated….buildings of solid
stone, houses of hand-made bricks, homes with heavy cedar doors and
window sashes, as well as humble little places which appear to have grown
oyster-like on to other buildings.11
The western side of the peninsula became known as Millers Point, the eastern as The Rocks.
The effect of the division was immediate and impacted not only the space and scale of the
precinct but caused social dislocation to a community now split down the middle. 12 The

10

Sandercock, Property, Politics and Urban Planning, 60.
Harbour Bridge: Preliminary Work, Sydney Morning Herald, 30 December 1925, 9.
12
Allen, ‘The Bridge: What of The Rocks Area?’
11
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construction of the Cahill expressway across Circular Quay in the 1950s caused further
demolition of the area on the eastern side of the split and left over a third of the buildings of
that area largely vacant, mainly those south of the Cahill. 13 Although the extensive destruction
had a massive social and environmental impact on the community, the traditional inner-city
working-class locals largely stood their ground and remained in the area. 14
7.2.2.2 The Changing Skyline
In 1960, the Australian economy was booming, and the Sydney skyline was undergoing rapid
change. There was an increased need for administrative and clerical workers, with a reduced
demand in some fields for blue-collar workers, including the wharf labourers following the
introduction of containerisation. In 1957 the Height of Buildings Act was amended to remove
the maximum height restriction of 150 feet (45.72 metres) imposed at its introduction in
1912. Modernisation had come to Sydney and the skyline was dramatically altered from this
time on. The AMP Building was built in 1961, and construction of both the Sydney Opera
House and the new overseas passenger terminal were underway. The beautification of
Circular Quay drew increasing mention of The Rocks, located directly behind the terminal,
by this time regarded by many the “slum” section of the local area.
Throughout the 1960s and early 1970s several schemes to redevelop The Rocks were
announced only to be abandoned. In 1960, the Labor state government under Robert Heffron
(1959-62) canvassed proposals for redevelopment of The Rocks area, carrying out the highest
standards of design and planning techniques, describing the site as “the most historic in
Australia”.15 The submitted designs, Jennifer Taylor noted, “showed that the vision of the
architects was again that of Corbusier’s town plans of the 1920s”.16 The winning design by
James Wallace Pty Ltd with a scheme by Edwards Madigan and Torzillo (who would later
design the High Court in Canberra) (Fig. 7.7) consisted of tall commercial towers grouped to
the south and lower residential blocks to the north, and, according to the designers,

NSW Office Environment & Heritage, ‘The Rocks Conservation Area’.
Colman, The House That Jack Built, 160.
15
New South Wales, ‘The Government of New South Wales, Australia, Invites Participation in Sydney’s Most
Extensive Redevelopment Scheme’.
16
Taylor, Australian Architecture since 1960, 25.
13
14
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exemplified “the modern concept of
inner-city design and planning,
being based on a system of
segregation

of

pedestrians

and

vehicular traffic, with high towers
rising from a podium of service and
parking space, the top of which is
entirely given over to pedestrian
plazas and open spaces”.17 It was
noted, however, that “although a
careful examination has been made
of the area, it has been finally
Figure 7.7 Model of the James Wallace Pty Ltd
scheme 1962
Source: SLNSW Call No. SPF/3534

concluded that there are few existing
features

of

historical

and

architectural interest that warrant
special efforts at retention…”.18
In his 1962 critique of the nine schemes, McConnel noted the James Wallace design had left
very little open area for natural treatment, with a lack of variety in the shape of the buildings
as seen from the harbour, adding “the northern buildings look like a family of half-grown
children of the parents at the south-end”.19 The winning design offered the smallest total
residential accommodation, yet the largest commercial allowance of the nine schemes. 20
Consistent with the mood of the time, according to Taylor, it “appeared sensible to the
government to clear the old, low-density buildings and economically exploit the area”.21 This
effort to dismiss the heritage significance of The Rocks in favour of its economic value was
not the first time that had happened, and would not be the last. Following the election of the
Askin Liberal Government (1965-75), the Wallace proposal did not proceed, largely,

17

James Wallace Pty Ltd, The Redevelopment of The Rocks Area.
James Wallace Pty Ltd.
19
McConnel, ‘The Rocks Development - Some Comments on the Nine Schemes’, 146.
20
McConnel, 144.
21
Taylor, Australian Architecture since 1960, 25.
18
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according to Taylor, due to the lack of both viability and desirability of such an extensive
development.22
John Overall, chairman of the National Capital Development Commission in Canberra,
presented a revised scheme in June 1967 to the NSW Parliament, in which he envisaged a
complex of offices, apartments, hotels and motels, and shopping arcades, reflecting the
national heritage of the official Anglo-Saxon history of the place where colonization began
with a “touch of Europe.”23 The Sydney Morning Herald reported that while typical reports
are “dull stuff…not presented in huge brochures that open up exciting new horizons… the
Overall production is everything a report is not.”24 The Overall plan was accepted
enthusiastically by the government. 25 At the time, the prime land was occupied by “a handful
of low-income state tenants, slum dwellers, hippies, down-and-outers and families on the
welfare housing list paying ridiculously low rents”26 and in the name of progress, the
government made it clear that the residents had to go. The objective was, as with the
abandoned Wallace scheme, to enable the real estate potential of the harbour front land to be
fully exploited. However, the Overall scheme did not proceed, in part because of economic
conditions and in part because of the emergence of a preservation movement.
7.2.2.3 The Sydney Cove Redevelopment Authority and the Origins of Sirius
The Liberal NSW state government, under Askin, passed the Sydney Cove Redevelopment
Act in 1968, establishing the Sydney Cove Redevelopment Authority (SCRA), giving it
control of most of The Rocks, with the exception of some areas. SCRA was given the
responsibility for the “planning and promotion of the revitalisation of The Rocks by way of
redevelopment and restoration”.27 The authority’s first executive director and deputy chair
was Owen Magee. Under Magee, SCRA commissioned a brief to review the Overall scheme
of 1967. The 1970 redevelopment design was largely modeled on precedents from the United
Kingdom, Paris, Montreal and the United States following a study tour undertaken by Magee,

22
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Kaya, Transformation of Sydney’s Industrial Historic Waterfront, 118.
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‘An Exciting Overall Production’. Sydney Morning Herald, 14 July 1967.
25
Colman, The House That Jack Built, 164.
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27
NSW Office Environment & Heritage, ‘The Rocks Conservation Area’.
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accompanied

by

architect

Walter

Bunning in August and September
1970. The design comprised of several
brutalist towers stepping down from
the ridge to the edge of Sydney
Harbour, ranging from 30 to 50 storeys
high and accommodating offices, retail
stores, luxury hotels and apartments
(Fig. 7.8).
In December 1970 the new plan of
Figure 7.8 Brochure for the Redevelopment of
Sydney Cove 1970
Source: SLNSW Call No. Rocks Residents Action Group
Records 1971-1985/910637

high-rise

redevelopment

with

accompanying plazas was adopted.
Nine historic buildings were to remain,
with some others earmarked for

sympathetic redevelopment. Everything else was to be demolished and replaced with multistorey office and residential tower blocks. The tight schedule set by the government virtually
ruled out any serious community consultation. When the redevelopment scheme was made
public in February of 1971, the residents were not notified nor were they permitted to attend
the invitation-only event.
James Colman, in his 2016 biography of Jack Mundey, describes this exclusion of the
community as an “extraordinary miscarriage of the democratic process … not even lip service
was paid to the concept of citizen participation … for this high-powered consortium, the
prospect of community participation would have been dismissed as an expensive and timeconsuming diversion, weren’t the majority of residents low-income public housing tenants,
slum-dwellers? What right did they have to influence or interfere with a multi-million-dollar
urban renewal…?”.28
The early 1970s saw a general change in public opinion towards the large-scale
redevelopment that was taking place throughout Sydney and the loss of communities and

28

Colman, The House That Jack Built, 166.
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irreplaceable heritage fabric. Rocks resident and activist Nita McRae (Fig. 7.9) formed the
allied Rocks Residents’ Action Group (RRAG) in November 1970, and when the
redevelopment plan was unveiled three months later, local residents were outraged. There
was no provision of accommodation for long-term residents and little more than token
protection of the significant heritage buildings of the area. It was clear SCRA considered the
majority of the site ripe for demolition and redevelopment, in line with the commercial
imperatives laid down by the State Government.29 It had been an unhappy relationship
between the SCRA and residents from the start, according to McRae, who in a 1975 interview
lamented “this new mob came in, raised our rents 200 or 300 percent, and wouldn’t make
any repairs. When we asked, they told us ‘If you don’t like it, move out…’”.30
The fact that the vast majority of
buildings

within

the

Rocks

redevelopment area were already
owned by state government gave the
Image redacted for copyright reasons

SCRA the legal ability to carry out
its proposal to have the buildings
vacated.
National

Consultation
Trust

was

with

the

deemed

sufficient by SCRA and the Trust’s
Figure 7.9 Nita McCrae, President of the RRAG
Source: Still taken from the film Rocking the Foundations
www.architectureau.com

initial support of the 1970 scheme
was much to the annoyance of the
RRAG. In RRAG President Nita

McRae’s written timeline of resident action in The Rocks, she refers to the “frustrations of
1970, with the lack of support from so-called respectable bodies such as the National Trust”.31
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7.2.2.4 The Community Response
When the SCRA attempted to remove residents from various sites in The Rocks, they
developed A Peoples Plan “to revitalise the city through the return of residents, an infection
of cultural and entertainment centres, and an extensive program of historic preservation”. 32
The RRAG held several protest meetings and distributed petitions. They also sent countless
letters to the State Government voicing their dissatisfaction with the redevelopment proposal.
In late 1971, the RRAG approached the NSW Builders Labourers’ Federation (BLF),
following their recent success in Hunters Hill. 33
The BLF leadership had since adopted two criteria for involvement: a neighbourhood group
had to request their help; and the request for help had to be approved at a public meeting in
the neighbourhood. When the RRAG approached the BLF in October 1971 for support
against the SCRA proposal, Jack Mundey, then Secretary of the BLF, wrote to McCrae
“because of the plight of the residents in the Rocks area, we would be only too willing to
give all the assistance we possibly can … we could give you some tangible support if you
wanted us to make a decision not to go ahead with the demolition of existing buildings or the
erection of new ones if it is to be detrimental to the people in the area”.34
With the BLF onboard with the residents, the fight for The Rocks had escalated to a new
level. It was a battle for the provision of low and middle-income earners to reside in the area,
but it also came to symbolize a greater battle, for better planning and for decent urban
conditions. “It’s not much good winning a 35-hour work week” declared Jack Mundey, “if
we’re going to choke to death in planless and polluted cities”.35
Magee’s view on community consultation was clear, and meant talking, negotiating and
bargaining rather than entering into civilised discussions with the residents. His 2005 memoir

The Rocks Peoples’ Plan Committee, The Rocks, This or That: A Peoples’ Plan.
The Green Bans of the 1970s were built on the success of the Battle for Kelly’s Bush in Hunters Hill, where
local residents convinced the building workers’ union, the Builders Labourers’ Foundation (BLF) to support
them in thwarting the development plan of the largest home developer in Australia at the time, AV Jennings,
and the NSW State Government. Hunters Hill, a peninsula suburb on the shores of the Parramatta River, is
home to a profusion of well-preserved nineteenth century domestic sandstone architecture.
34
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How The Rocks Was Won, makes little mention of the concept of citizen participation and it
was clear there was no love lost when it came to dealing with the BLF and the RRAG. Magee
makes his thoughts clear, referring to the unionists at “thugs”, “a mob of screaming rioters”
and “conspirators”, “drunkards”, members of a “power-mad” union intent on “rule by
violence”.36
The basis of the agreement between the BLF and the RRAG was that no demolition would
take place, and there would be no new construction, without the approval of the RRAG. As
Mundey announced, “my federation will lift its ban when the residents are satisfied with what
is being put forward by the authority”.37 The Rocks became the third BLF Green Ban, the
first in a lower-class, inner-city neighbourhood.38 The housing needs of hundreds of lowincome public housing tenants were at stake, as was a significant part of Sydney’s heritage.
It was, however, not Kelly’s Bush, where the locals were dealing with a private developer.
In The Rocks, notes Colman, the opponents of the scheme were facing a very powerful
statutory authority with a mandate to clear, demolish and rebuild. 39 There were no “green”
issues as such, but the question of the birthplace of European Australia.
The Green Ban led by BLF Secretary Jack Mundey and President Bob Pringle proved to be
the death knell for the SCRA scheme. It allowed time for residents and other supporters and
professionals to become interested and mobilised and resulted in a review of the scheme,
commissioned in 1974. Fortuitously, the delay coincided with the idea of participatory
planning, largely derived from the US, as discussed earlier in Chapter 2. The public voice
was finally heard and the conservative State Government and SCRA were forced to respond.
This was a fight that had been won, according to historian Grace Karskens, against massive
odds.40 The review recommended a number of changes, including:
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1. the emphasis in future planning should place greater importance upon
cultural, social and historical values and less upon the possible
economic return that was implicit in the 1970 plan;
2. the residential population of the Rocks should be increased. Existing
residents in all sections of the East Rocks should be able to remain in
accommodation suitable to their needs within the existing area; and
3. continuous public consulting should be established. 41
These principles were nominally accepted by the Authority and it was this change in
philosophy that allowed for a new scheme, confining the office towers and luxury apartments
to a small precinct contiguous to the CBD south of the Cahill Expressway. Conservation was
to become a priority, as was an explicit commitment to low-to-medium building heights. The
Green Ban was lifted for the site on the proviso that some residents were rehoused in quality
accommodation but at low, affordable rents. The main outcome of the re-examination of the
SCRA proposal was that the NSW Housing Commission undertook to build a medium height
block of apartments to be called Sirius, overlooking Cumberland Street. 42 The proposal was
accepted by the residents and they asked the BLF for the ban be lifted on the site. It was noted
that a public statement would be issued sometime in the week ending April 18. 43
In a letter to the Sydney Morning Herald published on 18 May 1979, Nita McCrae wrote
about the importance of “the retention of community, provision for low-income earners, and
retention and rehabilitation of the area”. “For all this”, she continued, “we, the residents, have
been labeled as ‘ratbags’ stopping progress, Communists, stirrers, troublemakers”.44
After a five-year battle, the RRAG and the BLF had succeeded in gaining a commitment to
the rehousing of the residents of The Rocks in the immediate area with a reduction in office
and commercial accommodation, an explicit agreement to low-to-medium building heights
in the historic core area, and the prioritisation of conservation.
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7.2.3

The design and construction of Sirius Apartments

The NSW Housing Commission’s specialist design architect Tao Gofers was given the
project of designing the building to rehouse The Rocks residents. Gofers was born in the
Netherlands in 1941 and migrated with his family to Canada in 1951. In 1954, Gofers’ family
was one of the first to live in Kitimat, a town in British Columbia built to house what was at
the time the largest Alcan aluminium smelter in the world. The experience certainly
influenced the way in which Gofers felt about community housing. “You put your name
down for a house. As a house became available, you could say no, but if you said no three
times, you went to the back of the list…it was totally democratic” said Gofers in a 2016
interview.45
Gofers graduated from the University of British Columbia’s architecture program in 1972.
After meeting his Australian wife Arlene Slee at the University, the couple arrived in
Australia in June 1973, and after
working briefly in the office of
Jackson

Teece

Chesterman

Willis, Gofers was appointed as a
Grade 1 Architect by Ted Mack,

Image redacted for copyright reasons

then Assistant Chief Architect of
the Housing Commission of
NSW.
Gofers designed The Laurels that
same

year,

a

housing

development in Sans Souci in
Sydney’s southern suburbs (Fig.
Figure 7.10 The Laurels, San Souci 1974

7.10). It was a radical departure

Source: Tao Gofers Private Papers

from the norm of public housing
design in NSW in the 1970s,

‘Tao Gofers, the Closet Showman behind Sydney’s Sirius Building’. Australian Financial Review, 12
November 2016.
45
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utilizing modular stacked interlocking units of varying sizes to house individuals to larger
families in one, two, three and four-bedroom units. The variety of apartment types aimed to
provide a balanced social mix of tenants throughout the development. The Laurels was sited
in landscaped gardens and consisted of five blocks of walk-up flats, utilising in situ concrete
frames and precast exterior infill wall panels, with integrated planter boxes for each unit. 46
According to Gofers, his initial design for that site was not popular with his superiors, but he
set out to draw the attention of Jack Bourke, then Chairman of the Housing Commission who
supported the design and ordered the building to go ahead. 47
In 1975, Gofers was promoted to the position of Specialist Design Architect in the
Commission. According to the architect, Bourke chose him to design The Rocks project
because he had liked the San Souci project and the social mix it promoted. 48 At the first
Housing Commission design meeting for the Rocks, Gofers recalls, the economics and the
land cost per unit were discussed and Bourke suggested that the unit mix of San Souci would
be a viable design alternative, although aged pensioner units would have to be added to the
mix.49 The meeting was attended by representatives from SCRA, the RRAG, the Premier’s
Department, the Housing Commission design team and Jack Mundey from the BLF. There
was, according to Gofers, little common ground. While some wanted a quick resolution,
others wanted development that was similarly low in density to the terrace housing of Millers
Point, the Premiers Department wanted a high-rise development to house several hundred,
and the Housing Commission wanted a reasonable density to justify their involvement.
Bourke was eager to avoid the usual problems associated with social housing projects by
allowing communities to be created with different family types. It was unusual for the
Housing Commission to combine aged and family units in the one development. Bourke also
valued the inclusion of amenities such as parks, playing fields, and small shopping centres
and community halls. Jack Mundey, according to Gofers, wanted a fair resolution of the
stalemate.50
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The site for which Gofers was designing was the triangular shaped 3800 square metre block,
on Cumberland Street on the site previously known as Bunkers Hill. The design team
prepared a simple brief for the Sirius project, with all the standard Housing Commission
requirements in regard to room sizes and materials. The following simple brief, itemized
below, was developed in one afternoon:
1. To design and construct a building which would be a compromise
between the high-density requirements of the Premier’s Department
and the low-density requirements the Sydney Cove Resident Action
Group and so convince the Builders Labourers Federation (BLF) to
drop the green ban over the Rocks area;
2. To take advantage of the unique opportunity to create a development
that could provide a range of accommodation to suit the displaced
residents of the Rocks area and also create a community project which
is generally representative of all family and age groups in the city with
facilities for maximum interaction appropriate to their needs;
3. To provide accommodation for a community group of different family
grouping as well as handicapped and aged pensioner units by providing
1, 2, 3, 4-bedroom units as well as units for aged and disabled
pensioners;
4. To take advantage of the unique location of the site and the surrounding
environs and the quality of the views;
5. To minimise the visual obstruction of the southern approach to the
Harbour Bridge and the city skyline;
6. To ensure a population density equated to the scarcity of sites for Social
housing in the city;
7. To design in sympathy with numerous irregular roof shapes, the
historic character and the material used in the rocks area;
8. To maximise the use of the site’s unique amenity close to the city by
providing communal and private outdoor spaces and provide
communal spaces within the building;
9. To design the complex so that it minimises the effects of noise
generated by the trains and other vehicles travelling on the bridge;
10. To take note that the roofs will be a fifth elevation as the majority of
passersby will only see this view;
11. All units for aged pensioners and other tenants with mobility and sight
issues were to be in the high-rise section serviced by lifts;
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12. All split units whether in the low rise or high-rise section of the project
would be used for mobile family accommodation;
13. The Housing Commission would be responsible for maintaining all
Social courtyards and planting as well as the underground parking and
surrounding walkways. Tenants would only be responsible for private
balconies and roof gardens.51

According to Gofers, he was given ten days to come up with a design to fit the brief and
submitted three dummy proposals that he knew would be rejected at the stakeholders meeting
on 23 July 1976: a tall tower that the residents would oppose because of the height, and a
row of terraces that the government would reject on cost grounds, and a series of towers that
everyone despised. Gofers then submitted a fourth option, using the geometric relationship
of 1,2-,3- and 4-bedroom units first used in the Laurels project.52
Gofers credits his unusual design approach to his educational background in Vancouver,
where he was exposed to a approach which encouraged students to “actually solve the
problem, as opposed to allowing your preconceptions to solve your problems”.53 According
to Charles Pickett, Sirius was designed “at the
peak of reaction against public housing towers,
part of a general reconsideration of the generic
formats

of

worldwide

Modernism”.54
movement

There

towards

was

a

providing
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thoughtful and considerate social housing rather
than towers of identical units. Moshe Safdie’s
widely applauded Habitat ‘67 (Fig. 7.11) was
seen to embody this new approach to considered
social housing and continues today to serve as a
successful private housing complex.

Figure 7.11 Habitat ’67, Moshe
Safdie 1967
Source: www.habitat67.com
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It is clear Habitat ‘67 served as an inspirational model for Gofers in the design of Sirius. It
has been suggested that his design references Habitat in its use of modular prefabricated
precast concrete units 55 and the way in which the form gave an individual presence to each
component dwelling while reducing the monolithic and repetitive character of the whole. 56
While the extent of the influence is difficult to ascertain,57 both projects were designed with
the wellbeing of future tenants in mind. This in itself is an atypical feature in affordable
housing, particularly in the context of a densely populated inner-city location. Gofers was
not the only architect at the time to adopt this approach, with Habitat’s influence also
apparent in Ricardo Boffil’s Kafka Castle (Barcelona, 1968), Kisho Kurokawa’s Nakagin
Capsule Tower (Tokyo, 1972), and, it has been suggested, more recent projects such as
PLOT’s Mountain Dwellings (Copenhagen, 2008) (Figs. 7.12, 7.13 and 7.14).
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Figure 7.12 Kafka Castle (left)
Figure 7.13 Nakagin Capsule Tower (centre)
Figure 7.14 Mountain Dwellings (right)
Source: archdaily.com
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7.2.3.1 The Sirius Proposal
When Gofers presented his design concept for Sirius at a stakeholders’ meeting on 23 July
1976, it followed lengthy discussions and negotiations with prospective tenants who were
interviewed during the design phase. Many were families relocated from other Housing
Commission properties in The Rocks and were the descendants of maritime workers who
lived and worked in the area for generations.
Gofers carefully canvassed their needs and ideas in creating their homes. Two particular
groups were foremost in the design process – families with a number of children, and the
aged.58 The resulting design for the site was initially planned to consist of a commercial block
to the south and a residential block to the north, as illustrated in model and plans of Sirius
(see Figs 7.15 and 7.16). Tao Gofers’ original design for Sirius included a white painted
finish over the precast concrete.
His rationale for this was to
match the Sydney Opera House
on the opposite side of Sydney
Cove.
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Budgetary

restraints

prevented this ever happening.
The design development and
construction

documentation

were carried out by architects
Alexander

and

Lloyd,

Engineers Bond James Laron,
Quantity Surveyors Rider Hunt
Figure 7.15 Sirius Concept Elevation and Sections
1975

and

Partners,

Hydraulic

specialist D Rudd and Partners

Source: Tao Gofers Private papers

and Acoustics specialists Peter
Knowland and Associates.59 The Housing Commission approved the construction drawings
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on 5 May 1977. The
Housing

Commission

Press Release dated 7
December

1977

announced the plan to

Image redacted for copyright reasons

proceed with a $4 million
tender for the construction
of Sirius. The Minister for
Housing

Ron

Mulock

announced the contract
time for completion was 70
weeks from the signing of
Figure 7.16 Model of Tao Gofers proposal 1976

the contract and that the

Proposed housing commission towers (right in photo) and inbuilt
commercial towers (left in photo)

successful tenderer was

Source: Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority

VHY Pty Ltd of Lilyfield
and the tender price was
$4,084.000.

The Housing Commission media release stated the development was to cover more than 4
hectares and would house more than 200 people in 79 units ranging from one to four
bedrooms. It was to contain five blocks ranging from one to twelve stories all with excellent
harbour views. Mulock said, “the project is in line with the Housing Commission’s policy of
providing modern, low-cost housing in convenient locations”. The press release also noted
that the design has been developed after “lengthy consultation between the Housing
Commission, local residents and the Sydney Cove Redevelopment Authority”, adding “this
is a development that anyone would be proud to live in”.60 Mulock further stated that families
displaced by The Rocks redevelopment and who qualified for Commission housing would
be offered a home in the project.
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7.2.3.2 The Construction of Sirius
The completed Sirius building is composed of 12 different vertical elements. These elements
comprise of one one-storey element, one two-storey element, one-three storey element, and
so on up to one twelve-storey element. The complex comprises one, two, three and fourbedroom units (Fig. 7.17). The building also included several units specially designed for
aged residents, all accessible
via lift.
Gofers

directed

particular

thought to the design of the
aged units. They are all
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located in the tower section of
Sirius, where there are no
steps at the entrance and units
are accessible by lift. The
bathrooms feature showers
instead of baths, and grab rails

Figure 7.17 Layout of four-bedroom split-level unit
Source: Housing Commission of NSW (1980)

next to the toilets. The aged
units have access to their own
rooftop garden area on the
eighth

floor,

spectacular

which

views

of

has
the

Parramatta and Lane Cove
Rivers, the Harbour Bridge,
North Sydney, the Opera House and Sydney Heads. Residents of the aged units also had
access to the Heritage Room, a purpose-built aged community room to encourage
socialization and support between tenants who were often largely housebound. The room
features a photographic mural of the Sydney skyline covering an entire wall, to recreate the
view of Circular Quay behind (Fig. 7.18).
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Aged and disabled residents’
units were also fitted with
emergency

call

buttons,

connected to the distress-call
panel in the foyer with lights
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for every aged-care unit. The
distress-call
indication

panel
of

consideration

is

an
the

towards

residents’ needs that went into
the original designs.
The community facilities of
Figure 7.18 Mural in the heritage room 2016
Source MillersPointCommunity.com.au

Sirius

were equally well

considered.

The

main

entrance to the building is
from Cumberland Street, with
planting and seating lining the entrance terrace. There is a large 200sqm community room,
the Phillip Room, for all residents located on the ground floor at the rear of the entry foyer.
It is equipped with a kitchen and special facilities for the disabled, a supervised area for
children’s activities and was available for gatherings of residents or could be booked for
special family occasions. Above the Philip Room, a mezzanine level was intended for
smaller group gatherings and games such as monopoly and cards. 61 Specially selected
photographic reproductions of historical landmarks of Sydney’s early history were also hung
in the lift lobbies.
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The foyer and the Phillip Room feature a series of four laminated timber animal designs by
architect Penny Rosier as part of the original plans, loosely based on prehistoric cave
paintings (Fig. 7.19). Gofers called these sculptures UROs, “not quite UFOs but unidentified
running objects”.62 Both the foyer and the Phillip Room are carpeted and feature Tasmanian
Oak ceilings and vertical boarding to the core and service elements (Fig. 7.20), reminiscent
of the Concert Hall and foyer of the Sydney Opera House. The supporting walls of the Phillip
Room and the foyer are made from in situ bush hammered concrete.
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Figure 7.19 Timber sculptures by Rosier (left)
Figure 7.20 Phillip Room (right)
Source: Australian Vogue Living (March 2017)

Additional features that are notable for a social housing project of the 1970s included garbage
collection points located on every level throughout the high-rise, with a compaction unit
installed in the basement, clothes drying room on every level, a furniture loading dock
accessible for large removalist trucks, and the inclusion of a lift large enough to accommodate
a full-size ambulance stretcher for any emergency situation. Each unit also contained its own
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internal laundry facilities, either as a separate laundry room or within the bathroom. The
building has floor carpeting throughout as well as multi-outlet TV antennae and telephone
cabling to all units. An onsite resident manager was available to assist with any problems
that arose.
Today, Gofers describes the building as “a concept in modern expression of individual
architectural elements with the external materials in colour; texture and toning selected to
complement the general atmosphere of The Rocks area”.63 Several measures had been taken
in the construction of Sirius to reflect the site and its context. The structure is in-situ concrete
with precast concrete window panels (Fig. 7.21), roof garden balustrades and roof edge
panels all finished in a sandstock colour to reflect the traditional materials of the surrounding
area. Also, the variable height of the development was intended to reflect the irregular roof
shapes of the demolished buildings and to not overpower the laced steel framework of the
neighbouring Harbour Bridge.
In fact, Gofers stepped the
structure in an effort to relate it
to the Harbour Bridge, by
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interpreting its engineering into
a

domestic

Although
considered

environment.

Sirius
a

might

be

high-rise

development, Gofers points out
that less than a third of the units
Figure 7.21 Form work for a window panel c.1978
Source: Tao Gofers Private papers

are above four storeys high.64
Gofers was aware that the roofs

would be visible from the southern approach to the Harbour Bridge and allowed for those
areas to be landscaped as an additional “fifth elevation”. The roofs were designed with this
aspect in mind and their landscaping was considered a major design element (Fig. 7.22). “On
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the accessible roof areas, plants have been confined to planter boxes to maximize human
space available and to maintain control of the planting”, Gofers explained. “These planted
roof areas are repeated elsewhere in the complex providing a garden atmosphere for the
tenants on the upper levels similar to those areas available to the tenants at ground floor and
podium levels”.65
A notable design feature of Sirius is the brightly coloured exhaust vents, highly visible from
the Harbour Bridge. According to Gofers, the colour of the vents and the steel balustrades
ranged from blue in the North to red in the South with a gradual gradation of eight colours
from north to south. The most prominent colour was purple which “was obvious because it
could be seen from the bridge”.66
The landscaped areas on the
podium

were

linked

visually with paving and
individual

planter

boxes

that were intended to create
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what Gofers considered “a
pleasant urban atmosphere
for

the

tenants”.67

The

extensive use of private
outdoor spaces also helped
to foster an atmosphere of
lower density community
Figure 7.22 Sirius aged care garden terrace on level nine
c.1980
Source: Tao Gofers Private papers
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7.2.3.3 The Opening of Sirius
Jack Bourke, Chairman of the Housing
Commission, officially opened the Sirius
building on 20 March 1980.

Nita

McCrae was personally invited by him to
preview the building on 21 March.68 An
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advertisement in the Sydney Morning
Herald invited tenants, applicants and
member of the public to view the new
building on 22 and 23 March 1980 (Fig.
7.23).
The handout invited visitors to look over

Figure 7.23 Advertisement inviting
inspection of Sirius
Source: Sydney Morning Herald, 21 March 1980, 23

apartment 50, a four-bedroom split level
unit located on the ground floor at the
southern end of the building. The Phillip
Room was also open for inspection.
Taking the lift to level 8 meant “a number
of surprises in store”, including the
Heritage Room, and a two-bedroom split
level apartment with views to both the
east and the west. The stairs to level 7
took visitors to a furnished aged unit on
display (Figs. 7.24 and 7.25), with
“magnificent views to the west, this unit

will show you how quiet it is living in Sirius. Special glass eliminates all but minor
background noise and makes for quiet and easy living”.69
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Figure 7.24 Sirius living room with” provided carpeting” (left)
Figure 7.25 “Lively youngsters like yellow, and bunks which save space” (right)
Source: Housing Commission of NSW (1980)

7.2.3.4 The Initial Mixed Response
Sirius has been a controversial building since construction began and this controversy was
heightened in 1980. Criticism came from both official circles and members of the general
public (Fig. 7.26).
Ron Mulock, prior Minister for Housing (1977-78), said he “wasn’t enamoured by the design
as a piece of architecture. It wasn’t what I consider to be architecturally aesthetic. But I was
assured all the experts involved in the redevelopment of the Rocks, including a citizens’
committee, had approved the project”.70 Paul Landa, Minister for Planning and the
Environment (1976–80) described the building as “damned awful”, ordering that no more
buildings in The Rocks were to rise above the Harbour Bridge approaches and all buildings
plans would have to be put on exhibition.71 The building was labeled “The Lump on The
Rocks” by the National Trust (NSW) in its monthly bulletin, 72 an environmental outrage by
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Harry

Seidler,73

while

Norman Day, Melbourne
architect and architectural
critic for The Age: “Sydney
should
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be

ashamed

of

itself”.74 Day called Sirius a
half-built chicken crate and a
disgrace, claiming “it does
not even try to harmonise
with The Rocks buildings.
The architects have denied
themselves a chance to get

Figure 7.26 New Sirius resident Mrs. Agnes Gorrel on her
balcony
Source: Sydney Morning Herald, 20 March 1980, 3

rid of their modernistic joyride and do some really
careful designing”. It was,
stated May, as if designed by
a “group of droogs from
Clockwork Orange”.
However, not all comment
was negative. On Sirius,

prominent Sydney interior designer Leslie Walford commented:
a building to admire, sturdy outside, unusual even but inside it is positively
luxurious, spacious, well planned an, with excellent safety devices such as
emergency call buttons for the aged tenant. There is a wide mix of unit
sizes to house 200 lucky people and most of these have always been tenants
in The Rocks area. I was really astonished at the thoughtful planning and
quality of this large building, with its public areas, gardens, little private
courtyards and a garage per unit.75
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In a letter to the Sydney Morning Herald commenting on the criticism of Sirius, Ellen Christie
of Richmond wrote “I cannot help detecting hints of a more general resentment which is
perhaps levelled at those people who might win a place in this unique setting – people who
ordinarily would never be able to afford harbourside accommodation”.76 Elizabeth Farrelly
describes the city’s “tradition of fine inner-city public housing” as “one of Sydney’s
surprising and largely unintentional areas of charm”. Listing Sirius amongst others in
Chippendale, Waterloo and Pyrmont, she applauds the enlightened notion of public housing
“planted right in some of the city’s best spots”, the result being “an enrichment not just of
the communities so housed but of Sydney’s public realm and public life”. 77
Despite their success, Spearritt notes at the time of the green bans the “residential population
had fallen to an all-time low of 240, and all the Sirius Apartments managed to do was
maintain this population base”,78 rather than providing additional housing for her area. In
time, the initial controversy over the design and the tenants settled down and the new
residents formed a new community, with those who had been displaced by the redevelopment
of The Rocks and newcomers. That community was to be entirely displaced only 37 years
later.

7.3 Government initiatives and community response
7.3.1

Early recognition of the significance of Sirius

Only fifteen years after Sirius was completed and open to its first residents, the State
Government recognized it as having significant social value to the people of NSW. As the
lessee of Sirius, the NSW Land and Housing Corporation listed the building as a heritage
item on its Heritage and Conservation Register in April 1995 under Section 170 of the NSW
Heritage Act 1977.79 Sirius was listed on the section 170 Register of the NSW Land and
Housing Corporation for its social significance, under the historic themes of “a place to live”
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and “building styles and construction types”.80 Its statement of significance notes a “recently
constructed, large dominant apartment block located in an historic area of Sydney. It is a
building which reflects the social ideals of its time, although contrasting markedly with the
heritage structures in surrounding areas”.81
In defining social significance, Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter 2013 specifies that social
value “refers to the associations that a place has for a particular community or cultural group
and the social and cultural meanings that it holds for them”. The explanatory notes for the
Burra Charter suggest when understanding social value, ask: “is the place important as a
local marker or symbol? Is the place important as a part of a community identity or the
identity of a particular cultural group? Is the place important to a community or cultural group
because of associations and meanings developed from long use and association?”82
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Figure 7.27 “One Way Jesus” sign in the window of Sirius 2011
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According to Heritage Assessments in the NSW Heritage Manual, an item is of state social
significance when it has “strong or special association with a particular community or cultural
group in NSW for social, cultural or spiritual reasons”.83 The Heritage Office guidelines
suggest the types of items which may meet this criterion include:
1. items which are esteemed by the community for their cultural values;
2. items which if damaged or destroyed would cause the community a
sense of loss; and/or
3. items which contribute to a community’s sense of identity.

According to the guidelines established by both Australia ICOMOS in the Burra Charter and
the NSW Heritage Office in the NSW Heritage Manual, the listing of Sirius on the NSW
Land and Housing Corporation’s Heritage and Conservation Register in 1995 was in
recognition of its social significance, as it “reflects the social ideals of its time”.
As outlined in the Heritage Act 1977, the NSW State Owned Heritage Management
Principles serve to set the standard in the management of heritage assets as a model for the
private sector. NSW Government agencies have a key responsibility, according to the
guidelines, to lead by example by “adopting best practice heritage management strategies,
processes and practices”, including “the wise use and ongoing maintenance of heritage assets
in a sustainable manner”.84 It is unfortunate that despite the Land and Housing Corporation
recognising the significance of Sirius as early as 1995, the s170 listing did not equate to real
heritage protection for the site.
In 2013, the Heritage Council of NSW completed a thematic history of the Modern
Movement in NSW. The final report, The Modern Movement in New South Wales, a thematic
study and survey of places was prepared by HeriCon Consulting in association with Colleen
Morris and Peter Spearritt and describes the Modern Movement as including geometric
architectural styles that matured in Australia predominately between 1910 and 1970,
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including the styles known as modern, International, brutalist, Sydney School amongst
others; linked by their progressive philosophies or ideals derived from Europe and the US.
As the report describes:
Apart from its distinctive stacked appearance it was truly egalitarian,
providing glamorous city views on prime real estate. The building gives
insight into broader issues overtaking the Modern Movement. It resulted
from community resilience to redevelopment proposals for The Rocks in
the 1960s where high-rise office buildings, hotels and apartment buildings
would displace long term residents. After concerted opposition, including
the BLF green bans, blocked development, those who wanted to stay were
personally consulted so that their requirements could be incorporated into
Sirius.85
While the full report was available on the Heritage NSW website, it has been removed and
is no longer accessible.
7.3.2

The NSW State Government announces the sale

In March 2014, the NSW State Government announced its intentions to sell off all of its 293
public housing properties in Millers Point, including 121 terrace houses, as well as the 79
apartments in the Sirius building. The sale, announced by then Minister for Community
Services Pru Goward, would require the relocation of 465 people from Millers Point, and a
further 125 from Sirius and Gloucester Street in The Rocks. The money raised from the sale,
promised the Minister, would be diverted into the “social housing system”.86 Prior to 2014,
99-year leaseholds on approximately 30 houses in Millers Point were sold by the previous
Labor Government, with extensive conservation requirements in line with their state level
heritage importance. Goward’s announcement signalled yet another step in the process of
transformation of The Rocks, with an emphasis on gentrification and renewal to the exclusion
of the long-term public housing residents. What was being sold to the public as architectural
restoration was typical of the gentrification movement that started in the 1960s, occurring in
worn-out areas in order to bring new cultural communities to the city centre. 87 As argued by
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Waitt, The Rocks was being transformed into the birthplace of the Australian nation that
removes references to the “non-marketable items, including the ignoble, the work of women,
conflict against the Aboriginal people, the suffering of men and women, and discrimination
against ethnic Chinese”. 88
The announcement of the sale was part of an organised strategy starting with the broad
circulation of a one-page media release, whilst a 17-page media pack was distributed to a
select group of media outlets and journalists.89 Unlike the media release, the media pack was
not available on the internet. The document was eventually released online by REDWatch,
the resident action group representing the Waterloo and Redfern areas on the other side of
the CBD to Millers Point. According to REDWatch, the media release and pack about the
proposed sale somehow managed to both devalue the houses as public assets while at the
same time emphasising their increasing private value so as to ready them for private sale.90
In their assessment of the discourse used throughout the Millers Point and Rocks sell-off,
Darcy and Rogers noted the three central features utilized by the state government in their
language to frame the sale. The first was an emphasis on the location as being “harbourside”,
with the continual use of the term. This is especially pertinent to Sirius with its prime harbour
views, and the suggestion that taxpayers are funding others to enjoy them.
The second emphasis was a focus on the “social housing system” rather than on public
dwellings or people’s homes. To their point, the term “home” is only ever used in the featured
case studies, and with specific reference to those who had already been relocated to
alternative housing and were reported in ways such as “Mrs. C was visited by the relocation
coordinator after her move and was happy in her new home”.91 The homes from which they
had been evicted were termed “accommodation”, “property”, or “tenancy”.
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The third feature was the concept of “fairness”.92 In the media release pack, the Department
of Family and Community Service’s construction of “fairness” was illustrated by comparing
different public housing tenants living in different suburbs, and even cities, throughout the
state. The media release itemises the cost to taxpayers of housing tenants in specific locations,
and then account for this cost as a subsidy allocated to each particular tenant. The media pack
notes: “rental subsidies funded by the NSW taxpayer are excessively high in Millers
Point…for every one Millers Point tenant, the Government could cover subsidies for up to 5
tenants around Wollongong”.93 The reporting of individual calculations in this way, was
further illustrated by way of case studies showing “average maintenance cost for one terrace”
as being “almost $15,000 per year as opposed to the normal maintenance allowance of $3000
to $3500”. Also included were photographs of some of the worst-case examples of tenant
neglect, providing the media with plenty of material to help convince the general public of
the “fairness” of the sell-off. This was particularly misleading in the case of Sirius, where the
maintenance costs were not specified, perhaps as the purpose-built apartment building would
not support the argument being presented to the public.
Amidst the economic rationalisation by the State Government, stories of long-term residents
started to appear. Myra Demetriou, who would go on to become the last remaining tenant of
Sirius, was in her 90s and completely blind. As highlighted by Farrelly, the standard
argument that “one inner-city house funds five in the outer suburbs…is, on the face of it,
plausible”, but she encourages further thought. Myra herself, explained Farrelly, was
“relocated to a new community in Pyrmont. Blind and now 92 in a strange neighbourhood,
she stopped going out unaccompanied…could no longer attend her beloved Garrison
Church…(and) after a couple of falls inside her unit, Myra has had to move again to a shared
room in an aged-care facility in Paddington”. 94
The impact of the media and their initial reporting of the sell-off was perhaps unsurprising.
The Sydney Telegraph newspaper reported “Millers Point…is a decaying monument to the
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stand over tactics of the wharfies…these belligerent unions helped keep Millers Point in the
hands of their friends and family for generations, people who paid peppercorn rents”. The
same journalist95 later added “Millers Point today remains an aristocracy of heredity
housos…”,96 using the derogatory term evoking what Darcy and Rogers regard as the “wellrehearsed and exaggerated stereotypes and popular perceptions concerning a jobless
underclass”.97
The grouping together of Sirius with the Millers Point terraces for the sell-off in 2014 was
inappropriate as the two groups of Housing Commission properties differ enormously. The
grouping would serve to confuse the issue and the public’s understanding of what the
proposed sell off was to include.
The first way in which the two groups of properties differ is that the small terrace houses of
Millers Point, with construction dates ranging from the 1820s to the 1880s, had already been
listed on the State Heritage Register and as such were not at risk of demolition. Millers Point
Conservation Area was added to the NSW State Heritage Register in 1999 for its historic,
aesthetic, social, research potential, rarity and representativeness significance that remains
remarkably intact. Almost all of the terrace houses are also listed individually on both the
State Heritage Register and the City of Sydney Council Local Environment Plan (LEP).
The Millers Point terraces were to be mostly sold individually as private homes. Purchasers
were provided with extensive Conservation Management Plans (CMPs) prepared by private
heritage consultants, outlining full historical reports, required maintenance schedules and
permitted works. While there have been cases of new owners ignoring the guidelines (in 2015
one such owner was ordered to pay a $60,000 fine plus court costs for causing irreversible
damage to a colonial Georgian terrace in Argyle Place), the CMPs are a legally enforceable
document. The battle for Millers Point was based primarily on protecting the rights of the
tenants. There were secondary concerns for maintaining the integrity of the buildings, with
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the interiors particularity at risk from new private owners not respecting the fabric of the
heritage listed houses, but this was not the dominant battle being fought by the community.
Sirius, on the other hand, was to be sold as an entire building and site to a developer, and its
lack of heritage protection meant its demolition was almost a certainty. As Sirius is listed on
the s170 Register, not on the State Heritage Register, its sale price reflects the value of the
land itself, and the potential for a purchaser to redevelop the prime 3,640m2 property. If
Sirius were to be listed for sale with a listing on the State Heritage Register, it would be
protected from demolition under the Heritage Act. It would be almost impossible for a new
private owner to gain permission to demolish the building. State Heritage Listing would also
limit the extent to which the building could be altered or extended. These measures would
restrict the potential financial value of the site to developers wishing to maximise the building
envelope and as such reduce the potential sale price. The expected sale price in May 2018,
without heritage listing, was upwards of $120 million. 98 According to former heritage
minister Mark Speakman, “the heritage listing could cost the state about $70 million”.99 The
difference in the potential income from the sale resulted in the State Government fighting to
prevent Sirius from being listed on the State Heritage Register.
When it became clear to the community that the future of the building was at risk as well as
the residents’ tenure, the battle escalated rapidly. After the removal and relocation of the
tenants of both Millers Point and almost all from Sirius, the original grassroots battle for the
residents of Millers Point was seemingly over. With the realisation that the sale and likely
demolition of Sirius was imminent, the focus shifted to gaining a heritage listing in an effort
to protect it. The battle for Sirius has been multifaceted; at times in line with that for Millers
Point, and at other times a more complex one.
Additionally, unlike the terrace houses of Millers Point, Sirius is a 20 th century Brutalist
building about which opinion is polarised. While the significance of the early and mid-19th
century terrace houses in Millers Point is broadly accepted and appreciated both in legislation
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and by the general public, Sirius is a building that divides opinion. The diverse range of
opinion on the architectural merit of Sirius has been used to as justification for not listing the
building on the State Heritage Register.
There are many challenges in the conservation of twentieth century heritage unlike sites of
more ancient times which, according to Sheridan Burke (previous Co-President of ICOMOS
International Scientific Committee on Twentieth Century Heritage) benefit from “stronger
and longer community awareness and respect as well as more established listings in heritage
inventories”.100 Twentieth century heritage, Burke continues, “still needs serious promotion,
celebration and education to communicate its significance, develop community
understanding and gain conversation support”.
Concern for the built environment is not a new dilemma; William Morris was expressing his
beliefs is the mid-1800s that the custodianship by the present generation of the architecture
of the past was important not at least as the evidence of the needs and aspirations of ordinary
people. It was Morris’s conviction that a vernacular architecture of the future could only be
developed by the study of the forms and techniques of the past. It is clear that current tastes
are not the best indicator of which particular buildings should be conserved. Sydney has many
examples of buildings not considered worthy of conservation that were only saved by
determined residents and those passionate about heritage. The Queen Victoria Building in
Sydney’s CBD was famously earmarked for demolition to make way for a carpark in 1959.
The justification given by the state government was that it was standing in the way of
economic development. Sixty years later the QVB is a much admired and valued heritage
site. The second half of the 20th century brought the loss of many such buildings which would
be unthinkable today. The Royal Exchange Building in Bridge Street, the Fort Macquarie
Tram Depot, the Head Office of the Rural Bank of NSW, St Stephens Church in Phillip St,
the Australia Hotel on Castlereagh St, and the Regent Theatre on George Street were all
demolished during the period when they were thought to have no heritage significance.
There are many issues associated with the conservation of modern buildings: Are they worthy
of retention? Should they be conserved to the same level as older buildings? With such a
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diversity of architectural styles coming out of the twentieth century, which ones are of merit
and which are not? The vast range of building styles and types and issues of quality,
particularly those built on tight postwar budgets, present significant hurdles to conservation.
The stylistic merits of brutalism in particular have been widely debated, and often echo earlier
debates surrounding 19th century architecture. To the general public, notes Prudon, “these
discussions continue to circle around concepts of like and dislike, or beauty and comfort.
Words such as ‘ugly’ or ‘cold’ are terms most frequently encountered when expressing an
opinion on modernist architecture”. Yet ugly, he reminds, was also the term often applied to
Victorian architecture. 101
The challenge of protecting Brutalist architecture is a much-discussed topic both overseas 102
and in Australia.103 The debate surrounding the architectural merit of Sirius was to become a
contentious discussion, involving the most renowned Australian experts, and is another
reason it was inappropriate for the state government to combine the sale of Sirius with the
terrace houses of Millers Point.
Whether the grouping together of Millers Point terraces with Sirius for sale was a deliberate
strategy on the part of the State Government is uncertain. Regardless of the intent, the vastly
different natures of the two did serve to confuse the campaign and distort the role of heritage
and the state’s responsibility in protecting its assets under the Heritage Act.
7.3.2.1 The Community Gathers
In the days following the announcement of the plans to sell off public housing in Millers
Point and The Rocks, local residents themselves were able to form an alliance of the three
existing local residents’ groups; The Rocks Resident Action Group (RRAG), the Committee
of Residents Elected by Millers Point (CoRE) which included homeowners and leaseholders
and public tenants, and the Public Tenants Groups (PTG).
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The three groups which came together to form the Community Defence Group had each
employed different tactics to achieve their distinct desired outcomes. The RRAG, made up
of owners, leaseholders and social housing tenants had been in existence since the Green
Bans of the 1970s under Nita McCrae. It was now chaired by former City of Sydney councilor
John McInerney and began a campaign built around their alliance with the council. The
RRAG made representations to parliamentary representatives and to the City of Sydney,
particularly the Lord Mayor Clover Moore. In doing so, they “effectively elevated the Millers
Point sale to the level of party politics”.104 The topic of public housing and the relocation of
tenants saw Federal Labor members, such as Anthony Albanese, Member for Grayndler, join
the discussion and condemn the actions of the conservative NSW government in the media.105
In an interview on ABC Radio when asked for a response to Goward’s announcement,
Albanese commented “they are people who’ve lived in that community for a long time. There
are people who have lived there for more than 80 years. They deserve better than getting
what is effectively an eviction notice under their door”, later noting “they’re being told to
leave because they live in public housing…from time to time of course, people should be
found alternative accommodation, but not if the move is just about economics rather than
people”.106
CoRE (Committee of Residents Elected by Millers Point) was formed on the back of the
initial rumours about the Millers Point sell-off and was primarily focused on advocacy for a
non-government housing solution. The group proposed a plan that would allow social
housing in the area to remain and allow existing tenants to stay in their homes and
community. The proposal suggested the allocation of funds from the previous sales of social
housing to a registered community housing provider, allowing tenants to form a housing cooperative to maintain and manage social housing. The proposal was supported by Sydney
Lord Mayor Clover Moore.107
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The third group to make up the newly formed Community Defence Group was the PTG
(Public Tenants Group), mostly made up of public housing tenants, some of whom had strong
links to unions and key Green Ban figures. It was formed specifically as a response to the
sell off and was largely focused on supporting public housing tenants. PTG was able to draw
on their union support and organizing skills.
Following the announcement of the sell-off, all three groups moved to engage supportive
journalists and sympathetic politicians and NGO contacts. Key media outlets were closely
following the story of Millers Point and The Rocks, often featuring stores about the plight of
individual residents.108 The Sydney Morning Herald produced a sophisticated multi-media
website documenting the long history of the site, including the past battles as well as the
stories of the current facing a new battle. 109
The Community Defence Group held their first public meeting on 22 March 2014, three days
after the announcement of the sell-off. Over the course of the campaign, the Community
Defence Group attracted the support of a diverse range of ambassadors in addition to local
residents. The patrons of the group include Anthony Albanese, Eva Cox, Jack Mundey and
Reg Mombassa.110 They also sought assistance from other community organisations from
other inner-city areas. REDWatch, a local organisation based in the Redfern area where there
are several thousand public tenants, organised meetings and distributed publications via their
website and media contacts.
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The Community Defence Group organised a spring picnic on 14 September 2014 (Fig.7.28),
with the aim “to celebrate the vibrant community of Millers Point and help visitors see why
we are fighting to save the residents who rightfully belong here”.111 Aware of the battle
looming, petitions were produced for
attendees to sign, ‘No Surrender’ tshirts and badges were available for
purchase. The City of Sydney
donated $10,000 to the community to
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Figure 7.28 Millers Point Spring Picnic flyer
Source: www.millerspointcommunity.com.au
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Dempster

conducted a Q&A session with
Moore, Greenwich, Paul McAleer
(MUA),

Irene

Doutey

(Greens

Councillor, City of Sydney), Edwina
Lloyd (ALP Candidate for Sydney)
and Millers Point resident Barney Gardner. Several other politicians were also present, as
was Sirius architect Tao Gofers. The picnic was to become the first strategy employed by the
community of Millers Point and Sirius in an effort to raise awareness and gather support for
the battle against the sell-off.
7.3.3

The State Heritage Register nomination

In an effort to help protect Sirius from sale and potential demolition, the National Trust
(NSW) added Sirius to its own non-legislative register on 28 May 2014. The statement of
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significance written by the Trust advocated the heritage value of Sirius on the basis of two
key points: its architectural merit and its social significance.
The architectural merit of Sirius, according to the Trust listing, is as a “fine example of the
Brutalist architectural style, especially in its use of off-the-form concrete and the stacking of
cubic components to create a harmonious whole”. It is, the report continues, “also significant
as an early example of rooftop landscape gardening”.113 The listing report also describes
Sirius as being of “high social significance as it took form in 1978-1979 in the wake of the
Green Bans movement protesting the wholesale redevelopment of The Rocks and Millers
Point”.114 Sirius provided affordable housing to those potentially displaced by other
developments in the area and had a policy of mixing the young and old, and of large and
small families. The report also notes the social significance as “the location for the 1986
Australian movie Playing Beatie Bow as the home of the central character, based on Ruth
Park’s classic 1980 Australian children’s book of the same name”.115
Additionally, the statement of significance highlights the building’s “landmark significance
notwithstanding that the construction of the building was notable for the amount of discord
it created in the community, including extensive correspondence in the newspapers of the
day. However,” the report continues, “it was described in the magazine Concrete (Issue 11)
as a ‘bold and exceptional experiment in low-income public housing’. It was a conscious
attempt to reduce the monolithic nature of most high-rise developments”.116
In October of the same year, the National Trust then proceeded to submit a nomination for
inclusion of Sirius on the State Heritage Register to the Heritage Division of the Office of
the Environment and Heritage in October 2014, using the same statement of significance as
for its own register listing.117 The National Trust appraised the building as meeting all seven
of the Heritage Council criteria of state significance.
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The Heritage Council’s State Heritage Register Committee considered the National Trust
nomination at its meeting on 3 December 2014 and “resolved that the Sirius Apartments is
potentially of state significance and to progress the listing”.118 This began the internal process
of the listing officers of the Heritage Office working the nomination into a full report to be
presented to the Heritage Council. This required a rigorous research process in order to
thoroughly document not only the history of the site, the building and the occupants but also
to assess the site against the seven Heritage Council criteria.
The resulting draft heritage listing, completed on 20 October 2014, lists Sirius as potentially
satisfying six of the seven available criteria of significance. 119 It is important to note that
although a decision was to be made in the months ahead to forward the nomination with only
two criteria, Sirius was originally considered by the Heritage Office to potentially meet six
criteria. Obtained from the Office for Environment and Heritage under the Government
Information (Public Access) 2009 (GIPA) 775, the six potential criteria on the original
nomination were historical, association, aesthetic, social, rarity, representation. 120
It is noted in documents also obtained from the OEH that in December 2014, the Heritage
Division met with the then owner of Sirius, the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority (SHFA)
to discuss the nomination and listing process and conduct a site visit. 121 As is noted later in
the discussion of submissions made regarding the proposed listing, the SHFA, as the
landowner and custodian of The Rocks Precinct, “acknowledged the heritage values of the
Sirius Apartment Building as outlined in the Heritage Council’s notice particularly for its
historic values associated with the Green bans movement and long and strong association
with the past and present residents of Millers Point and The Rocks community”. As such the
Authority raised “no objection to the Heritage Council progressing with its listing on the
State Heritage Register”.122 On 26 June 2015 the land on which Sirius is located was
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transferred from the SHFA to Government Property NSW, with the LAHC retaining the
leasehold.123 Both Government Property NSW, and the lessee, LAHC, declared themselves
to be in strong opposition of the heritage listing of Sirius from that time, because it would
adversely affect the value of the property.
In the same month that the National Trust made its submission to the Heritage Office, a new
group, Friends of Millers Point, was formed by local residents Margaret Bishop and John
Dunn to work with existing local groups to support the community of Millers Point, Dawes
Point and The Rocks. Their main focus was to oppose the forced relocation of residents and
the destruction of their community, and to make others aware of the effects of the relocation
process on those residents, including their loss of identify, increased isolation and
vulnerability.124 In November 2014, the group took the opportunity to open Sirius at the same
time as the annual Open Sydney event, run by Sydney Living Museums, where over 50
buildings across Sydney are opened to the public. The Friends of Millers Point presented the
first Save Our Sirius (SOS) art exhibition in the building’s community space, the timberlined Philip Room. The exhibition featured the work of aspiring artists, illustrators and
sculptors.
The Save Our Sirius call to action was significant in two ways. The exhibition took its name
from the now abandoned distress call panel in the foyer of Sirius that could be activated by
elderly residents from inside their unit, an indication of the consideration towards residents’
needs that went into Tao Gofer’s original design. Additionally, it was a wider ‘call to arms’,
a reference to the international Morse code distress signal to request help when catastrophic
loss of life or property is imminent. The group also arranged a screening of the film Rocking
the Foundations by Pat Fiske, which tells the story of the 1970s Green Bans and the efforts
of Jack Mundey and Nita McCrae to save The Rocks from developers.
As a part of the Open Sirius exhibition, SOS lights in the window of Myra Demetriou’s
apartment on the tenth floor of Sirius were switched on, visible from the Overseas Passenger
Terminal and Circular Quay below and across to the Opera House and beyond. The lights
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were a message to the people below that the residents of Sirius were in distress.125 The SOS
lights remained switched on until June 2015 when Minister for Family and Community
Services and Minister for Social Housing Brad Hazzard considered how he might be able to
save the social housing tenants of
Sirius and Millers Point (Figs. 7.29
and 7.30)
Image redacted for copyright reasons

Strategically,

the

Friends

of

Millers Point group needed more
than community good will and
support to fight the sale of their
homes. They approached SGS
Economics and Planning Pty Ltd,
one

of

Australia’s

leading

researchers into the economics of
community
Image redacted for copyright reasons

commission

development,
a

report

on

to
the

proposed sell-off. SGS produced
an

independent

pro

bono

consultants’ report to investigate
Figure 7.29 SOS lights in the window of Myra’s
Sirius apartment (top)
Figure 7.30 Distress call panel for elderly residents
in the Sirius foyer (bottom)
Source: www.millers pointcommunity.com.au

the government’s plans for selling
off the 293 government owned
properties, including the Sirius
building. The report, titled Millers
Point

and

The

Rocks:

an

alternative way forward, notes that failing to provide opportunities for people on lower
incomes to live in well-serviced, accessible and job-rich areas, like inner Sydney, has an
impact on the city’s overall productivity and global competitiveness.126 The report discusses
the international focus on increasingly designing policies with the aim of developing mixed
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communities with aims to increase the city’s diversity the vitality of local areas and avoiding
pockets of concentrated disadvantage. 127 It highlights the City of Sydney’s Strategic Plan,
Sustainable Sydney 2030 (2008) with its vision for a bold, inspirational city for people and
“housing a diverse population” as one of its 10 strategic directions, to ensure that the City
“continues to be welcoming and accessible for people of all walks of life:”.128
The SGS report argues that although a mixed community would provide less cash upfront
for the Land and Housing Corporation, it would have improved outcomes for NSW as a
whole. The report notes that the NSW government’s suggested repair bills to restore some of
the properties to heritage standard are “as high as $800,000, with an average cost to renovate
one property of $350,000”. The 79 purpose-built apartments in Sirius, as the report suggests,
were unlikely to have maintenance costs that would contribute proportionally to the total and
should have been left out of the economic equation. 129
Importantly, the report offered alternative approaches to the government’s plan to sell off the
social housing in Millers Point and The Rocks. One of these alternative approaches took issue
with the treatment of all housing stock in the area as the same, irrespective of the heritage
value of individual properties, their age, suitability for social housing, and maintenance
requirements. It was the recommendation of SGS that the government adopt a more nuanced
approach the future of individual dwellings, “considering their suitability for social housing
and the potential for stock to be transferred to community housing providers for use as
affordable housing”. The development of a more refined solution would, the report noted,
“require additional consultation…but result in an improved social mix and provide a diversity
of housing close to jobs in the inner city (with potential productivity benefits)”.130 As purposebuilt social housing, Sirius was a prime candidate for use as affordable housing, and as such
would have been inline within the City of Sydney planning strategies for housing a diverse
population. The report was sent to then Minister for Family and Community Services
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Gabrielle Upton for consideration in July 2014. No response was ever received from the
Minister by either the Friends of Millers Point or SGS.131
7.3.3.1 Save Our Sirius
In November 2015, the Save Our Sirius Foundation was formed to fight to save Sirius from
demolition and its residents from eviction. The group was largely borne out of the Millers
Point Community Defence Committee and attracted additional broad support because of the
threat to the building itself. One of the organisers of the campaign was Millers Point resident
John McInerney AM, previously manager of city planning and development for both the City
of Sydney and the City of Melbourne. The group appointed twenty ambassadors to help
spread the word of the campaign to add Sirius to the State Heritage Register. The
ambassadors included a diverse range of politicians, architects, academics and others
associated with the building. Politicians were recruited from local government (Clover
Moore), state government (Alex Greenwich and Jamie Parker) and federal politics (Anthony
Albanese). The original architect of Sirius, Tao Gofers, was also recruited as an ambassador.
Gofers had been approached by John Dunn in the very early stages of the campaign in April
2014.132 Ken Maher from the AIA, and Clive Lucas, heritage architect and National Trust
NSW Board member were both recruited by then NSW Chapter President of the AIA Shaun
Carter. Other members included academics and authors such as architectural critic Elizabeth
Farrelly, Anthony Burke, Eva Cox, Meredith Burgmann and Grace Karskens, comedian Tim
Ross, environmental activist Jack Mundey and several residents.
As well as the appointment of individual ambassadors, Save Our Sirius garnered the support
of organisations. These included heritage organisations (National Trust (NSW), World
Monuments Fund, Australia ICOMOS, DOCOMOMO, and Historic Houses Association),
unions (Tenants Union NSW and Unions NSW) while government agencies in support of the
listing included the City of Sydney, Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority, Leichhardt
Council and the NSW Heritage Council.

131
132

McInerney, ‘Millers Point and The Rocks’.
Sullivan, Tao Gofers Interview.

272

When the Save Our Sirius Foundation was formed sometime later, Shaun Carter, then NSW
Chapter President of the AIA, was invited to join and chair the foundation by John
McInerney.133 Members of the foundation included Myra Demetriou and Millers Point
residents Margaret Bishop, John Dunn and Chris Hinkley, all of whom had been involved
with the Millers Point Community Defence Committee.
Following the meeting of the State Heritage Register Committee meeting in December 2014
where it was resolved that Sirius was potentially of state significance, the Heritage Division
was advised to progress the nomination. At its 1 July 2015 meeting, the Heritage Council
resolved to give notice of its intention to consider listing Sirius. It was noted there would be
a submission period for public and stakeholder comment from 15 July to 8 September 2015.
The minutes of the meeting note that Sirius was “soon to be transferred to Government
Property NSW in anticipation of the building sale into private sector ownership. Government
Property NSW has advised that it does not oppose State Heritage Register listing, but it is
concerned that it will restrict future adaptive reuse”.134
Members of the Council requested further clarification of the rarity and representativeness
values for the Sirius Building. Members also asked if Council was able to make public
statements to correct factual errors reported in the media and whether Council could engage
the services of a media or communications person to assist with promoting heritage and the
Heritage Council, separate to the Minister for Heritage and Office of Environment and
Heritage. As was noted in the minutes from the 5 August 2015 meeting of the Heritage
Council, Dr. Tracey Avery, Director of the Heritage Division, advised “the advertisement of
the Notice of Intention to consider listing the Sirius Apartments, The Rocks, has attracted
media attention”.135 This is consistent with the stories that were starting to appear in the
national media.136
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By the time of the 7 October 2015 meeting of the Heritage Council, the submission period
had ended and the addition of Sirius to the SHR was listed as an agenda item.137 Following
an introduction by the listing officers from the Heritage Division, a presentation entitled
Sirius Apartment Building was received from the Land and Housing Corporation (LAHC).
It was presented by two employees from LAHC (Anne Skewes and Madeleine Culbert) and
John Spitznagel from Government Property NSW. Also involved with the presentation and
in attendance at the meeting was a heritage advisor from private heritage consultants
FuturePast (McLaren North), a private developer consultant from HillPDA (Martin Hill),
both assumed to be invited by LAHC. The minutes of the meeting noted that the presentation
covered matters raised in the submission received from LAHC, and that the sale of Sirius
was planned for the near future. The presentation also outlined objections including the lack
of significance of the building. As owners of the site, Government Property NSW would have
been invited to attend the meeting to discuss its future. The LAHC would have been invited
as the lessees of Sirius at the time, and the representatives from FuturePast and HillPDA were
paid private consultants brought to the meeting by LAHC and Government Property NSW.
It is important to note that although LAHC were invited as lessees, those tenants who were
in turn lessees of the individual apartments (the residents) were not invited to attend, nor
were representatives from the Friends of Millers Point representing the community as a
whole. Graeme Quint, Advocacy Director, National Trust of Australia (NSW) gave a
presentation outlining the case for the State Heritage Register listing of Sirius as nominated
by them one year earlier. He advised the Heritage Council on the original concept and
development, and the historical significance of the site.
7.3.3.2 The Submissions Process for the Listing of Sirius
At the same meeting, following the presentations from LAHC and the National Trust, senior
heritage listing staff from the OEH went on to advise the Heritage Council of the submissions
received. As outlined in Chapter 3, the Heritage Act 1977 stipulates the procedure for listing
items on the SHR. As such, following the invitation for submissions, the Heritage Council
received a total of 24 submissions. Of these, 4 opposed listing Sirius on the SHR, while 20
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supported the listing. The 24 submissions were condensed in the Summary of Submissions
prepared by the OEH. A direct copy of the summary follows in Table 7.2, with those
opposing the listing highlighted in grey:138
Table 7.2 Copy of the Summary of Submissions in Sirius SHR listing
Name
Nature of Submission
Tenants Union of
Support for listing citing criteria (a) (b) (d) & (e) 139
NSW
Community members Online petition with 200 signatures citing criteria (a) (b) (d)
& (e), with particular emphasis on the social values of the
building
Community member
Support for listing citing all 7 HC criteria particularly its
aesthetic values
Community member
Support for listing citing the importance of the building for
its historic association with the Green Bans
Community member
Support for listing the building citing the aesthetic values of
the building
Community member
Support for listing citing social values and aesthetic values
Sydney Harbour
Does not oppose the progression of listing on the SHR
Foreshore Authority
Land and Housing
Opposes listing on the SHR for reasons outlined in the body
Corporation
of the report
140
Noted Architect
Support for SHR listing for its aesthetic and social values
AIA
Support for listing its aesthetic and social heritage values.
Noted that Sirius is included on the AIA NSW Register of
Significant Architecture
Community member
Support for listing for its social values
Community member
Support for listing for its social values
Community member
Support for listing for its social values
Community member
Support for listing for its social values
Community member
Support for listing for its social, historical and aesthetic
values
Leichhardt Council
Support for listing for its social values, association with the
Green Bans and key players in the bans and its aesthetic
values. Emphasis that the listing should not be limited to the
architectural values but it should continue to demonstrate its

NSW Office Environment & Heritage, ‘Office of Environment and Heritage Ministerial Records’ No.5, Att.
D, Pt 1.
139
As discussed in further detail later in this chapter, the assessment criteria for the SHR are (a) historical
significance, (b) associative significance, (c) aesthetic value, (d) social value, (e) research potential, (f) rarity
and (g) representativeness.
140
Peter Muller, architect, submission to NSW Office Environment & Heritage.
138
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Government Property
NSW
Sydney Councillor
Irene Doutney
Millers Point, Dawes
Point, The Rocks and
Walsh Bay
Community Groups
Urban Taskforce

141

important social values as a well-designed public housing
complex in the heart of Sydney.
Opposes SHR listing on ground outlined in the body of
report
Supports listing for social and aesthetic values
Supports listing for social and aesthetic values

Opposes listing.
The submission disputes Sirius Apartment Building’s
historic significance that its construction led to the
demolition of the Ajax Building – “it appears perverse to
associate the destruction of this building (Ajax Building) in
order to construct a concrete tower, with the aims and
objectives of the Green ban movement.”141
The submission asserts that the association with Jack
Mundey is tenuous as the demolition of a heritage for a multi
storey apartment building was not in the spirit of Jack
Mundey’s activism and that Tao Gofers is not an architect of
significance to Australian architecture. It also claims Gofers
comment in the Herald re the addition of balconies indicates
he “is not committed to preserving the building in its current
form through the State Heritage Register”. 142
Under criteria (c) the submission again cites Gofers support
for adding balconies to the building as indicating his desire
not to “freeze the current design…by adding it to the State
Heritage Register”. 143
Under social significance the submission states that if sold
into private ownership it would lose its social significance.
The submission argues that it is not rare because Gofers does
not regard its preservation in its current form.
Disputes that it is representative of “this type of social
housing”.

The Ajax Building was only partially demolished and the archaeological remains of the demolished section
lie in the basement carpark of Sirius, enhancing the research potential of the site (Office of NSW Office
Environment & Heritage, ‘Office of Environment and Heritage Records’ No.17, 91.)
142
Tao Gofers commented “I think adding balconies would be a very good idea”, adding “that’s much better
than demolishing it which would upset me a little bit” (Sydney Morning Herald, 29 July 2015). As noted by
OEH, listing on the State Heritage Register does not preclude sympathetic alterations and additions (Office of
NSW Office Environment & Heritage, ‘Office of Environment and Heritage Records’ No.17, 92.)
143
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President,
DOCOMOMO
Australia
Tao Gofers
Project Architect

Local businessperson
and member of the
Rocks Chamber of
Commerce
Executive Director
Intrasia Oxley Pty
Ltd, commercial
neighbor to the Sirius
Apartment Building

Community member

Supports listing for its historic heritage values and its
aesthetic values
Supports listing and notes that the building coming out of
the Green Bans struggle ‘like the Brutalist movement,
espouses an ethical framework of design based on social
concerns and the truthful expression of materials, function
and structure’. The submission further notes that the
building ‘presents a powerful civic image that
communicates the potential role played by the built
environment in the lives of a society’s inhabitants, a role
focused on the culture of the everyday, a powerful image of
an egalitarian ideal expressed in architecture. Gofers
comments that ‘the design of the building, in particular the
split-level units and the large number of private courtyards,
roof gardens and balconies are a unique example of medium
density housing’ which was developed with the needs and
desires of the residential tenants’ input.
Supports the listing under all the Heritage Council criteria

Opposed listing on grounds that:
Listing on the SHR will adversely affect the
redevelopment/resale value of the site by about $100
million.
The capital expenditure required to maintain and repair the
heritage building will be passed on to potential purchasers
and will be perceived as an encumbrance on the property and
this have a detrimental effect on the value of the property.
As the proceeds of the sale of the Sirius Apartment Building
is to go the providing social housing elsewhere in the state,
the loss of $100 million should the property be heritage
listed would represent a loss of social housing for 160-170
families.
Should the site be redeveloped as a mixed-use hotel
residential project, it would create hospitality and tourism
jobs and economic benefits.
Redevelopment, if approached through an international
design competition, may provide a positive aesthetic impact
Redevelopment as a retail hospitality/gallery use would
attract tourists further into the Rocks and make linkages with
the Barangaroo Precinct.
Supports listing citing criteria (a) (b) (c) & (d)

Source: NSW Office Environment and Heritage Office Ministerial Records No. 5, Att. D, Pt 1
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Scrutiny of the full submissions144 however shows a clear diminution of the submissions
supporting the heritage listing of Sirius in the summary report. This is evidenced in several
ways.
Firstly, in terms of submissions supporting the listing of Sirius, the summary records 20 in
total. This included a change.org petition signed by more than 3500 people, including the
specific comments made by many signatories citing their reasons for wanting Sirius included
on the SHR. Almost 1000 people left comments in support of the listing, making reference
to its architectural merit, the importance of public housing, and the heritage significance of
the Green Bans. As one signatory to the petition commented:
This is an iconic Sydney building that is not only unique in its style and
stature but illustrates the great vision Sydney is capable of producing. Built
from a big idea that supports some of humanities most important values;
equality, community and our landscape. Its inception was borne from
having faith in the future and places people at the forefront of what truly
matters. We should be celebrating buildings such as Sirius and what they
stand for, not tearing them down.145
All of the 3539 signatures and 965 accompanying comments were reduced to one submission
in the summary. As stated on the NSW Planning Portal, “for a submission to be considered
‘unique’ it must be distinctive or unlike any other submission. By way of example, this would
preclude form letters and petitions being counted more than once toward the total number of
unique submissions”. 146 Given the 965 individual and unique comments attached to the
petition, counting it as one submission appears to deliberately minimise the valuable input
from the community.
Secondly, it is apparent that every submission supporting Sirius, with the exception of those
from Tao Gofers and Leichhardt Council, was reduced to a one or two-line comment in the
summary. The majority of the submissions from community members have not been
provided under GIPA due to privacy restrictions, and so it is impossible to know how much
detail was included in their submissions. However, the submission from the AIA (NSW)
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provided a lengthy and detailed discussion of the reasons why they felt Sirius was significant
and should be included on the SHR. The submission from DOCOMOMO was similarly
detailed. Other examples, such as the submission from nearby restaurant Sailors Thai, 147
provided a well-researched six-page submission supporting the listing, arguing “there is not
a single non-indigenous community in Australia that has a connection to an area as strong
and continuous as that of the residents of Millers Point and The Rocks” were also reduced to
“supports the listing under all the Heritage Council criteria”. The submission pleaded:
the story of Sirius is the story of Sydney writ small and designating it as a
heritage item will ensure the endurance of the link to the past it provides
… we seek to impress that the registration of Sirius as a state heritage item
is not only about what can be gained by registration, but what will be lost
without it. There is no community like Millers Point and The Rocks in
NSW, and there is no building more important to them or as uniquely
significant to the wider community as the Sirius Apartment Building.148

Thirdly, it is interesting to note that the passionate submissions of support of the listing came
not only from the residents of Sirius, but from the broader commercial and academic
community. Other submissions were reduced in a similar way to that from Sailors Thai. The
Tenants Union of NSW submission was similarly well researched and detailed, as were
submissions from Leichhardt Council and City of Sydney Councillor Irene Doutney was
recorded in the Summary as “supports listing for social and aesthetic value”, while the actual
submission is three pages in length and concluded “the liveability of Sirius should be
emulated, not removed”, and that it would be an irretrievable loss to the aesthetics of the
areas should it be demolished. 149 Again, this detailed argument was not carried through to the
Summary of Submissions. The submission made by the Millers Point, Dawes Point, The
Rocks and Walsh Bay Resident Action Group was also simply listed on the submission report
as “supports listing for social and aesthetic values”. The voices of this group should have
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been treated with particular regard; they directly represent the community for whom Sirius
was expressly built to house when they were displaced during The Rocks redevelopment. 150
By reducing almost all of the submissions written in support of the listing to one line, it
appears each submission was not only brief, but also that they were similar when they were
not. The nuance of each submission was lost in the catch-all “supports listing”.
Fourthly, it is also important to note that all four submissions received in opposition to the
listing of Sirius on the SHR were from either the state government agencies (Land and
Housing Corporation and Property NSW) or property development consultants (Intrasia
Oxley and Urban Taskforce).
The original submission made by Intrasia Oxley was a one-and-a-half-page letter,
summarised in the report at almost the same length. Each of the six points of the submission
were replicated in detail in the summary, despite the inclusion of several factual errors.
“Sirius House”, as the submission calls the site throughout, “immediately joins our property
on its northern boundary”,151 referring to the commercial building at 88 Cumberland Street
of which Intrasia Oxley are the ground-lessee.152 The six arguments put forward in the
submission are largely based on the potential loss of income from the sale of Sirius if it were
to be on the SHR. The detailed summary of the Intrasia Oxley submission provided in the
report is inconsistent with the lesser weight given for submissions supporting the listing, as
was the summary for the Urban Taskforce submission. The three-page Urban Taskforce
submission, written by CEO Chris Johnson, argues against the proposed listing by disputing
significance on any of the six criteria. The summary of the Urban Taskforce submission
takes up almost one page of the three-page summary report and details each of the arguments
against the six listing criteria.
The submission from Minister Brad Hazzard on behalf of the NSW Department of Family
and Community Services (DFCS) was received on 4 September 2015, after the submission
period had closed and the summary of submissions had been prepared. 153 The covering letter
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notes DFCS sought the expertise of 12 industry experts to “independently review the claims
made by the National Trust in its nominations and the implications of the heritage listing of
the Sirius building”. The letter continues to state its opposition to the listing on all four
grounds established by Section 32(2) of the NSW Heritage Act 1977:
1. the building is not of State heritage significance – it fails to meet any
of the seven criteria for State heritage listing;
2. long-term conservation of the building is not necessary – there is not a
‘long and strong association’ between the building and the community;
and
3. listing on the State Heritage Register would render the building and the
site incapable of reasonable or economic use – high costs to ‘make
good’ owing to the age and nature of the building’s design and
construction; and listing would cause undue financial hardship to the
owner of the building.154

The attached DFCS submission to the Heritage Council arguing against the listing of Sirius
on the SHR is a 303-page document. As noted by Minister Hazzard, 12 consultants were paid
to “independently review” the listing nomination and eleven of these appear in the
submission. The report divides these paid consultants’ reviews into two categories: those
covering heritage and social matters (NBRS+Partners, Futurepast, Architectural Projects,
context, and Adjunct Professor Jennifer Taylor), and those covering economic, planning and
building matters AECOM, Architectus, CBRE, Fitzpatrick and Partners, Group DLA,
HillPDA and Urbis). Every one of the paid reports supported the DFCS position of opposing
the listing of Sirius on the State Heritage Register. Only those concerned with heritage and
social matters will be discussed below.
In a document produced by the Heritage Office to update its own staff on the submissions
for Sirius, it was noted that “the owners LAHC and Government Property NSW object to this
proposed listing on grounds of significance – arguing that it does not meet the Heritage
Council criteria for significance under any of the criteria”. The Heritage Office disputed this
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noting that some comments in the submissions were a misrepresentation of sources such as
the recent publication by Russell Rodrigo, ‘Aesthetics as a practical ethic’.155 This article
clearly notes the significance and achievement of the heritage design.
Further misrepresentation of a source is the reference to a letter from Jennifer Taylor used
within the LAHC submission as evidence of the buildings lack of national or international
publication. The LAHC submission states “discussions with Adjunct Professor Jennifer
Taylor, a notable Architectural Historian, confirm that her works on Brutalist architecture in
her book Australian Architecture Since 1960 does not reference the building nor is she aware
of any international literature citing it for its architectural or aesthetic significance in its own
right”. While there is no further reference to the discussions with Taylor, her letter to Sarah
Hill of HillPDA on behalf of the LAHC, clearly responds to the query as to whether or not
there were any international publications on Sirius. The entirety of Taylor’s reply was as
follows:
In response to your enquiry.
I am unaware of any international articles on the building Sirius, 36-50
Cumberland Street, The Rocks, Sydney.156
For the LAHC to have interpreted Taylor’s response as providing “grounds against the
criterion”,157 of Sirius being of aesthetic significance is a clear misrepresentation of her
response to their query.
In summarising their stance, and contrary to all the evidence provided by the Heritage
Council, the community itself and the government’s own s170 register, Government Property
NSW disputed the heritage significance of Sirius, citing “weak association of the building
with the social movements of the day, and the lack of any material design innovation
demonstrated by the building (as demonstrated by the LAHC submission)”.158
Both the full submissions and the summary were sent to members of the Heritage Council in
September 2015 in advance of the October meeting. While it could be argued that the
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Summary of Submissions was only intended to provide a brief outline, the four received in
opposition of the listing were each given either a significantly longer and more detailed precis
(Urban Taskforce and Intrasia Oxley), or there was specific direction to refer the reader to
the original submission (Land and Housing Corporation, and Government Property NSW).
This lack of balance given to the submissions is significant. It gives the impression that the
weight of argument was somewhat equal when in fact it was five to one in favour of listing
Sirius on the SHR, even when counting the petition signatories in favour as one. Assuming
that some of the decision makers may have depended on the summary rather than reading
through the several hundred pages of submissions, it could be argued that the summary
provides an unbalanced overview and is misleading even if unintentional in the weight of
argument given to both sides of the debate.
At its meeting on 7 October 2015, following the presentation made by the LAHC and
Government Property NSW, the Heritage Council considered submissions received during
the exhibition period. It was decided at the meeting that the information from those
submissions, and presentations made at the meeting with regards to significance, were not
consistent and required further investigation. As a result, the decision to recommend Sirius
for SHR listing was deferred until the November meeting, awaiting independent advice on
the aesthetic/architectural and historical significance criterion of the site, and independent
architectural and heritage advice on options for adaptive reuse. Expert advice was sought
from Professor Philip Goad to provide an assessment of aesthetic significance and from
Professor Paul Ashton to provide an assessment of historical significance.
7.3.3.3 The Experts’ Opinions
Philip Goad, Professor of Architecture in the Faculty of Architecture, Building and Planning
at the University of Melbourne, is internationally recognised as an authority on modern
Australian architecture. He has extensive experience as an architect, researcher, conservation
specialist and curator and has been contributing editor of Architecture Australia and co-editor
of Fabrications, the journal of the Society of Architectural Historians, Australian and New
Zealand. Professor Goad’s expert report on the aesthetic significance concluded the “Sirius
Apartment Building is a rare and intact example of late Brutalist architecture as applied to an
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apartment building dedicated to social housing”.159 His report concluded that Sirius was of
historic significance as a direct result of the so-called Green Bans where, instead of relocating
local residents, the NSW Housing Commission decided in an unusual move to consult and
build affordable public housing for those residents and others displaced in the area. Goad
also recommended Sirius to be of aesthetic significance as a rare, representative and fine
example of the late Brutalist architectural style, especially in its application to public housing
and in its use of off-form concrete and its picturesque massing of stockade cubic components
intended to minimize its impact on the neighboring historic precinct of The Rocks. He also
recommended Sirius as having aesthetic significance as representing, architecturally, the
important philosophical move by the NSW Housing Commission in the mid-1970s away
from modernist ideals of housing in towers towards solutions that involved community
participation and sympathetic contextual placement of such housing and retention of longtime low-income residents in historic inner urban precincts.160
Paul Ashton, another highly regarded heritage authority, an adjunct Professor of Public
History at University of Technology Sydney (UTS), Macquarie University and the University
of Canberra, and at the time co-director of the UTS Australian Centre for Public History and
founding co-editor of the journal Public History Review. In his report on the historical
significance of Sirius, Professor Ashton concluded that the building is “at least of state
heritage significance given its special association with the green ban movement and its
leaders, particularly Jack Mundey”.161 Mundey was, he concluded, “a key player in a complex
series of negotiations that eventually led to the construction of Sirius Apartments”, adding
“so, too, was Nita McCrae, Secretary of the Rocks Resident Action Group, who generalised
the call to unions to ‘stop knocking down other workers’ housing”.162 Additionally, Ashton
notes the strong association with the Rocks Residents’ Action group formed in 1971 and a
significant network of Resident Action groups which formed the Coalition of Residents’
Action Groups in the same year, including the Millers Point, Dawes Point, the Rocks and
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Walsh Bay Resident Action group. Finally, the report notes, the building has a strong
association with architect Tao Gofers, its designer who championed participatory democracy
in the design process.163
At the meeting of the Heritage Council on November 4, 2015 the expert advice from
Professors Goad and Ashton was presented. Members discussed the advice received and how
the information received contributed to the decision-making process for the Council and for
the Minister.164 It was requested that the information from both expert reports be incorporated
into the statements of heritage significance which had been previously advertised as part of
the Notice of Intention to List. A draft update statement of significance was prepared by the
Heritage Division in accordance with that request. There is no mention in the minutes of that
meeting of when or how the reports by Professors Goad and Ashton had been circulated to
stakeholders. However, it is noted in later meeting notes that the LAHC “requested on 13
November that a further submission could be lodged”.165 Although it is not known if any
other stakeholders were given such an opportunity, the LAHC were the only ones to be
granted the opportunity to make a second submission. The Heritage Council received the
second submission from the LAHC on 24 November 2015.
The second submission sought to “clarify any misconceptions” within the reports prepared
by Professors Goad and Ashton.166 According to the second submission, it was based on the
review by their experts; NBRS & Partners, Futurepast and HillDPA Consulting, all of whom
prepared reports for the initial LAHC submission.167
In response to Goad’s assessment of the aesthetic significance of Sirius, the LAHC
submission concludes that Goad recognizes that the Sirius apartment building’s elements are
not of technical significance, and his report “offers many better and more widely recognized
examples of Brutalist architecture in Sydney by architects such as Seidler and Andrews”.168
No such claims were made by Goad in his report. While he refers to both Harry Seidler’s
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Housing Commission Apartments in Rosebery (1964-7) and John Andrews’ low-rise (2-3
stories) housing for the NSW Housing Commission in Little Bay (1975-81) in his
comparative analysis, at no point does he refer to either of them as being better or more
widely recognized. In comparing Sirius with Seidler’s work at Rosebery, Goad in fact makes
a point of stating that “by contrast, the much smaller, stepped and staggered forms of the
mixed high and low-rise Sirius Apartment Building (1975-80) relates to the low-rise
character of the historic precinct of The Rocks. As such it is completely different and unusual
within the context of Sydney public housing, which at the time was focused on villa estates,
terrace houses and high-rise projects – not a mixture. As such it indicates an important move
by the NSW Housing Commission to better relate its large-scale projects to existing urban
contexts”.169 That is the entirety of Goad’s comments, verbatim, regarding Seidler’s work in
his report.
In Goad’s comparative analysis and discussion of the John Andrews’ low-rise housing at
Little Bay, he points out that that project provided subsidized housing for a mixture of
families, aged persons and childless couples, terraced and clustered around eight private
streets. It was small in scale, using exposed brick and, concrete slabs and lintels, and outdoor
terraces. While the demographic mix was similarly diverse to that of Sirius, the building’s
siting at Little Bay, on an area of denuded landscape with nearby rambling institutions like
the Long Bay Gaol and 4-6 walk-up flats, was completely different to that of the Sirius
Apartment Building. Goad regards both projects as significant in that they “indicate the NSW
Housing Commission shifting in the mid-1970s to low-rise, more urban-scaled and more
socially mixed developments.”170 At Little Bay, the stepped form of the projects massing and
planning was recognized by the NSW Housing Commission as a possible medium density
prototype for sloping sites. At both Little Bay and the Sirius Apartments, Goad comments,
aesthetic and social aspirations were satisfied. With respect to Little Bay and Sirius, he
concludes “both…represent key aesthetic endpoints to an entire era of post-war public
housing. The Sirius Apartment Building additionally – unlike the Little Bay housing – has
added significance because of its close association with the Green Bans protest movement.
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It symbolises the force of community reaction combined with the revised thinking in
architectural circles about how to appropriately house large numbers of low-income
residents”.171 Again, this is the entirety of Goad’s comments regarding Andrews’ work.
The LAHC submission goes on to argue that the report by Professor Ashton “has a strong
reliance on secondary and tertiary information that not only undermines its accuracy but
merely restates many of the misconceptions regarding the historical significance of the Sirius
apartment building dispelled by LAHC’s September 2015 submission”. In a damning
assessment of Ashton’s scholarly assessment, the submission goes on to claim, “Professor
Paul Ashton fails to understand the NSW Heritage Assessment criteria, confusing historical
and associative significance to provide assertions that are either not supported by evidence
or are directly refuted by the historical record”.172
The second submission from Government Property NSW also included a review carried out
by Value Network Pty Ltd to assess the economic and financial effects if Sirius was to be
listed. The final submission objected to the listing on two key arguments; that the building
required such extensive renovation that the work itself would detract from the conservation
of any heritage value in the building, and, importantly, that “any listing will cause material
economic hardship to the state and severely restrict its ability (via the Land and Housing
Corporation) to provide much needed modern and appropriate hosing to its client base”. 173 It
is also worth restating at this point that Sirius was in fact still listed on a legislative State
Register at the time – the section 170 register of the NSW Land and Housing Corporation.
However, this position of economic hardship was to become critical to the State
government’s case against the retention of Sirius and it was to form the basis of a legal
argument pursued in the NSW Land and Environment Court two years later.
The second submission by the LAHC concludes that “on this basis our experts continue to
unequivocally advise that the Sirius apartment building is not of State Heritage Significance
as it fails to meet any of the seven criteria for listing”.174
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At the 2 December 2015 meeting of the Heritage Council, Sirius was on the agenda for
consideration of the listing. Dr Siobhan Lavelle, Manager of the Listing Team of the OEH,
presented a summary of the 65-page Consideration of Listing report provided to the members
of the council. The Consideration of Listing Report details the second submission by the
LAHC, and summarises the issue of the contested heritage assessment, pointing out the
“LAHC has contested the Heritage Council view as expressed in the draft Heritage Register
entry prepared for public comment during the Notice of Intention phase”.175 The key reports
which dispute the heritage value of Sirius, it notes, were those written by Futurepast and
Context.
The principal matter to be considered by the Heritage Council at the December meeting was
whether or not the Sirius Apartments were of State Heritage significance. The seven criteria
were itemised in the report, noting the draft statement prepared by the OEH, followed by the
LAHC counter argument for each criterion, and a comment from the OEH as follows:
1. Criterion A (historical significance) – this criterion may need to be
strengthened if the item is to be recommended for the SHR.
2. Criterion B (associations with people or groups of people) – this
criterion is considered to be reasonably strong. It may be an appropriate
criterion to include if the item is to be recommended for the SHR.
3. Criterion C (aesthetic values) – this criterion is considered strong. It
would be an appropriate criterion to include if the item is to be
recommended for the SHR.
4. Criterion D (community esteem) – this criterion is weak. It would not
be an appropriate to criterion to include if the item is to be
recommended for the SHR unless it were to be redrafted and
strengthened.
5. Criterion E (research potential) – this criterion is weak. It would not be
an appropriate to criterion to include if the item is to be recommended
for the SHR.
6. Criterion F (rarity) – this criterion is considered strong. It would be an
appropriate criterion to include if the item is to be recommended for
the SHR.
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7. Criterion G (representative values) - this criterion is considered strong.
It would be an appropriate criterion to include if the item is to be
recommended for the SHR.176

It is of importance that the draft statement of significance from December 2015 covered all
seven of the Heritage Council criteria for state significance. That is to say that the NSW State
Government’s own specialist Heritage Division, with the support of two of Australia’s most
eminent heritage academics, deemed Sirius to be of heritage value for its historical
significance, associations with people or groups of people, aesthetic values, community
esteem, research potential, rarity and representativeness. It was deemed to satisfy all seven
criteria in order for it to be considered of state significance, whereas the minimum threshold
for inclusion is only two.
On 31 July 2016, the NSW Minister for Heritage Mark Speakman announced that Sirius was
not to be listed. There was only one reason given: undue financial hardship. In the press
release announcing his decision, Mr. Speakman said “I am not listing it because whatever its
heritage value, even at its highest, that value is greatly outweighed by what would be a huge
loss of extra finds from the sale of that site, funds the government intends to use to build
social housing for families in great need”.177

7.4 The final outcome
Despite the fact that the government’s decision was framed purely in terms of ‘financial
hardship’, the public debate concerning Sirius’ architectural and historical merit continued.
In August 2016, the then NSW Minister for Finance, Services and Property Dominic Perrottet
commented “my own view of the Sirius building is that it’s about as sexy as the carpark at
my local supermarket”.178 This was in response to architectural critic Elizabeth Farrelly’s
article the previous week describing Sirius as “a cult classic revered by architects and
historians worldwide (as well as every expert in this country).” Sirius is, she added, “at once
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elegant and sexy…a style that esteems strength and raw honesty, but especially as juxtaposed
against the delicacy of glass, the sway and spike of nature, the play of light”.179
At a grassroots level, Save Our Sirius immediately announced a protest rally in response to
the state government’s rejection of the heritage listing (Fig. 7.31). The rally, held on 17
September 2016, made its way from Customs House at Circular Quay to Sirius. It was
attended by several hundred supporters180 and was addressed by Lord Mayor Clover Moore,
and the opposition planning minister Michael Daley. Millers Point resident Barney Gardner,
a leading Public Tenants Group organiser and
retired member of the Maritime Services
Union, organised for union leaders to address
the rally. The CFMEU181 and Unions NSW
used the rally to assure tenants of their
Image redacted for copyright reasons

support. They were not able to ban all union
labour on the site as they had in the 1970s.
Since then, the power of the unions has been
much diminished and only a partial ban could
be put in place. The Australian Workplace

Figure 7.31 Save Our Sirius protest
rally poster
Source: www.saveoursirius.org
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we have spoken with the unions and once again a Green ban has been
placed on The Rocks. This time to Save Our Sirius and to help save
Sydney’s most historic precinct from further damage and destruction. The
very building that unlocked the Green Bans in the Rocks in the 70s is now,
itself, under a similar threat by a government that has stopped listening to
its experts and the people. From a government that doesn’t know how to
value the cultural and heritage assets of this city and of this society.182
Despite the union’s inability to deliver a full industrial ban on the site, their support was clear
and served to boost morale and garner further support. At the rally, plans were announced to
investigate legal opportunities that could be pursued by the Millers Point Community against
the decision by Minister Speakman. While the Environmental Defenders Office (EDO)
agreed to represent the Millers Point Community on a pro bono basis, funds were needed in
order to pay costs if they were unsuccessful in the NSW Land and Environment Court (LEC).
A crowdfunding campaign was launched and over 600 people contributed to raise the
$50,000 required to progress the action, and in October 2016 legal action was launched by
the Millers Point Community Association against Property NSW.
In the meantime, the community continued to employ tactics to keep public awareness raised.
Its social media presence had been increased and included a dedicated and well-resourced
SOS website as well as several Facebook and Instagram pages belonging to the various
community groups. Tim Ross, comedian, performer and a passionate supporter of midcentury heritage and ambassador for Sirius, performed his Man About the Sirius Apartments
show inside the Philip community room of Sirius to a sold-out audience. The community
launched Friday Night Sirius with the large front courtyard of Sirius hosting evening BBQ
evenings. These were attended by the ambassadors and other key figures in the fight to
protect Sirius, including past and present tenants. A series of these were held over the
following months, each attended by several hundred people. These events not only
encouraged the wider community to join the battle for Sirius, but they also provided an
opportunity for those who attended to ‘get up close’ to Sirius and be able to admire its foyer
and interiors which were visible from the courtyard. DFCS responded shortly after the first
Friday Night Sirius event by covering the windows of the foyer and the Philip Room with
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heavy black plastic so no one could see the interiors that were now earmarked for sale and
probable demolition. Subsequently DFCS moved to further limit public accessibility to Sirius
by installing cyclone wire fences around the perimeter of the site and hiring security guards.
The hearing took place in Sydney in April 2017 and was heard by the NSW Land and
Environment Court Acting Justice Simon Molesworth. Molesworth was a fortunate
appointment for the activists, given his prior role of Commissioner of the Australian Heritage
Commission and subsequent leadership roles within the National Trust (Victoria) and the
Australian Council of National Trusts.
It was so heavily
attended

by

the

community in their
Image redacted for copyright reasons

Image redacted for copyright reasons

support of Sirius
that the hearing was
forced to move to a
larger courtroom. In
the weeks prior to
the outcome of the
hearing,

Image redacted for copyright reasons

Image redacted for copyright reasons

exhibition

an

art
titled

This is Sirius was
held in the Annie
Figure 7.32 Artworks from the This is Sirius exhibition 2017
Works by (top L-R) Mundane Matters, Kelwin Wong, and (bottom
L-R) Trevor Dickinson, Dionne Gain
Source: saveoursirius.org

Wyatt Room of the
National

Trust

Centre, featuring a
broad range of over
60 artworks created
representing Sirius
(Fig. 7.32).

Justice Molesworth announced his ruling in favour of The Millers Point Community
Association in July 2017. At the heart of his finding was then Heritage Minister Mark
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Speakman’s claim that the heritage listing would cause “undue financial hardship”. In his
report, Justice Molesworth found the Minister had “erred in law by misdirecting himself as
to the meaning of the words ‘undue financial hardship’”, considering only the diminution of
the sale value of Sirius, not whether that predicted lower financial return from the sale would
be a hardship in and of itself. Furthermore, he found the Minister had not arrived at an
understanding of the significance of the heritage item and was therefore unable to consider
whether or not any financial hardship was “undue”.
In conclusion, Justice Molesworth found it clear that the Minister side-stepped the required
assessment and the original decision had no legal standing. The decision ordered the Minister
(Gabrielle Upton at the time of the ruling) to remake the decision according to the law.183
This outcome was a significant victory for the community of Sirius. While it did not
guarantee the building would be added to the State Heritage Register, it did increase publicity
surrounding Minister Upton’s decision-making process.
Unfortunately, the victory was short lived. In October Minister Upton announced she was
refusing again to list Sirius on the State Heritage Register. In her explanation of the reasons
for the decision, Minister Upton stated that although the Heritage Council had only
recommended listing under two criteria (aesthetics and rarity), many of the submissions had
also advocated for other criteria (as documented earlier in this chapter). The Minister noted
divergent views (particularly those regarding significance on the grounds of significance as
an outcome of the Green Bans) and agreed with the Heritage Council not to recommend
listing on those grounds. Later outlining her consideration of the two criteria upon which the
Heritage Council made the recommendation to list, Minister Upton announced her own
assessments. With regard to aesthetic significance, despite the advice of her own Heritage
Office and Council, Minister Upton stated, “on balance, I do not believe that the Sirius
Building is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics and/or a high degree of
creative or technical achievement in NSW, and this criterion is not met”. In assessing the
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rarity of Sirius, Minister Upton again concluded “on balance I am not convinced that these
requirements are met”. 184
Minister Upton also cited the contrary opinions surrounding the nomination of Sirius as a
fine example of late Brutalist architecture. She did not refer to any specific expert opinions
that contradicted each other. Sirius would not be added the State Heritage Register and there
were no further avenues for the Minister’s decision to be appealed.
7.4.1.1 The State Government strategies to minimise “financial hardship”
The battle against the listing of Sirius on the State Heritage Register by the State Government
was driven by the potential reduction in sale price if demolition was not an option for the
eventual purchaser. Having fought, and won, to keep Sirius from such protection, it was
imperative that the Department of Planning and Environment maximise the permissible
building envelope allowed on the site. The larger the envelope permitted, the more
apartments that could be built on the site and the more valuable the land. Existing planning
controls for the site were set out by the Sydney Cove Redevelopment Authority (SCRA) and
included maximum building heights, envelopes, permissible use and pedestrian access.
Rather than be restricted by the existing SCRA Scheme, new proposed replacement planning
controls were drafted in August 2017. These controls include provisions for design, building
height, Floor Space Ratio (FSR), zoning and car parking requirements. The relevant planning
control document is known as an SSP SEPP (State Significance Precinct State Environmental
Planning Policy). The SSP SEPP for Sirius was made available for public comment from 7
December 2017 until 16 February 2018. The draft SEPP consisted of a Planning Report by
the Department of Planning and Environment, an Urban Design Report, and a Heritage
Impact Statement (HIS) by Architectural Projects. 185 The HIS contained several factual
errors, such as stating Sirius is not identified as an item of state heritage significance despite
its listing on the LAHC Section 170 Register. 186 They also note Sirius is not on either the AIA
Register of Significant Architecture (it is listed as item no. 4703569) or the National Trust
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Register (it has been listed since 2014). They also fail to note it is also listed by both
DOCOMOMO and the Twentieth Century Society. Perhaps most perversely, the HIS
recognises The Rocks area as a symbol of “community survival with the associated presentday communities representing and connected to the process of struggle, perseverance and
change that have shaped these places” 187 yet the report gives those communities no voice in
the report.
Again, the community reorganised to try and save Sirius. Regarding the draft SEPP as
inappropriately addressing the heritage significance of the site, Save Our Sirius encouraged
the community to review the plans and make a submission. In its own submission, Save Our
Sirius claimed the SEPP failed to recognise the heritage significance of Sirius and had not
undertaken any assessment of the heritage impact upon the demolition and/or retention of
Sirius by focusing on the site rather than the building.188
As a heritage item listed on Government Property NSW own Section 170 heritage register,
Save Our Sirius also claimed NSW Property had failed to manage Sirius as required under
the NSW Heritage Act. The submission states that Sirius is not a surplus asset as defined
under the Total Asset Management (TAM) guidelines; “a surplus asset is identified when it
is not required for the delivery of services, either currently, or over the longer planning time
frame, or becomes uneconomical to maintain or operate, or is not suitable for service
delivery.”189 It is clear that Sirius, as a provider of public housing, is still needed as much
today as when it was built in 1980. As outlined in a submission by architect Anne Warr,
Sirius is “a robustly built, low maintenance structure which has not needed a major upgrade
since it was constructed. Its internal fit-out remains almost exactly as built in 1980. It has
cost the government very little in long-term maintenance in its 40-year life”.190
The submissions also claim that furthermore, the disposal process for Sirius had not followed
the TAM guidelines; “assets identified as surplus to core service delivery requirements, may
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need to be retained due to heritage, open space or other social environmental considerations,
which agencies may have as secondary service obligations”.191 While the NSW Minister for
Heritage argued that Sirius is not of state heritage significance, the fact remains that it was
listed on their own register as a heritage item. It is also regarded by the NSW Heritage
Council as being of state significance and is listed on the National Trust’s register. Sirius was
added to the World Monuments Fund (WMF) 2018 watchlist of 25 global significant sites
that are threatened, with the WMF calling on the NSW government to “respect the
recommendation of its heritage experts and allow its citizens to maintain an important social
legacy”.192 As is pointed out by Warr, “the question is not whether the building is of heritage
significance or not, as the government itself listed Sirius as a heritage item on its LAHC
Conservation and Heritage Register in 1995, but whether it is of local or state significance”. 193
The resulting amended heritage review, prepared by GBA Heritage, was published on 8
August 2018.194 Having assessed the submissions made, the review concluded:
1. The site assembled in the 1970s for the Sirius Building was and
remains one of the largest single sites in The Rocks Heritage
Conservation Area;
2. The Sirius Building was a highly sophisticated response to a complex
social and architectural brief, developed in the context of volatile
environmental and community pressure on the Housing Commission
in the early 1970s;
3. The public response to the exhibition expressed strong concern about
the potential loss of the Sirius Building as a work of Brutalist style
architecture and as a social/affordable housing resource in central
Sydney.195
In accordance with the strongly argued public responses to the public exhibition, the GBA
Review regarded the need to amend the draft SEPP to provide “a competitive opportunity for
the Sirius Building to be considered for retention and re-use as a part of the divestment by
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the State Government”.196 The GBA review included a draft assessment of the Heritage
Significance of the Sirius Building. Although it would be worthwhile to compare that
assessment to that prepared by the Heritage Office at the time of the nomination to the State
Heritage Register in 2015, the GBA assessment was not publicly released.
Again in 2018, the AIA (NSW) made its position very clear. It presented Tao Gofers with
the Award for Enduring Architecture for the design of Sirius. The nomination notes that “both
socially and architecturally, it is an important part of Sydney’s past, providing a reminder of
the diverse fabric which constitutes urban life and the importance of supporting equitable
housing options in CBD locations”.197 The nomination continued “the building stands today
as direct result of The Rocks Green Bans, and is imbued with enduring social and cultural
significance, reminding us of the constant struggle between the pressures of development,
the importance of community, and the need to safeguard equitable housing choice in all parts
of our city”. Having remained empty since January 2018, and four years after the
announcement of its intention to sell, the state government sold Sirius in June 2018 for $150
million following a tender process. The site was purchased by Sirius Developments, owned
by private investment firm JDH Capital, with the intention to reuse the existing building and
extending the floorspace by 25%. With an estimated budget of $100 million, initial designs
for the site by BVN Architects include 76 apartments with a gym and pool for residents and
retail spaces, lifting the overall gross floor area by 1800 sqm to 8400sqm.198 Modular
apartment pods in copper-coloured metal and glass, “referencing the bronze and black colour
of the existing metal framing”199 would be added, as well as prefabricated balconies and
vehicle lifts (Fig. 7.33). With the exhibition and submission process taking beginning late in
2020, the design appears to be largely supported, with most objections concerning the lack
of provision for affordable housing. As of April 2021, the application was yet to be approved.
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Image redacted for copyright reasons

Figure 7.33 Sirius redevelopment proposal by BVN
Source: architectureAU (2020)

7.5 Discussion
Sites of significant cultural heritage are more than simply places of historic value. They can
represent the profound and complex attachments that people have to a place. While the NSW
State Government sees the value of Sirius almost entirely in monetary terms, those with
attachments to the site believe it to be far more valuable in other ways. The emotional
connections people have to Sirius have been powerful motivations when it has come to
fighting for its protection.
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The case study of Sirius draws out the two core themes of this research. Firstly, although the
various state government departments and agencies involved aim to prioritise community
consultation, they failed to engage or support those communities in an authentic way. The
authenticity of the community participation process undertaken by the state government is
examined in light of the proposed model outlined in Chapter 3, Authenticity in community
participation in heritage management (Table 3.4).
Secondly, the communities with very strong attachments to Sirius have worked tirelessly to
protect their heritage. While cities need to grow and change, it is important they keep their
values and identities. The community’s efforts highlight the valuable and irreplaceable role
that they play in identifying and managing built heritage. the strategies undertaken by the
community to mobilise, raise public awareness and influence decision-makers will be
identified. These tactics will then be discussed with reference to the proposed heritage
activism model outlined in The eight stages of activism in heritage conservation (Fig. 3.3).
7.5.1

The authenticity of the community participation process

Throughout the sale process of Sirius since 2014, there were two stages in which the
community could have been invited to participate in the decision-making process: the setting
out of the strategy for the sale, and the decision to list, or not list, Sirius on the SHR. The
latter is the focus of the discussion to follow. In assessing the authenticity of the community
consultation processes that took place in deciding the inclusion of Sirius on the SHR,
Authenticity in community participation in heritage management (Table 3.4) are applied to
the process, as shown in Table 7.3. As with the previous two case studies, the table divides
the indicators firstly into the role of the community and then that of the government.

Source: author

Table 7.3 Authenticity in community participation in Sirius SHR listing
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In the process of the inclusion of Sirius on the SHR officially began when the nomination by
the National Trust (NSW) was received by the NSW Department of Environment and
Heritage in late 2014, consistent with the department’s Modern Movement thematic listing
program. The State Heritage Register Committee (SHRC) endorsed the progression of the
nomination at its 3 December 2014 meeting, and resolved to give notice of its consideration
to list the site on the SHR at its 1 July 2015 meeting. The decision of the SHRC to give notice
was based on their assessment of Sirius as fulfilling the six of the seven Heritage Council
criteria for listing, in addition to their own comparative analysis and their thematic focus on
the Modern Movement.200
There is opportunity for a community to nominate a site for consideration for listing on the
SHR. In the case of Sirius, the National Trust submitted a nomination for inclusion in October
2014 based on the criteria of historical, aesthetic, social and representative values. Despite
its “significance for its long and strong association with past and present residents of the
Millers Point and The Rocks community”, 201 neither the original nomination nor the
subsequent report prepared by the Heritage Office make any mention of the involvement of
that community in the listing. The opportunity to interview and residents consult with them
in the establishment of the significance of the site, many of whom had lived in Sirius for
several decades, was lost. From the outset, the community was excluded from the process of
the listing Sirius on the SHR, limited to the role of consumer, when their inclusion may have
enriched the nomination and increased its likelihood of success.
When the nomination for Sirius was progressed for consideration by the Heritage Council
the mandatory invitation for community submissions was published in the Sydney Morning
Herald, Central Courier and Koori Mail.202 That over the 56-day period of 15 July to 8
September 2015 there were only 24 submissions received is perhaps an indication of an
inadequate attempt to genuinely gauge the community feeling for Sirius. The various
residents action groups, as well as organisations such as RedWatch and the NSW Tenants
Union would have been ideally placed to involve the community in the process had they been
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asked. The community of Sirius, including its residents, was given no more consideration
that any other resident or business within NSW. The extent of their level of influence in
the process was limited by the SHRC to that of commenter, permitted to either agree, or
disagree, with the listing. Although most submitted detailed feedback on the nomination,
their submissions were typically reduced by the SHRC to either supporting or not supporting
the listing.
Given the lack of collaborative options presented to the community throughout the listing
process, they were restricted to the role of commenter, acting in a reactive manner rather than
being encouraged to proactively participate, and as such have power in the process. The
community was not consulted prior to the listing process and had little power to be involved
beyond making submissions. Their reactive role meant their capacity to respond was
minimised, as opposed to the role allowed to the government and involved agencies who had
both the time and resources to invest in expensive and detailed consultants reports to fight
the listing.
The government role in the SHR listing process, rather than providing the means for genuine
community collaboration, was to provide minimal community consultation opportunities.
The government role in the community participation process limited the power of the
community to that of commenter. Governments may choose to empower a community in the
heritage listing process, and in this case may have chosen early community consultation,
community lead education, workshops, advisory committees or even frequent updates for the
community. Their actions in limiting the opportunities for participation to an invitation for
submissions again restricted the community to the role of commenter, rather than acting to
encourage and maximise community involvement in the process.
The motivation for a government to include a community in decision-making may be an
attempt to genuinely empower the community. It may be in order for the government to work
inclusively with the community in order to achieve positive outcomes, even if they are
somewhat compromised, for all stakeholders. In the listing of Sirius, the government carried
out the minimal amount of consultation required under the Heritage Act, restricting them to
the role of commenter. Despite the well-recognised community that existed within Sirius,
there was clearly little motivation for the government to involve them in the process more
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than necessary that left the community unable to do much more than comment on the
government’s decisions. Any motivation on the part of the government to involve the
community in the decision to list Sirius on the SHR was fulfilling their legal obligation rather
than a genuine desire to empower the residents of Sirius and The Rocks.
One form of government accountability in the reporting of public submission lies in the
Government Information (Public Access) Act 2009 (GIPA). The Act is based on the
presumption in favour of the disclosure of government information and is justified on the
grounds that it encourages transparency and political accountability. It also promotes public
participation in government and representative democracy. 203 While the submissions report
reduced the 20 submissions supporting the listing of Sirius largely to one line, access to the
full submissions under GIPA illustrates the extent to which these supportive submissions
were minimised. The government merely informed the community of the outcome of their
decision not to list Sirius. They failed to mention or adequately document the feedback they
had sought from the community. In the discussion of the accountability of government
community participation programs, it is surely the regard with which these submissions were
recorded and reported that provides the most damning illustration. What, it could be asked,
is the point of the government providing a community with an opportunity to comment on a
proposed listing if the resulting 20 out of 24 in favour are all but ignored as they fail to
support the government strategy?
The process of listing Sirius only took place after the announcement in 2014 that the site was
to be sold, although it was “noted frequently in the Heritage Division’s consultations with
experts about the Modern Movement204 priority listing theme in 2011-2013.”205 Its
significance had been acknowledged by the AIA, the National Trust (NSW) and
DOCOMOMO, and by its inclusion on the s170 register of the LAHC since 1995. By the
time the nomination for listing was progressed in 2015, and submission invited six months
later, the strategy to sell the site was well established and the government agencies involved
were well prepared to fight the listing. The late inclusion of the community after the agenda
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had been set rendered them almost powerless, and limited their role, once again, to that of
commenter. Rather, residents, unionists and non-government organisations could have been
engaged as co-creators of policy. Perlgut suggested that public participation usually occurs
too late in many planning processes, generally well after the real planning directions are set
with people then arguing about the details. He sees too little public discussion on important
issues of urban growth and development, with too few organised structures for effective
community consultation, insufficient time for consultation to take place and communities not
adequately resourced.206 Too often, non-experts such as those of the Sirius community are
not tolerated or incorporated into the planning process.
The decision-making in the case of the listing of Sirius on the SHR was made entirely by the
state government. Even when the Millers Point Community Association successfully fought
the decision in the NSW Land and Environment Court in 2017, the minister again announced
her own decision to refuse the listing, stating “on balance, I do not believe that that the Sirius
Building is important”.207 It was clear at that point that the community had never had any
genuine power to influence the outcome in the decision-making process with regard to the
listing of Sirius on the SHR. The exclusion of the community from the process eventuated in
a strong resistance from that community that the state government and its agencies perhaps
underestimated.
7.5.2

The effectiveness of community activism strategies

There was an unusual intensity in the resistance offered by the tenants of Millers Point and
The Rocks and their supporters. 208 In response to the announcement of the sell-off in 2014,
the tenants mounted a highly organised campaign of resistance. The campaign attracted high
profile support and wide media coverage. This discussion will outline the various strategies
of the community in fighting to save Sirius. There are many ways in which people protest
and in Western society most social movements chose from a surprisingly small number of
tactics, especially petitions, demonstrations, marches, vigils and sit-ins. Tilly developed the
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concept of a repertoire to explain the range of tactics available to protesters in any given
society in a particular period. 209 The “repertoire” of protest that developed in the fight to
protect Sirius will be explored against the political and social backdrop in which it took place.
It is important to note that given the grouping of the sale of Sirius with the sale of Millers
Point and neighbouring Dawes Point, the strategies were often intertwined and impossible to
separate, particularly in the earlier parts of the campaign. For this reason, the campaigns,
particularly in the media, were often labelled as being for Millers Point as it was the largest
of the three. In fact, almost all encompassed the entire Millers Point, Dawes Point and The
Rocks sell-off strategy. Tactical choices are usually made throughout the course of the
campaign and dependent on the interaction with one’s opponents,210 and the latter part of the
battle, regarding the fight for listing on the SHR was specific to Sirius as it took place after
the majority of the already heritage listed terraces in Millers Point had been sold.
The use of the three established types of tactics, intended for mobilisation, raising public
awareness and influencing decision-makers will be explored in turn, before looking at the
process of the campaign with reference to Fig. 3.4.
7.5.2.1 Mobilisation
Within a few short weeks of the announcement of the sale of Millers Point and Sirius in
March 2014, the residents had rallied. With negative media stories already being published
from the media press packages provided by DFCS, the community was preparing to fight
back.
The campaign can be seen as emerging when The Rocks Residents’ Action Group (RRAG),
which had been established in the 1970s, joined forces with the newly established CoRE and
PTG groups which had both been created in response to rumours of the upcoming sale
announcement. The alliance brought together homeowners, private leaseholders and social
housing tenants, several of whom were retired union organisers and/or members. A campaign
is defined by Tilly as “a sustained public effort in making collective claims on target
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authorities”211 and is the fundamental initial stage in a sequence of events from which social
movements emerge.
Mobilisation is not a given – some person, or group, needs to take the initiative to start
organising. By forming this alliance, the RRAG, CoRE and PTG coordinated a critical mass
of committed activists that is required at the early stages of successful organisation. They
were the ones found in social protest as described by Boekkooi et al as being “especially
motivated, resourceful and willing to put in their time, energy and resources, and to assume
the startup costs of the collective action so that others can easily join”.212 Such structures are
widely regarded as key to the mobilisation of a community. They form the connection
between the initiators and organisers and then, among the organisers and the participants. In
times where some of the traditional forms of mobilisation are diminishing, this connection
can be a difficult task. Trade union and political party memberships are both significantly
reduced compared to the 1970s battle for The Rocks, although the introduction of online
networks and communities has opened up alternate pathways for recruitment. The organisers
of the Millers Point Defence Committee not only adopted and adapted their pre-existing
groups and networks, but also established new ones.
The initial group that formed the Millers Point Defence Committee then needed to jointly
plan a campaign to mobilise the mass of participants. In practice, the more groups and
organisations that join a coalition, the better it can reach a wide range of people. In recruiting
local residents, local property owners and leaseholders, the local council and Lord Mayor,
opposition state and federal politicians, unions, the National Trust, and tenant advocacy
groups, the Millers Point Defence Committee connected people from widely different groups
and skill sets. Using the strong ties between the three groups in the initial steps of the alliance
made it easier to activate as the sell-off progressed. Each was then able to, in turn, activate
their own strong ties, and so attracted a greater number of groups and individuals to the
mobilizing structure. Organisers needed to mobilise the original critical mass, and then a
snowballing effect began, outward towards those with weaker ties, such as residents’ groups

211

Tilly, Contentious Performances, 72.
Boekkooi, Klandermans, and van Stekelenburg, ‘Quarrelling and Protesting: How Organizers Shape a
Demonstration’, 221.
212

306

of other areas, Federal politicians, and the AIA. The appointment of “ambassadors” also
helped bring professional representation and visibility to the group.
The reasons for participants, those Tilly called “actors”, joining the campaign are varied. The
campaign for Sirius would be categorised by Tilly as an oppositional campaign, in that it was
an attempt to resist power (as opposed a dominant campaign which fights to bring about
change). Actors become involved to overcome the material deprivation resulting from
exploitation and the domination that imposes it, and to overcome the restrictions on freedom
that rely on cultural as well as material domination. Social housing policy has long provided
constant conflict between the state government and oppositional forces such as the campaign
to save Millers Point and Sirius.
The residents of Sirius had plenty to lose if the battle to maintain Sirius as social housing was
lost. Rene Asselin was 90 years old with limited mobility when he was moved out of Sirius
after 35 years. He had not only lost his home but his social ties. He felt there was no way of
building connections in his new neighbourhood in Glebe, a few suburbs away from The
Rocks, lamenting “when you are old you can’t make friends with young people…I have no
common ties with no one here”.213 Fellow resident Cherie Johnson was one of the first people
to move into Sirius and was devastated by the announcement. Of the government’s decision,
Cherie said “to destroy this beautiful community where everyone cares, loves and respects
one another and we come together in times of need…it’s happening in my life-time to live
through a government like this…they’re heartless, soulless”.214 While the motivation for
residents of Sirius to join the fight is clear as they stood to lose so much, the motivation for
others is perhaps less clear. While some were disturbed by the government’s attitudes
towards vulnerable social housing tenants, others were equally disturbed by the potential loss
of yet another mid-century modern building, well-loved and an important part of the iconic
Sydney skyline. Shaun Carter, Chairman of Save our Sirius, grew up in a unionist family in
inner Sydney, where “this idea that in old Balmain, the collective was more powerful
than the individual and the collective looked after you”. Sirius had plugged into Carter’s
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imagination since he was a young child, and when he ran for present of AIA it was “on
a platform of for the built environment so when Sirius presented itself as this thing, I
fundamentally believed in there was a public interest case there and I thought the
Institute should get in behind it.”215 Tim Ross was an integral member and ambassador of
the SOS campaign. He was outraged by the government making a judgement based on greed,
one which ignored the opinion of the heritage experts. Ross was motivated to join the
campaign because “the government should understand that Sirius embodies a layer in the
time span of a city, one that can be appreciated in different ways for many years to come”
and fought passionately throughout the campaign. 216 Gofers was also a key member of the
campaign to protect Sirius and has a long history of protest, starting in Canada as a university
student.217 City of Sydney Councillor Philip Thallis was similarly motivated by the
undermining of the Heritage Act and the precedent it would set for the cultural heritage of
NSW. Opening the This is Sirius art exhibition in June 2017, Thallis protested “you have a
government saying ‘well the building’s declared by experts to be Heritage listed, but we can’t
afford to list it’…but if they win, basically the government can knock down any heritage
building in the state based on duress. What a load of rubbish”.218 It was these wider
implications of the government ignoring the advice of the Heritage Council that was a strong
motivation for many people in joining the campaign to save Sirius.
7.5.2.2 Raise public awareness
Following the alliance of existing groups, the Millers Point Defence Committee needed to
cooperate, negotiate and make decisions on what kind of campaign to organise, what slogans
to use, and how to attract participants. Large gatherings to attract public interest and the
media were held. The first public meeting, in May 2014 immediately following the
announcement of the sell-off, attracted prominent supporters and was used to also enlist
assistance from experienced neighbouring community groups such as REDWatch from the
Redfern area. The Millers Point Spring Picnic was organised as the first major event in the
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campaign. The event was widely publicised and encouraged engagement between locals,
social housing residents, politicians, local police, the media and the broader general public
sympathetic to the cause. Sirius architect Tao Gofers spoke about the building and the stories
of some of the residents it housed since opening in 1980. The picnic was reported in the
media and photos of the close-knit community published across the various social media sites
connected to the campaign.
The second of Tilly’s three elements in emerging social movements is a repertoire of
strategies adopted by the campaign. This repertoire is the integration of all of the
“performances” into a sustained campaign. The performances that ran throughout the battle
for Sirius included both the typical (rallies, public meetings, statements to the media, petition
drives, letter writing, pamphleteering, lobbying and the creation of specialised associations)
and the less typical (Friday Night Sirius, This is Sirius art exhibitions, guerilla posters and
the engagement of SGS Economics to develop alternative housing solutions).
Protestors hope to change their opponent’s behavior through persuasion or intimidation, and
to undermine their credibility with the public and the media. In the early stages of the
campaign, the Millers Point Defence Committee was hoping to change the strategy of the
NSW Department of Family and Community Services before any forced evictions took place.
A diverse set of media relationships were established as key media outlets were drawn to the
story. The Sydney Morning Herald launched a multi-media website to document both the
historical and contemporary struggles in Millers Point and The Rocks. 219 The community was
effective in aiming to spread their message with articles appearing regularly – the Sydney
Morning Herald alone published over 20 articles supporting the campaign in the four months
following the announcement. In portraying the DFCS as the enemy, the Defence Committee,
via the media, helped bring emotion to their cause.
The movement of tenants out of Millers Point and Sirius was not uniform. By the time the
evictions in Millers Point began to take place, the campaign had been running for several
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months. The first offering of six properties for sale was announced in July 2014, with the
final tenant of Sirius leaving in 2018.
The story of Sirius highlights the threat to public housing everywhere. The local story has
ramifications well beyond the immediate neighbourhood, and it was this political climate that
allowed the tenants to access broader political, media and social networks and interest
groups.220 By utilising their contacts in the media, the committee brought public attention to
their cause.
When Myra Demetriou’s eviction from Sirius was finally enforced in late January 2018 (Fig.
7.34) the story appeared across all of the major television stations’ news reports, local and
international newspapers (including the Sydney Morning Herald, Australian Financial
Review, Daily Telegraph, West Australian and the Guardian). Myra had long been a valuable
weapon in the tactics of the campaign and was appointed as an ambassador for Sirius. It was
from her apartment that the SOS light display shone defiantly, from November 2014 until it
was turned off while Minister Brad Hazzard and the NSW Cabinet considered saving the
Millers Point and Sirius community. It was soon turned back on. Myra refused to take it down
despite government requests and made frequent comments about the heartlessness of the
government rehousing strategy. Myra refused to leave, remaining in her home and taking
opportunities to be interviewed and spread the word about her threatened eviction. She often
served to ridicule the government (an important tactical strategy according to Alinsky), 221
telling the Guardian newspaper “someone told me that in other states, in social housing, once
you’re over 65 they can’t move you out…not here”.222 In an interview with ABC news on the
day before her eviction, Myra commented “it’s so ridiculous, I don’t know who they think
they are. They said they need the money – they need the money like a hole in the head”. 223
By the start of 2018, Sirius was empty. The windows from the Cumberland Street entrance
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were covered in black plastic, the cyclone fence still surrounded the site, and the “For Sale”
sign appeared.
When it became clear that the fight to save the tenants of Sirius from eviction was not going
to be won, the campaign shifted once again. The final line of defence was the effort to save
the

building

demolition

from
by

potential
developers

purchasing the site for its land
value. The harbour views and
Image redacted for copyright reasons

prime CBD location makes it ripe
for redevelopment into residential
and/or commercial space.
Questions that often arise in social

Figure 7.34 Myra Demetriou on her last day in
Sirius, 2018
Source: Sydney Morning Herald, 11 June 2019

research

are

“who

is

the

community?” and “who has the
right to be heard?”. Both are

complex yet, as suggested by Howard need to be asked, and asked repeatedly by both
communities and by decision makers if a “more illuminated construction of people’s right to
landscape is to be attained”.224 Howard points out that communities may consciously or
involuntarily decide how much loss of landscape and heritage is acceptable, unacceptable or
inevitable.225 It is possibly on the back of the inevitable loss of the Millers Point Housing that
the loss of Sirius proved to be unacceptable for the community.
Campaigners had long been aware that the best hope of protecting Sirius was the potential
listing on the SHR, which would prevent the demolition of the listed building. By fighting to
have Sirius listed, the campaigners played on the state government’s own vulnerability and
gave them a powerful place to start the next round of fighting.
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7.5.2.3 Influence decision-makers
The process of listing Sirius on the State Heritage Register had been ongoing since 2014.
When then Liberal Environment and Heritage Minister Mark Speakman finally announced
his decision not to list Sirius in July 2016, a rally was organised by Save Our Sirius to march
from Customs House at Circular Quay to the forecourt of Sirius. It was attended by several
hundred supporters as well as media outlets, and speakers included opposition Planning
Minister Michael Daly, Clover Moore, Barney Gardner and Jack Mundey. In another attempt
at disruption and maintaining the pressure on the State government, the Save Our Sirius
campaign gained wide media coverage. The Save Our Sirius website was launched in August
2016 dedicated to protecting Sirius. As had been the case since the start of the fight, the
campaigners tried to utilize as many tactics as they could.
McAdam’s work on bottom-up grassroots activism identifies the opportunity for
campaigners when they are able to find a vulnerability within their opponent’s strategy.226
The decision by Minister Speakman not to list Sirius presented an opportunity for Save Our
Sirius. In attributing his decision to the undue financial hardship it would cause, “whatever
its heritage value”, the Minister had misinterpreted the Heritage Act and the way in which it
was intended to be applied. Save Our Sirius employed one of Alinsky’s “rules of power
tactics”: to make the enemy live up to their own book of rules.227 Save Our Sirius sought
assistance from the NSW Environmental Defenders Office (EDO), a community legal centre
specialising in public interest environmental law. This was the first time the NSW Heritage
Act had been challenged in its 40-year history.228 The EDO, representing the Millers Point
Community Association, was successful in arguing that the Minister’s decision was invalid
and of no effect. By ordering the Minister to remake the decision in accordance with the law,
the state government was forced to live up to the requirements its own Heritage Act.
McAdam refers to the brilliance of grassroots activists in their ability to spot these
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vulnerabilities in the system. They need to not only recognise the political opportunities, but
also find the ways in which those weaknesses can be exploited.
Although ultimately the decision was again made to not proceed with the listing of Sirius,
the finding serves to prevent the dangerous precedent of anyone claiming blanket exemption
from heritage restrictions in order to achieve greater financial returns. When tenders for the
sale were announced, Save Our Sirius announced a plan to lodge a bid to buy the building. It
was again a case of the campaigner playing the game of the enemy – by hoping to use
corporate social funds to invest in social housing, there was a chance Sirius could not only
be protected from demolition but returned to its role as social housing. Under the campaign
group’s bid, 40 percent of the 79 units would be retained as social and affordable housing
and the remaining 60 percent sold at market value. As part of their plan, Myra’s apartment
would be set aside for a young woman with a family in need. 229
By the end of 2018, the battle for saving Sirius was all but over and inclusion on the State
Heritage Register no longer an option. Given the strength of the campaign it is worthwhile
asking: why didn’t it work? It may be the case that the strategy developed and put forward
by the State Government to sell Sirius that would most likely result in its demolition was a
foregone conclusion. It may not have mattered what tactics the campaigners used if there was
never any opportunity for genuine citizen participation available. However, it is still useful
to understand the strengths and weaknesses of the campaign and how that may have
implications for subsequent community fights to protect heritage in NSW.
One of the largest roadblocks to the campaign was perhaps the perceived worthiness of the
cause. When Tilly argued that social movements need to gather up people to support their
cause so that those in power might take their claims seriously, he used the acronym WUNC
to refer to a measure of worthiness, unity, numbers and commitment.230 In terms of
worthiness, Sirius has always polarised opinion, both for its aesthetics and for its purpose as
social housing. This presented an opportunity for the state government who often played on
the ‘ugliness’ of the building and reduced the fate of the tenants to economic rationality.
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There was a persistent lack of sympathy in the broader community as so many claimed to
dislike the building and perhaps the tenants even more. WUNC matters, argued Tilly, because
it conveys crucial political messages to a social movement’s targets and the relevant public.
The worthiness of the campaign to save Sirius could be perceived as reasonably high, given
the vulnerability of the social housing tenants. This worthiness was not, most likely, the
opinion of many from both the press and the broader public. Facebook posts on the eviction
of tenants and the potential sale was often of the type posted by Brendan Lewis in July 2017:
“the building is an ugly abomination and privileges a select few with ridiculously cheap rent
with prime harbour views while the rest of Sydney is forced to commute from the fringes”. 231
The resentful anti-social housing sentiment has been common throughout the campaign and
could be viewed as having a polarizing effect on the worthiness of the campaign.
The worthiness of the building itself was also the basis of much discussion both officially
and amongst the general public. The media coverage of the building was largely negative;
after Finance Minister Dominic Perrottet called the building “an eyesore”,232 even David
Chipperfield, curator of the 2012 Venice Architecture Biennale told an Australian newspaper
during a 2016 visit to Sydney “you can never demolish buildings just because they’re ugly”,
referring to Sirius.233 The perception of the worthiness of both the social housing tenants of
Sirius and the building itself was perhaps both the greatest strength and greatest weakness of
the campaign in the way it divided public opinion.
The unity and the numbers of the Sirius campaign were not significant factors in its public
representation. While Tilly regards unifying gestures such as marching in rank, singing,
chanting and wearing symbolic colours, as powerful strategies, they are more commonly
associated with longer-term sustained movements with broader social relevance, such as
campaigns supporting same sex marriage or breast cancer awareness and research funding,
or fighting against domestic violence. Nor were the numbers involved in the fight for Sirius
of much significance. The level of commitment however, as described by Tilly, conveyed a

Lewis, ‘Facebook Post’.
‘Sirius Building in The Rocks Is “as Sexy as a Car Park”’. Sydney Morning Herald, 10 August 2016.
233
‘Ugliness No Reason to Knock down Sydney’s Sirius, Say Architects’. Australian Financial Review, 11
December 2016.
231
232

314

crucial political message to the State Government.

According to Tilly, the level of

commitment is illustrated through visible participation by the elderly and handicapped, by
resistance to repression and by the contribution of resources of others to the campaign. The
group at the core of the fight to save Sirius – the tenants themselves – were made up of some
of the most vulnerable members of our society. Myra Demetriou, who became a public face
of the battle, was a continual presence at rallies, fundraisers, media interviews, Friday Night
Sirius and other social events. The hearing in the Land and Environment Court was a
powerful strategy in not only confronting the State government with the very victims of their
policy, but also the general public through the media. The selection of strategies used by the
campaigners to protect Sirius was broad and dynamic, changing in response to the shifting
Government strategy. Using the Movement Action Plan (MAP), the stages of the Sirius
campaign are identified in line with the eight stages identified by Moyer in Fig. 7.35.
Used in this instance to evaluate the campaign to have Sirius included on the State Heritage
Register, the activists achieved many successes through their methods of advocacy. During
the first stage, the announcement of the government’s intention to sell Sirius alongside public
housing in neighbouring Millers Point put Sirius under threat. While the Millers Point
housing had been listed several years earlier, Sirius had no such protection. As the campaign
entered the second stage, the National Trust (NSW) submitted its nomination for Sirius to be
included on the SHR, and the OEH resolved to progress the listing. When public comment
for the listing was announced, 24 submissions were received, 20 of which were in support of
the listing. Local residents and groups mobilised, including the formation of the Save Our
Sirius foundation, which included many experienced and powerful campaign members.
Additionally, expert statements prepared by Philip Goad and Paul Ashton provided
compelling arguments for the aesthetic and social significance of the site.
Despite the strength of the campaign, in the fourth stage the state government announced its
decision not to list Sirius on the SHR, citing undue financial hardship. SOS increased their
public awareness campaigns with events and tours of the site, often led by Gofers. Likely as
a reaction to the increasing publicity to the contentious site, the state government fenced off
access to Sirius and covered it with black plastic, so it was no longer visible at street level. It
was at this stage where every stage of the campaign to keep Sirius ion the public agenda was
seemingly thwarted by the state government and the activists may have perceived the
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campaign as failing, consistent with Moyer’s MAP. However, the campaigner’s changed
their tactics at this point, and decided to pursue legal action against the Minister’s claim of
“undue financial hardship”.
Figure 7.35 The eight stages of heritage activism: Sirius
1. Normal Times
- Sirius is owned by LAHC and is listed on
their S.170 heritage register
- Announcement to sell Sirius (with Millers
Point terraces)
- Public and media focus is poor condition of
Millers Point terraces

8. Continue the struggle
- The Minister again announces her refusal to
list Sirius on SHR, noting she did not
believe the requirements had been met
- Sirius is added to WMF Watch List
- Sale of Sirius announced by Minister

7. Success
- The case is won in the LEC on the basis
that the Minister had erred in law by
misdirecting himself as to the meaning of
the words “undue financial hardship”

6. Significant public support
- Crowdsourcing provides the funds for
legal action by the EDO against Property
NSW
- Legal action launched: Millers Point
Community Association vs Property NSW

Source: author

2. Local awareness of potential threat to
heritage
- National Trust adds Sirius to its own
register
- National Trust nominates Sirius for SHR
- OEH resolves to progress listing

3. Mobilisation of active local groups
- 24 public submissions received in of
which 20 support SHR listing
- Philip Goad and Paul Ashton provide
expert statements re aesthetic and
historical significance
- Friends of Millers Point launches
campaign
- Save Our Sirius formed

4. Formal announcement of govt strategy
- LAHC asks OEH permission to provide a
second submission to counter experts Goad
and Ashton
- Minister announces decision not to list
Sirius, citing undue financial hardship
- Events held in Sirius courtyard to raise
public awareness

5. Perception of failure
- Sirius site is fenced off and covered in black
plastic, restricting access to courtyard and
visual access to site
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Crowdsourcing efforts by the SOS raised the money required by the Environmental
Defenders Office to pursue legal action in the NSW Land and Environment Court, and the
case was won on the grounds that the Minister had erred in law. The success, however, was
short-lived, when the eighth stage of the campaign saw the Minister again announce the
decision not to list Sirius. The struggle to protect Sirius was to continue, and with the sale of
the site announced the activists moved onto to ensuring the development guidelines for the
site made the retention of the building a more attractive strategy than its demolition. The
proposed design for residential apartments and retail space retains the majority of the original
building, with several extensions to the original form. Although the design lacks the provision
of affordable housing, it appears to be largely supported, although is yet to be approved as of
April 2021.
Although probably unaware of the MAP, the activists utilised the tools for strategic planning
produced by Moyer in the way they advocated for protection for the site. As far as the
campaign was successful, it can be explained by Moyer’s theory and the tactics of the
activists through the eight stages, from normal times through to the final, and current,
continuation of the struggle. Despite the success of the activists to fight for the protection of
Sirius, it appears that the determination of the Minister to refuse the listing by any means
meant they had very little power to change the outcome.

7.6 Conclusion
Perhaps the most important, if not unsurprising, finding of the case study of Sirius is the
power of a predetermined state government strategy, even when up against a formidable
campaign. It is clear, in retrospect, that the decision of the powerholders to sell the Sirius site
without an SHR listing, was inevitable.
Although carried out according to the requirements of the Heritage Act, the community
consultation program lacked authenticity in that it did not provide the community with any
real power to affect the outcome (Table 7.3). Despite 20 of the 24 submissions supporting
the SHR listing, the supporting submissions were seemingly all but ignored in the final
decision-making process. Additionally, in two instances, the submissions from the
government’s own LAHC department misrepresented the opinions of experts to strengthen
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their arguments against listing. 234 Given the manner in which the community submissions
were handled, it would seem the community opinion was not of any importance and the
decision about the SHR listing of Sirius had already been made. This was again made clear
when the activists’ success in the Land and Environment Court was again quickly overturned
by the Minister to reject the listing for a second time.
The Sirius community exhibited enormous tenacity and determination to protect their cultural
heritage when it was under threat. As detailed in Fig. 7.35, the strategies undertaken by the
community activists for the ongoing protection of Sirius by listing it on the SHR were
effective, so far as they had the power to be. Unfortunately, up against the strength of the
state government strategy to deny the listing to maximise the sale price, the activists were
possibly in a battle they were simply unable to win.

234

As discussed earlier in the chapter, the LAHC misrepresented the submissions of Jennifer Taylor and Russell
Rodrigo.
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8 CONCLUSIONS
8.1 Introduction
There is both opportunity and necessity for the participation of the community throughout
the process of heritage management in NSW. The circumstances range from the identification
of items that may be of cultural significance, to the ways in which that significance is
assigned and assessed, to the ongoing decisions surrounding the future of sites and, in some
cases, the very survival of a site.
Given the acknowledgement by the state government and its agencies of the importance of
collaboration with the community, this thesis set out to explore two mechanisms within the
heritage management of state-owned sites in NSW. The first question asked was how
authentic is the official community consultation process? The second question was which of
the strategies employed by communities to bring about their desired heritage outcomes have
proven to be successful?
The research has been carried out through three case studies. Each case study documents the
historical background, heritage management and community involvement leading to the final
outcome for the site. Each site had to fulfil several criteria for inclusion as a case study:
owned by the state of NSW, representing a broad range of locations and communities,
assessed by the NSW Heritage Office as being of state heritage significance, and some level
of disagreement between the community and the state government as to the validity of the
significance. Below I reiterate the answers uncovered through this project to the two research
questions in turn.

8.2 The authenticity of the community consultation process
By detailing the community consultation processes that took place for Strickland House,
Carrathool Bridge, and Sirius, the thesis tests the authenticity of the process, and identifies
the ways in which the process failed to adequately represent the community. In assessing the
authenticity of the process, the aim was to move beyond the mere provision of consultation
and to establish the quality of that process as genuine and true. By doing so, it is hoped there
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can be a greater understanding of the actual power held by the community, particularly when
their position is not aligned with that of the state government.
Despite being published over 50 years ago, Arnstein’s Ladder of Participation remains the
basis for much of the literature and ongoing research surrounding citizen participation in
planning. While the ladder is useful in assessing the role of public participation within a
specific program, the addition of other frameworks such as the work of White and Pretty in
developing a more detailed scaffold provided a means by which to include other factors such
as the input options allowed to the community, motivations of the decision-makers,
government accountability, the timing of the consultation and so on. By using the frameworks
developed by Arnstein, White and Pretty, a ladder specific to heritage management was
created, Authenticity in community participation in heritage management. as outlined in
Chapter Three.
This section will draw threads from the three case studies in order to make broader
observations surrounding the role of the community in heritage management in NSW. It will
do so by employing the nine criteria as outlined in Table 3.4 Authenticity in community
participation in heritage management. These indicators include the community role,
influence and options, the government role, actions, motivation and accountability, as well
as the timing of the consultation and the actual final decision-maker (a summary of Table 3.4
is shown below in Table 8.1).
In general terms, the findings were both unexpected yet not altogether surprising. That the
community consultation processes within the case studies were not public participation best
practice was expected. As outlined earlier in the thesis, community consultation is
challenging. What was surprising was the extent of inauthenticity.
The first three criteria explored indications of authenticity involving the community; the role
they are permitted to play, the level of influence they are permitted to have and the options
they are afforded in having their say. Across the three case studies, the community was
relegated to the role of either commenter or consumer. While ideally a community would be
permitted to initiate and set the agenda in the decision-making process, and their valuable
local knowledge sought in the development of strategies, their role allowed only for
nomination of sites for consideration on the SHR, with further input into nominations neither
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sought nor encouraged. Furthermore, the community’s opportunity to have genuine influence
over the future of heritage sites was again limited to either commenting on a process
seemingly at one remove from the observer (commenter) or passively consuming information
without any proprietary mandate for action (consumer). Hence, opportunities for feedback
were either nonexistent or limited to a choice of either agreement or disagreement with a
proposal. Had the communities been permitted to participate at the level of creator or
contributor, they would have had the means to actively initiate and set the heritage agenda.
Additionally, the community participation would include the power to veto a proposal or
collaborate on details utilising their local knowledge. Lastly, across the case studies,
communities were not encouraged to be proactive custodians of their local heritage, instead
restricted to reacting to establishing government-set agendas.
Table 8.1 Summary of Table 3.4
Authenticity in community participation in heritage management
Community
Creator
Contributor
Commentor
Consumer

Role
Initiates & sets agenda

Influence
Right to veto

Options
Proactive/reactive

Local knowledge sought

Collaborative

Proactive/reactive

Community nomination

Agree/Disagree

Reactive

Not input encouraged

None

Reactive

Government
Creator
Contributor
Commentor
Consumer

Role
Community
guided
Participatory
Community
consultation
Inform

Actions
Fund leaders
and experts
Workshops,
committees
Surveys,
submissions
Websites,
open days

Motivations
To empower
community
To work
inclusively
Legislative
requirement
Show they are
doing
something

Accountability
Works response to
local need
Inform locals of
process
Inform locals of
outcome
No accountability

Timing
Before agenda
is set
Before making
decision
After agenda is
set
Late or not at
all

Decisions
Equal
Community
contribution
Community
consultation
Government

Source: author

Following the first three criteria in the table, the final six reflected the indications of
authenticity on the part of the powerholders. These measures included the government’s role,
actions, motivations and accountability, as well as timing of the consultation and the manner
of the final decision-making process.
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Across the case studies, the government’s actions and motivations consistently limited the
community to the role of the commenter. There were no genuine opportunities for
participatory decision-making, with the government instead taking on the role of informing
the community of outcomes rather than engaging in collaborative solutions. Where there
may have been provision for workshops and community-led committees to determine the
future of heritage sites, consultation instead took the form of invitations for public
submissions and public meetings, serving to inform rather than collaborate.
As outlined by White, participation can serve many different interests. It is important to
establish what those interests are if participation is to mean more than “a façade of good
intentions”.1 In the three case studies, the interests informing the process of listing or not
listing on the SHR are clear: Strickland House is located on valuable waterfront land in the
heart of Sydney prestigious eastern suburbs. Given the state government’s various plans to
sell, redevelop and lease the land over the period of the case study, it had significant
motivation to prevent the listing of the full site on the SHR. Carrathool Bridge, a part of the
state government’s Bridges for the Bush Initiative, was not identified as appropriate for a
modern replacement. Having the bridge on the SHR justified its retention, despite strong
community opposition and the original listing not undergoing the normal assessment and
consideration process. The significance of the bridge was not denied by the community.
Rather, their opposition to its retention based on the fact that it was given no other option
than to oppose or support retention alone. They weren’t given the option under the
government’s strategy to have a new bridge while retaining the old one and for a community
dependent on agriculture and its transport to the wider region their preference was clear.
In the Sirius case study, the site had been earmarked for sale and eventually sold to developers
in 2019 for $150 million. The NSW Heritage Minister estimated the heritage listing could
strip $70 million off the value of the building. 2 In each of these case studies, community
consultation was carried out as a legislative requirement. When the motivation for
community consultation is to legitimise the established strategy or policy of powerholders,

1
2

White, ‘Depoliticising Development’, 6.
Arnold, ‘Sirius Building Sale: Former Advisor Criticises Decision Not to Heritage List Social Housing Site’.
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the process becomes what Arnstein referred to as an “empty ritual”. Despite allowing people
to have voice, they have very little actual power, and as observed by Arnstein, no followthrough, no “muscle”, and hence little change. 3
The extent to which the powerholders are accountable also provides insight into the
authenticity of community consultation. Ideally government strategy can develop in response
to community needs and feedback, informing the community about the process throughout.
However, in these case studies, accountability was limited to informing the community of
the outcomes of consultation, and, in the case of the Carrathool Bridge, inaccurately reporting
those outcomes to better fit the government strategy. The submissions report for Sirius, while
not as inaccurate as that of Carrathool, portrayed a skewed preference against the listing of
the site on the SHR in the way the submissions were summarised and presented. Public access
to community submissions is limited, and require a GIPA application, which is both costly
and time consuming.
The case studies also raise questions about the timing of consultation, which was, in each
case, after the agenda had been set. As such the outcomes appeared to be a foregone
conclusion. In other words, the consultation was reduced to a tokenistic measure and carried
out in order to minimally satisfy participation requirements, rather than instigated by a desire
for genuine collaboration with the community.
Lastly, the broad approach to the decision-making process was, throughout the case studies,
one driven almost entirely by the state government and its agencies. While there were efforts
to include the community, their input, particularly any that did not support the government
strategy, was typically not taken into account in the final outcome. The actual level of
influence of the community via the official community consultation processes was negligible,
falling far short of the aspiration of the NSW Heritage Office to “engage in greater
collaboration, participation and conversation”4 and indeed the State Government’s goal to

3
4

Arnstein, ‘A Ladder of Citizen Participation’, 217.
NSW Office Environment & Heritage, ‘OEH Corporate Plan’, 2.
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“ensure community and stakeholders’ voices are heard and actively incorporated in policy
making”.5
The importance of community involvement and consultation has been recognised throughout
the heritage management literature, both legislative and non-legislative. The process can,
however, become inauthentic when the community consultation is not carried out in the
initial planning stages, when the feedback obtained from the community is disregarded when
it does not align with the planning proposals, or when the outcome has been predetermined
by decision-makers. As such, this research serves to highlight the gap between the intention
of the NSW heritage management system and the reality of the process.
This study suggests a need to more clearly identify the aims, scope and objectives of
community consultation within the NSW heritage management system. There are solid
pragmatic and philosophical justifications to include community consultation in the heritage
listing process. There is also evidence to suggest that when handled properly, community
consultation in decision-making in planning can help to better integrate economic,
environmental and social objectives, and can increase public confidence in the decisionmaking process. Additionally, community consultation can act as a safeguard against
politically motivated decisions, which may present a conflict of interest in the case of stateowned heritage sites.
Finally, while a lack of authenticity implies a deliberate exclusion of the public from the
decision-making process, it should be acknowledged that the exclusion may not have been
deliberately planned, or even sinister in intent, but an unfortunate outcome of the workings
of bureaucracy.
The model developed within the thesis, Authenticity in community participation in heritage
management (Table 3.4), describes a spectrum shifting from control by authorities to control
by citizens. Based on the work of Arnstein and later iterations by Pretty and White, the model
takes into account the motivations of those who engage in community consultation.

5

NSW Department of Planning and Environment, ‘2018-2020 Corporate Plan’, 8.
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The conditions surrounding participation are, of course, essential in order to assess
authenticity. Much depends on the context and on those within it. For the community to play
the role of creator in the decision-making process surrounding a non-contentious SHR
Listing, for example, does little to actually transform traditional power relations.
Alternatively, a relatively minor form of participation can give citizens actual power where
previously there had been none. Clearly, different purposes demand different forms of
participation by different types of participants. Community consultation that only seeks the
involvement of a small group of elite community members is very different to that in which
members of the broader community delegate power to such a group to engage with
powerholders.
While the use of such a model has the ability to open up dialogue surrounding community
participation in the management of heritage, it cannot ensure effective participation. How
people chose to take up and make use of what is on offer is critical to their capacity, as a
community, to empower themselves. It is here that the difference between opportunities that
are created for participation and the opportunities that people create for themselves becomes
apparent. Described by Cornwall as “spaces the people create for themselves”, 6 such spaces
have a very different character to invited spaces, less marked by differences in status and
power. Groups that come together to insist upon participation consist of people who have
something in common and can be a source of solidarity for those with little power or voice
in society. The effectiveness of the strategies utilised by such groups was the focus of the
second part of the research.

8.3 The effectiveness of community activism strategies
In exploring the strategies undertaken by communities to bring about change, three categories
of activism strategies became apparent. Consistent with the work of Sidney Tarrow, the
mobilisation of key players was to prove an important mechanism in all of the case studies.
While several factors proved to be indicative of success, including players’ prior protest
experience and the merging of new campaign groups with existing groups, perhaps most

6

Cornwall, ‘Unpacking “Participation”: Models, Meanings and Practices’, 276.
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important is the appointment (often self-appointment) of a single dedicated activist to lead
the campaign, with time and access to resources (both human and financial). Each of the
community fights detailed in the case studies resulted in lengthy, drawn out campaigns, some
lasting several decades. Such campaigns require significant quantities of time, skill and
determination on the part of the activist. In the case of government owned sites of state
significance, it also became apparent that urban protesters have several advantages over those
in rural areas. Access to a larger population makes organising large numbers of people easier,
and key politicians and decision-makers more readily accessible. There is also perhaps easier
access to resources such as architects, planners, lawyers, fundraisers, journalists and other
activists who may be willing to lend their support to the campaign. Throughout the case
studies, the power of such connections was evident.
The importance of the campaigners’ ability to raise public awareness through public
meetings, open days, petitions and use of the media was illustrated throughout the case
studies. Indeed, as Gillion notes, “the longer and louder a protest persists, the more likely a
government is to take action”.7 A local community needs to be able to make the broader
community care about their issue. If the site is visible to the general public and well known,
it is easier to educate them about the campaign and hopefully gain support. In order to create
the necessary noise to bring attention to the cause, the campaigners to protect both Strickland
House and Sirius made every opportunity to bring members of the public to the sites at risk
and invited the media to attend all of their meetings and events. The level of visibility in the
public eye was key to gaining the support required to bring about the heritage outcomes for
which they were fighting.
The third category of activism strategy identified in the case studies included those aiming
to influence decision-makers. Effective political tactics require a sophisticated level of
understanding of “how the system works”, and, determined by McAdam, an ability to exploit
the weaknesses of those in power. Again, this is perhaps more accessible to those
campaigning in urban areas than those in rural areas. In the case of both Strickland House
and Sirius, it was the activists’ understanding of the system and their power to utilise the

7
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weaknesses in those systems that allowed them to succeed in many of their campaigns,
despite the fight to protect Sirius ultimately failing.
Using the work of Moyer and the MAP, a model was proposed in Chapter Three to chart the
activism strategies of a heritage campaign. The model, The eight stages of activism in
heritage conservation (Fig. 3.3), allowed the activism strategies utilised in the case studies
to be viewed as part of a process in the steps to success. A summary of the stages is shown
in Fig. 8.1.

Figure 8.1 Summary of Fig. 3.3
The eight stages of activism in heritage conservation

Source: author

What became evident throughout the research was how difficult and lengthy it can be to take
a stand against those in power. As stewards of the state’s heritage, the NSW government
often falls short by prioritising economic benefits over the community’s wishes. As occurred
in the three case studies, the result is often reactive community campaigning, driven by anger
and frustration at the lack of opportunity for the community to participate in the decisionmaking process in any meaningful way. Consistent with Moyer’s MAP, the fifth stage can
be a difficult stage for activists who find themselves feeling powerless. As illustrated in the
case study of Carrathool Bridge, this discouragement can cause activists to abandon their
cause, believing they have done all they can and the government’s decision is final, when in
fact they may be nearer to success than ever before.
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The model developed within this thesis, The eight stages of activism in heritage conservation
(Fig. 3.3), provides a means by which a community protest surrounding the future of a
heritage item can be examined. While there may be protests that flow through every stage
with hallmarks of a perfect campaign, they may ultimately be unsuccessful. Or they may not
follow this specified path and yet succeed. What such models cannot take into account is the
context of an individual campaign and the complexities of the players and stakeholders. For
example, while reaching stage six, gaining significant public support, is an important phase
within the model, there is no specified level of public opinion at which decision-makers are
obliged to change their minds. What the model provides is a scaffold by which activists can
make decisions surrounding the steps in their campaigns. It can suggest direction to a group
in order to avoid burnout and frustration and assist them in shifting their outrage into bringing
about the changes they seek.

8.4 Limitations of the research
The most significant limitation to the research is indeed part of the larger problem of
authenticity within government decision-making processes. The assessment of the
authenticity of official community consultation is complicated by the consistent lack of
transparency into those processes, despite the NSW Government’s commitment “to the open
government principles of transparency, participation, collaboration and innovation”. 8 Whilst
access to certain information, including public submissions, is made possible under the
Government Information (Public Access) Act 2009 (GIPA Act), the larger decision-making
policies and strategies are less available. Throughout the case studies, only edited or limited
versions of many reports were available to the public and were not available for release under
GIPA. As such, other sources have had to be relied upon, such as media reports, leaked
documents, and word-of-mouth.
The final year of this research has taken place during the COVID-19 pandemic, which
included a two-week quarantine period following a trip abroad in early 2020. While
fortunately all of the interviews had been completed prior to the outbreak, access to the State
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Library of NSW was restricted to online research during 2020, which delayed the completion
of the thesis by several months. The UNSW campus was also closed, with access to the
library and other facilities restricted to online access throughout 2020. While it is fortunate
that most of the research had been completed by that stage, the restrictions to such valuable
resources delayed the submission.

8.5 Future research
Repeatedly throughout this research, it became apparent that women have long held an
important role in heritage and urban activism. While the history of women’s activism and its
roots in the suffragette movement is well documented, with the exception of Jane Jose’s
Places Women Make, there has not been sufficient focus on their important role within the
sphere of planning and heritage works in Australia. It is perhaps a product of the ongoing
fight by women for reproductive rights, gender pay equality, safety against sexual assault in
campaigns such as Take Back the Night, and more recently, the #metoo movement that
provides women with the skills to campaign. The survival of countless significant heritage
sites, both locally and internationally, has depended on their determination and skill. Within
the three case studies presented in this thesis, the work of June Poland, Nita McCrae and
Myra Demetriou was critical in each of the campaigns. They followed in the paths established
by Juanita Nielsen in her fight to save the terraces of Potts Point, and Betty James and her
colleagues who formed the Battlers for Kelly’s Bush, amongst others. As confirmed by Jose,
women campaigning for the protection of their urban spaces are “led by love for their
community and for the desire for good places in cities”.9 Female approaches, suggests Jose,
can bring a fresh and welcome change to urban planning processes. The pivotal, often unpaid
role that women play is worthy of both ongoing recognition and further research.
The concept of the ‘forgotten public’ as identified by Gleeson and Low, is of particular
importance in the identification and management of heritage items. 10 Often left out of
decision-making processes, they may include members of the indigenous community,
migrants or elderly people. In some cases, a heritage item under discussion may be of
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significance to a group who has become a part of this ‘forgotten public’, and as such their
participation may be neither sought nor valued by decision-makers. As a result, key
community groups may be excluded, ill-informed decisions made, and significant heritage
threatened. Ongoing research is imperative to not only identify those who may previously
been excluded, but to better establish means of ensuring their participation is valued.
The often-conflicted relationship between heritage consultants and the government demands
further investigation. As was evident throughout the case studies, there exists the potential
for a conflict of interest when private heritage consultants are paid by the government for
assessments regarding the heritage significance of sites, rather than depending on the
government’s own heritage experts.
In the case of Sirius, the NSW Land and Housing Corporation (LAHC) commissioned several
of the largest heritage consultancies in Australia11 to counter the assessments of historical
significance by Paul Ashton and Philip Goad prepared for the state’s established heritage
authority, the NSW Heritage Council. With such reports costing in the tens of thousands of
dollars, the LAHC spent a significant amount of public money on private heritage consultants
to prove the government’s own heritage specialists to be incorrect.
Even more curious is the report on the social significance of Sirius prepared by the private
Melbourne heritage consultancy Context, “entirely a desktop review of existing
documentation in relation to the nomination and did not involve any new independent
research or community contact”. 12 The report was commissioned by Godden Mackay Logan
(GML), another large private heritage consultancy, on behalf of the NSW LAHC in 2015. 13
It was then GML who later hosted a DOCOMOMO event presented by the Save Our Sirius
Foundation, chaired by Shaun Carter, chair of the foundation, and Sirius architect Tao
Gofers.14
As has been evidenced in the case studies, heritage professionals can be at risk of favouring
the needs of their government and commercial clients at the expense of the community. There
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are numerous examples within this thesis of private heritage consultants, at the request of
their government clients and paymasters, falling into the role of “voice for hire”. When
commissioned reports fail to recognise the significance of sites, despite community reaction,
there exists another layer of inauthenticity within the heritage management system that may
also need to be reassessed.

8.6 Heritage, planning and participation
To return to Sandercock, one of the most important benefits of participation is the local,
detailed information it provides, which in turn informs planning. 15 Over the last decade, the
participation of the community in heritage has been put forward as the solution to the oftenproblematic relationship between powerholders, heritage experts and local communities, as
well as the frustrating exclusion of communities from government decision-making
processes.16 Despite this enlightenment, the research has shown consistent resistance on the
part of the government towards the principle of “planning with people” in the conservation
of the state’s significant heritage.
As borne out of the existing literature, there are of course challenges that make effective and
authentic participation difficult, and many of these challenges were found throughout the
case studies. Dominant interest groups, as explored by Sarkissian et al17 were certainly
evident in both the Strickland House and Sirius research. There was ongoing concern, and
mention in the media, that the activists trying to save Strickland House were elitists more
concerned with their land value and view retention than the heritage significance of the site.
Whilst working largely together throughout the campaign, the residents’ groups campaigning
to save Sirius (with the aim of retaining the tenants) were in many ways at odds with the
heritage activists (with the aim of listing the site on the SHR) and as such may have confused,
and so diluted, the message. The domination of interest groups confirms the need for a
balance between local and professional knowledge. This was also evident in the case of
Carrathool Bridge, where the professionals insisting the bridge was highly significant had
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little sway in the local community. The absence of consultation with locals at the time of the
SHR listing meant this was not taken into account when the strategy surrounding its future
was set.
The distinction proposed by Moyer between policies that powerholders claim they are
implementing and the actual policies 18 is reaffirmed throughout this research. The disparity
between policy and practice is essential to the notion of inauthenticity. The case studies
mirror the findings of Moyer in the ways the official goals and values promoted by
government surrounding the importance of the inclusion of community appear to be odds
with the actual conduct of community consultation in practice. This is perhaps central to the
point raised by Brenman and Sanchez regarding the importance of the government being
clear about exactly how the input from the public will be used in the final decision-making
process.19
The study would also appear to support recent research suggesting the existence of an
Authorised Heritage Discourse (AHD), primarily the work of Laurajane Smith. Smith’s
research argues that the language of the Burra Charter does not provide community groups
with active roles but relegates them to “audience status”, and that this results in a certain set
of western elite cultural values being applied universally. This status was evident in the case
study of Sirius, where the NSW Heritage Council assessed the site as being of state
significance for its historical, associative, aesthetic, social values, as well as its research
potential, rarity, and representativeness. This represented a total of seven out of seven
assessment criteria, when a qualification for state significance requires a minimum of two.
For reasons that were never made apparent, the Heritage Council decided to proceed the
nomination with only two of the criteria: historical and aesthetic. For a site so rich with social
significance, listing criteria were reduced to the two most academic of criteria. Not only did
this exclude current and past communities from taking an active role in the listing, but it also
removed them entirely from the documented significance of the site.
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That the 1969 work of Arnstein remains the cornerstone publication in the field of
authenticity of community participation is a reflection of the small pool of research available
on the topic and especially in the heritage realm. While there is a large body of research about
how better to engage the public, primarily targeted at policy makers, there is little that looks
beyond the implementation of consultation programs, exploring its impact on the decisionmaking process and the ways in which community feedback was used in deciding the final
outcome. A review of the literature found no standardised or widely used tool for the
assessment of the outcomes of community consultation processes, much less the authenticity
of the process. This thesis has highlighted the need for decision-makers to have a more
holistic approach to community consultation. This must be based not only on the how and
when of consultation, but on the motivation for the consultation and to what degree the
community will be allowed to influence the final decision-making process.
In terms of suggesting strategies for communities wanting to take on the role of activists in
protecting the future of their heritage, the research has also served to identify where the
resources of the community may be best spent. Members of a community may decide to voice
their opposition to a heritage listing decision, or a development proposal for a listed heritage
site, or the sale of such a site. In any case, most communities have very limited resources,
particularly in comparison to their opposition, and this thesis has served to identify the
following key areas for using their valuable resources; strong leadership through key players,
the necessity to raise public awareness and gain broad support, and the role for activists to
influence decision-makers by having sound understanding of political tactics and the ability
to identify and exploit the weaknesses within the system. Consistent with the work Ollis et
al,20 the research has served to confirm the importance of individuals prepared to lead the
campaign, with civic skills that enable them to confidently organise and take part in meetings
and political dialogue.
The research confirms that authentic community participation in the field of heritage
conservation has a long way to go. That progress has been made in the acknowledgement of

Ollis, ‘The “Accidental Activist”: Learning, Embodiment and Action’; Brady, Verba, and Schlozman,
‘Beyond SES: A Resource Model of Political Participation’.
20
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its importance in decision-making processes is apparent by its inclusion in official heritage
strategy. It is critical, despite the inclusion, that any invitation to a community to participate
in the process is not only provided, but also motivated by a genuine desire to enrich heritage
outcomes by including the communities to which these sites are meaningful.
It is hoped that this thesis will be of further significance in encouraging authentic partnerships
between communities and those making the decisions about their heritage. This thesis
exposes many of the pitfalls of existing community consultation processes and the ensuing
repercussions: the significant economic costs of multiple development proposals, community
consultation programs and court costs, the damage to the reputation of the government in
their ability to act ethically, and, most importantly from the perspective of this research, the
loss of irreplaceable heritage and the community’s sense of personal belonging and identity.
The research highlights the need to make community consultation processes more genuinely
inclusive, at local, state and federal government levels. This inclusion would see a shift from
communities playing a reactive role in heritage management to a more proactive one, shaping
and even co-designing their own communities and being able to decide for themselves what
is, or is not, of significance to them.
The research within this thesis confirms that the expertise that can be found within
communities is underutilised in the assessment of state significance heritage sites, evidenced
in the lack of any real power afforded to communities in the decision-making processes of
the NSW State Government. Nevertheless, the fact that local communities continue to engage
in heritage issues, often driven by the inauthenticity of community consultation processes, is
a clear sign of their passion for and commitment to decisions that genuinely balance the range
of considerations factored into heritage conservation decision-making.
As the writing of this thesis was nearing its end, NSW Heritage released the discussion paper
A Review of Heritage Legislation.21 Arts Minister Don Harwin announced the plan for a NSW
parliamentary committee to overhaul the state’s heritage laws, scrutinising the legislation that
protects the state’s significant natural, cultural and built heritage items. Raising concern that

21

Heritage NSW, ‘Review of NSW Heritage Legislation’.
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the Heritage Act had not been substantially reformed since 1999, Harwin notes “homeowners
and developers have previously accused the state government and local councils of placing
greater heritage protection on older homes, buildings and neighbourhoods in order to block
new development.”22
The discussion paper suggests the overhaul relates to the NSW Government’s priorities of
putting the customer at the centre of everything, a strong economy, and well-connected
communities.23 By proposing to “streamline” the process via “abridged delisting” and “rapid
assessment” and giving the Minister the power to “fast-track” heritage approvals, the paper
raises serious questions not only about of the future of heritage in NSW, but the everdiminishing role of the community in that future.

22
23

Gorrey, ‘“A Burden, Not a Celebration of History”: NSW Government Pushes Heritage Law Review’.
Heritage NSW, ‘Review of NSW Heritage Legislation’, 7.
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Appendix 1 Ethics Approval and Participant Documents

21-Sep-2017
Dear Dr Judith O'Callaghan,
Project Title Whose Heritage is it? Strategies for empowering communities in the conservation of
their built heritage
HC No HC17783
Re HC17783 Notification of Ethics Approval
Approval Period 21-Sep-2017 - 20-Sep-2022

Thank you for submitting the above research project to the HREAP Executive for ethical review. This project
was considered by the HREAP Executive at its meeting on 12-Sep-2017.
I am pleased to advise you that the HREAP Executive has granted ethical approval of this research project.
The following condition(s) must be met before data collection commences:
Conditions of Approval:
N/A
Conditions of Approval - All Projects:
The Chief Investigator will immediately report anything that might warrant review of ethical approval of
the project.
The Chief Investigator will seek approval from the HREAP Executive for any modifications to the
protocol or other project documents.
The Chief Investigator will notify the HREAP Executive immediately of any protocol deviation or adverse
events or safety events related to the project.
The Chief Investigator will report to the HREAP Executive annually in the specified format and notify the
HREAP Executive when the project is completed at all sites.
The Chief Investigator will notify the HREAP Executive if the project is discontinued before the expected
completion date, with reasons provided.
The Chief Investigator will notify the HREAP Executive of his or her inability to continue as Coordinating
Chief Investigator including the name of and contact information for a replacement.
The HREAP Executive Terms of Reference, Standard Operating Procedures, membership and standard
forms are available from https://research.unsw.edu.au/research-ethics-and-compliance-support-recs .
If you would like any assistance, or further information, please contact the ethics office on:
P: +61 2 9385 6222, + 61 2 9385 7257 or + 61 2 9385 7007
E: humanethics@unsw.edu.au
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Faculty of the Built Environment

[INSERT date]
[INSERT Name]
[INSERT Address 1]
[INSERT Address 2]
Dear [Mr/Ms/Mrs/Dr Surname],
Research Study Title: Whose heritage is it? Strategies for empowering
communities in the conservation of their built heritage
I am writing to let you know about a research study that you have the option
to take part in. The research is being conducted by UNSW Sydney. I am
contacting you because of your role in the conservation of STRICKLAND
HOUSE/CARRATHOOL BRIDGE/SIRIUS APARTMENTS.
This research is being done to learn more about the range of strategies
employed by communities in an effort to protect their built heritage. The
reason we want to know more about these strategies is to provide other
communities with effective tools they can use to protect their own heritage.
Taking part in this research study is optional. We are looking for people who
want to take part in this research and who were:
• Involved with the heritage conservation campaign.
If you decide to take part in the research we would:
• Interview you either over the phone, via email, or face to face.
If you would like more information or are interested in being part of the
research study please contact me (details below) or my PhD supervisor:
Name: Dr Judith O’Callaghan
Email: juditho@fbe.unsw.edu.au
Phone: 02 93856847
Taking part in this research study is voluntary. You may choose not to take
part. If you decide not to take part in this research, your decision will not
affect your relationship with The University of New South Wales.
This research has been reviewed and approved by The University of New
South Wales Human Research Ethics Committee. If you have any complaints
or concerns about the research study please email
humanethics@unsw.edu.au or phone +61 2 9385 6222 quoting the following
number HC[INSERT HC Number].
Yours sincerely,
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PhD Research Protocol
Kirrily Sullivan 3255836
Research Topic: Whose heritage is it? Strategies for empowering communities to identify &
manage their cultural heritage.

Protocol for interviews:
A prospective interviewee will be contacted in advance of the interview, by either phone or
email. The research project as a whole will be explained as well as the interviewee’s role as
a participant, and the range of areas that will be covered in the interview outlined. If the
individual is then agreeable to be interviewed, a signed and completed Project Information
Statement and Project Consent Form will be either emailed or posted to them in advance of
the interview. The Revocation of Consent portion of the Project Information Statement will
be explained to them prior to sending.
Issues pertaining to confidentiality will be discussed in advance of the interview and again at
the commencement of the interview. The interviewee will be advised that if any information
they identify as confidential will not be recorded and any recording equipment will be
turned off and no official record kept. Any information identified as confidential will not be
published in any form.
Interviews may be conducted face-to-face, via telephone or via email. If in a face-to-face
interview or telephone interview a recording device is to be used, permission will be gained
in advance. At the conclusion of the interview, the interviewee will then be asked to sign
and date the Project Consent Form.
The questions will be opened ended to encourage further description and detail from the
participants. The questions will cover why they became involved in the heritage
conservation of the site, what strategies were used, and which strategies do they believe
contributed to the success of the campaign.
All Project Consent Forms will be retained and kept as part of the records stored upon
completion of the project as outlined on the consent forms.

338

BIBLIOGRAPHY
Primary Sources
Newspaper, magazine and radio articles
‘That Noble Mansion Carrara’. Sydney Morning Herald, 14 January 1879.
‘The Hopetoun Avenue’. Sydney Morning Herald, 16 October 1900.
‘Rest after Illness’. Sunday Times, 19 August 1917.
‘The Bridge: What of The Rocks Area?’ Sydney Morning Herald, 8 March 1924.
‘An Exciting Overall Production’. Sydney Morning Herald, 14 July 1967.
‘Lump in The Rocks’. Sydney Morning Herald, 18 April 1979.
‘Boxes Stacked...like so Many Grey Playing Cards’. Sydney Morning Herald, 16 May 1979.
‘Letters to the Editor’. Sydney Morning Herald, 18 May 1979.
‘Rocks: Mulock Not Impressed’. The Sun, 23 May 1979.
‘That Block of Flats in The Rocks’. Sydney Morning Herald, 25 May 1979.
‘Not Lumpy’. Sydney Morning Herald, 6 April 1980.
‘Strict Zoning Urged for Strickland House Site’. Wentworth Courier, 2 September 1998.
‘Strickland House to Attract Buyers like Club Med’. Wentworth Courier, 21 September
1988.
‘Strickland House Sale Funds Needed’. Wentworth Courier, 26 October 1988.
‘Yabsley Has New Plan for Strickland House’. Wentworth Courier, 23 November 1988.
‘Carr to Support Strickland Action Group’. Wentworth Courier, 30 November 1988.
‘Strickland House Rezoning a Hazard for Liberals’. East Herald, 1 December 1988.
‘Axe Comes down on Strickland House’. Wentworth Courier, 21 June 1989.
‘Mayor Blasts Move to Sell Strickland House’. Weekly Courier, 12 July 1989.
‘Strickland House Bid against Govt Code’. Wentworth Courier, 1 October 1989.
‘Labor Pledge to Resume Strickland House Foreshore’. Wentworth Courier, 7 February 1990
‘Historian to Probe Strickland’. Eastern Express, 29 March 1990.
‘MP Help Sought for Strickland’. Eastern Express, 26 April 1990.
‘Harbour “jewels” Opened up to the Public’, Sydney Morning Herald, 18 September 1990.

339

‘Council Worry over Carrara House Fate’. Wentworth Courier, 26 September 1990.
‘Govt Takes Bigger Chunk of Strickland’. Wentworth Courier, 6 February 1991.
‘Strickland House Disposal Bureaucratic Arrogance: MP’. Wentworth Courier, 20 February
1991.
‘Strickland House Land Grab Fears’. Wentworth Courier, 27 January 1993.
‘Government Stymied on Strickland’. Sydney Morning Herald, 10 February 1993.
‘Search Is Still On’. Eastern Express, 24 March 1993.
‘Strickland House “hotel” Derided’. Wentworth Courier, 20 April 1994.
‘Strickland House to Be Hotel’. The Australian, 4 September 1996.
‘Promise on Historic House Haunts Carr’. Sydney Morning Herald, 6 September 1996.
‘Bob Carr’s Strickland House’. The Spectator, 11 September 1996.
‘Rezoning Bid under Assault’. Wentworth Courier, 12 November 1997.
‘Shock at Council Decision on Land’. Wentworth Courier, 14 October 1998.
‘Strickland House Control “Victory”’. Wentworth Courier, 4 November 1998.
‘Obituary: William H. Moyer’ The Philadelphia Inquirer, 27 October 2002.
‘Damaged People Belie Nostalgia’. Sydney Morning Herald, 27 August 2006.
‘Battle for Millers Point Lost When Pru Goward Took Control’. Sydney Morning Herald,
2014.
‘Dirty Deals at Heart of Houso Brouhaha’. The Daily Telegraph, 2014.
‘Carrathool Mayor Calls for Common Sense over Heritage Bridge’s Future’. ABC News, 18
March 2014.
‘ABC Radio 702 Mornings’, 1 April 2014.
‘“Cowardly” Act Forces Millers Point Residents to Move’. Sydney Morning Herald, 22 April
2014.
‘Clover Moore and The City of Sydney Give $10k to Millers Point Residents’. The Daily
Telegraph, 4 September 2014.
‘Sandstone Sell-off Betrays Public Legacy’. Sydney Morning Herald, 4 December 2014.
‘Road Train Access’. The Land, 5 July 2016.
‘The Brutal Truth We’re Trashing Sydney’s Heritage’. Sydney Morning Herald, 4 August
2016.

340

‘Sirius Building in The Rocks Is “as Sexy as a Car Park”’. Sydney Morning Herald, 10
August 2016.
‘Hundreds March to Save Sydney Building’. sbs.com.au, 17 September 2016.
‘Sirius Building Sale: Former Advisor Criticises Decision Not to Heritage List Social
Housing Site’. ABC Radio National, 7 October 2016.
‘Tao Gofers, the Closet Showman behind Sydney’s Sirius Building’. Australian Financial
Review, 12 November 2016.
‘Ugliness No Reason to Knock down Sydney’s Sirius, Say Architects’. Australian Financial
Review, 11 December 2016.
‘Sydney’s Last Stand’. The Guardian UK, 1 February 2017.
The Sirius Building to Remain Standing after Court Rules against NSW Government’.
Sydney Morning Herald, 25 July 2017.
‘Sirius: Decision Not to Put Iconic Sydney Building on Heritage List Ruled Invalid’, ABC
News, 25 July 2017.
‘Sirius Apartment Building at Sydney’s The Rocks for Sale. Australian Financial Review, 7
December 2017.
‘Sirius Building’. ABC News, 27 January 2018.
‘Strickland House Protected Forever’. Wentworth Courier, 31 October 2018.
‘First Look at Sirius Redevelopment’. Australian Financial Review, 22 February 2020.
‘Hollywood Historian to Assess a Rich Heritage’. Sydney Morning Herald, 5 March 2020.
‘New Move to Break Strickland Deadlock’. Sydney Morning Herald, 12 April 2000.
‘Ten Iconic Buildings I’d Bulldoze, by Dominic Perrottet’. Sydney Morning Herald, 24
November 2020.
‘Surprise, Dear Treasurer!’ Sydney Morning Herald, 27 November 2020.
‘“A Burden, Not a Celebration of History”: NSW Government Pushes Heritage Law
Review’. Sydney Morning Herald, 7 April 2021.

341

Government reports and documents
Aplin, Graeme. ‘National Trust Listing Report’. Sirius Apartments. National Trust Australia
(NSW), 28 May 2014.
Australian Government. ‘Australian Heritage Strategy’, 3 December 2015.
City of Sydney. ‘Sustainable Sydney 2030’. City of Sydney Strategic Plan 2008, 2008.
Clark MP, Rt Hon Greg. A Plain English Guide to the Localism Act. London: Department
for Communities and Local Government, 2011.
Collins, Peter. ‘Strickland House Decision’, 8 August 1989
Gammage, Bill. Narrandera Shire. Narrandera NSW: Narrandera Shire Council, 1986.
Government of New South Wales. Crown Lands Occupation Act of 1861 (1861).
Goward, Pru. ‘High Cost Harbourside Assets to Be Sold for a Fairer Social Housing System’,
2014.
Greenwich, Alex. ‘1384 Sirius Building’, 21 October 2015
Hannam, Peter. ‘Vandals: NSW Environment Staff Fear for Jobs as Office Dissolves’. The
Sydney Morning Herald, 2 April 2019.
Housing Commission of New South Wales. ‘Housing Commission Project in The Rocks’.
Edited by Housing Commission of New South Wales, 7 December 1977.
———. ‘Sirius Apartments’. Housing Commission of NSW, 1980.
Howard, John. ‘Official Hansard’. House of Representatives, 30 October 1996.
Keneally, Kristina. Heritage Amendment Bill 2009 (2009).
Legislative Assembly of New South Wales. ‘Report of the Royal Commission for the
Improvement of the City of Sydney and Its Suburbs’, 1909.
McCormack, Michael. Carrathool Bridge, Constituency Statements, 2015.
Neilsen, Mary Anne. ‘Public Sector Accountability and Transparency’. Parliamentary
Library Briefing Book. Canberra: Parliament of Australia, 2010.
New South Wales. ‘The Government of New South Wales, Australia, Invites Participation in
Sydney’s Most Extensive Redevelopment Scheme’, 1960.

342

New South Wales Royal Commission for the Improvement of the City and Its Suburbs.
‘Royal Commission for the Improvement of the City and Its Suburbs’, 1909.
NSW Department Family and Community Services. ‘High Cost Harbourside Assets to Be
Sold for a Fairer Social Housing System’, 19 March 2014.
NSW Department of Planning and Environment. ‘2018-2020 Corporate Plan’. NSW State
Government, 2018.
———. ‘Draft Sirius Site SSP SEPP, 36-50 Cumberland Street, The Rocks’. Department of
Planning and Environment, n.d.
NSW Government. ‘The NSW Budget Half-Yearly Review 2019-2020’. Open Government.
NSW Heritage Council. ‘Criteria for Listing on the State Heritage Register’. NSW Heritage
Council, 1977.
———. ‘Strickland House’. environment.gov.au, 1999.
———. ‘Timber Truss Road Bridges of NSW: Review of Roads and Traffic Authority’s
Proposed Approach to Conservation’. NSW Heritage Council, 1 July 2011.
———. ‘Warangesda Aboriginal Mission and Station’. environment.gov.au, 2010.
NSW Heritage Council and NSW Heritage Office. ‘Recommendations for Local Council
Heritage Management’, 2 July 2013.
NSW Heritage Office. ‘Assessing Heritage Significance’. NSW Heritage Manual 2. Sydney:
NSW Heritage Office, 2001.
———. ‘Local Government Heritage Guidelines’, 2002.
———. New Uses for Heritage Places. Sydney: NSW Heritage Office, 2008.
NSW Heritage Office and Engineers Australia. Engineering and Industrial Heritage.
Heritage Information Series. Sydney, 2005.
NSW Land and Environment Court. ‘Land and Environment Court of NSW Judicial
Newsletter’, 16 November 2017.
NSW Office Environment & Heritage. ‘Carrathool Bridge over Murrumbidgee River’. NSW
Office Environment and Heritage, 2007.
———. ‘Minister’s Decisions on Heritage Listings: Sirius Apartments’.
———. ‘OEH Corporate Plan’. NSW Office of Environment and Heritage, 19 February
2014.
———. ‘Office of Environment and Heritage Ministerial Records’. GIPA775.

343

———. ‘Office of Environment and Heritage Records’. GIPA775.
———. ‘Queen Victoria Building’, 5 March 2010.
———. ‘Search for NSW Heritage | NSW Environment, Energy and Science’
———. ‘The Rocks Conservation Area’, 20 February 2017.
NSW Office Environment & Heritage and NSW Heritage Council. ‘State Agency Heritage
Guide Management of Heritage Assets by NSW Government Agencies’. Sydney:
NSW Heritage Office, 2005.
NSW Roads and Maritime Services. ‘Bridges for the Bush Initiative’. NSW Roads and
Maritime Services, 2012.
———. ‘Community Engagement - Project Planning Principles’. 26 October 2017.
———. ‘Roads and Maritime Services Customer Charter’, 21 August 2012.
———. ‘Timber Truss Bridge Conservation Strategy’. Submissions Report and Revised
Conservation Strategy. RMS, 2012.
———. ‘Timber Truss Road Bridges: A Strategic Approach to Conservation - Bridge List
Update’, October 2019.
———. ‘What We Do - About Us - Roads and Maritime Services’. 31 October 2017.
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority. ‘Community Update: RTA Timber Truss Road Bridges’,
1 July 2011.
———. ‘Timber Bridge Management’. RTA, 8 March 2002.
———. ‘Timber Truss Bridges: Study of Relative Heritage Significance of All Timber Truss
Road Bridges in NSW’, 1998.
———. ‘Timber Truss Road Bridges: A Strategic Approach to Conservation’. RTA, 2011.
NSW State Government. Government Information (Public Access) Act 2009.
O’Neill, Nick, and Hal Colebatch. ‘Public Participation in Local Government: A Report to
the Hawkesbury Shire Council’. Windsor, NSW: Hawkesbury Shire Council, 1989.
‘Strickland House | NSW Environment & Heritage’, 7 June 2017.
Upton, Gabrielle. ‘Sirius Apartment Building’. www.environment.gov.au, 25 October 2017.
Woollahra Municipal Council. ‘Strickland House, Vaucluse: Land Use, Conservation and
Development Principles’. Woollahra Municipal Council, 2000.
———. ‘Urban Planning Committee Minutes’. 5 September 2011.

344

Heritage Council Minutes
NSW Heritage Council. ‘Minutes of Meeting’. Presented at the NSW Heritage Council, 3
August 2011.
———. ‘Minutes of Meeting’. Presented at the Heritage Council of NSW, Parramatta NSW,
5 August 2015.
———. ‘Minutes of Meeting’. Presented at the Heritage Council of NSW, Parramatta NSW,
7 October 2015.
———. ‘Minutes of Meeting’. Presented at the Heritage Council of NSW, Parramatta NSW,
4 November 2015.
———. ‘NSW Heritage Council Agenda Item 5.2’. Presented at the NSW Heritage Council
Meeting December, 3 December 2014.

Heritage Reports
Architectural Projects. ‘36-50 Cumberland Street, The Rocks Heritage Impact Statement’.
Sydney: Architectural Projects, November 2017.
Brooks, Graham. ‘Draft SEPP SSP Amended Planning Controls Heritage Review’. Sirius
Building. Sydney: GBA Heritage, 18 June 2018.
Dawson Brown Architecture. ‘Strickland House Conservation Plan’. Sydney, 1 August 1997.
Dawson Brown Partnership. ‘Strickland House, Stables and Site’. Sydney: NSW Department
of Health, 1989.
McMillan Britton Kell Pty Ltd. ‘Study of Relative Heritage Significance of All Timber Truss
Road Bridges in NSW’, 1 December 1998.
SGS Economics and Planning. ‘Millers Point and The Rocks’. An Alternative Way Forward.
Sydney: SGS Economics and Planning, 1 August 2014.
Tanner Architects. ‘Strickland House Conservation Management Plan’. Issue A. NSW State
Property Authority, 1 April 2012.

345

Correspondence
Carl, Penny. ‘Letter from Woollahra Council to Hon. John Howard, Hon. John Herron, Hon.
Carl Scully and Hon. Bob Carr’, 21 November 1997.
Collins MP, Peter. ‘Letter from Mr. Peter Collins MP to Mr. Ernie Page MP’, 12 January
1990.
Croskell, Ken. ‘Carrathool Shire Council Submission’, 29 August 2011.
CSHAG. ‘Carrara Strickland House Action Group’. 26 October 1989.
Jones, Toby. ‘Strickland House’. What Is in the Public Interest? Carrara/Strickland House
Action Group, 23 June 1989.
McCrae, Nita. ‘Rocks Residents’ Action Group Records’. Presented at the Rocks Residents
Action Group Meetings, Sydney, 1980.
Poland, June. ‘Letter from June Poland to Woollahra Council Aldermen’, 7 December 1989.
———. ‘Letter from WHHS to Aged Care Providers’, 10 October 1990.
———. ‘Letter from WHHS to Hon. Robert Webster’, 10 September 1990.
———. ‘Letter from WHHS to Woollahra Council’, 31 October 1990.
Poland, Peter. ‘The Future Use of the Strickland House Property at 52 Vaucluse Road,
Vaucluse’. Woollahra History and Heritage Society Inc., 2016.
Regnis, M R. ‘Letter from Woollahra Council to Ernie Page MP’, 15 November 1989.
Rolfe, Hilda A. ‘Letter from Mayor of Woollahra to Mr. David Hay’, 9 January 1990.
Sanders, Ian. ‘Letter from WHHS to Aged Care Providers’, 10 October 1990.
———. ‘Letter from WHHS to Robert Webster MP’, 29 November 1990.
Warr, Anne. ‘Response to Sirius SEPP’. Save Our Sirius, 8 February 2018.
Wraight, Ross. ‘Letter from Department of Health to Woollahra Council’, 17 November
1989.
Yabsley, Michael. ‘Letter from Michael Yabsley to Vaucluse Electorate’, 1 September 1990.

346

Interviews
Sullivan, Kirrily. Peter Laird Interview, 22 March 2018.
———. Shaun Carter Interview, 5 June 2018.
———. Tao Gofers Interview, 10 June 2018.
Websites
ArchitectureAU. ‘DA Submitted for Sirius Redevelopment’. Architectureau.com, 23
November

2020.

https://architectureau.com/articles/da-submitted-for-sirius-

redevelopment/.
Bishop,

Margaret.

‘Millers

Point

Spring

Picnic

14

Sept

2014’.

www.millerspointcommunity.com.au,
change.org. ‘Save Sirius’. change.org, 2016.
DOCOMOMO. ‘Talk on Sirius Building with Save Our Sirius Foundation 15 May 2015’.
www.docomomoaustralia.com.au, n.d. Accessed 29 October 2020.
Dunn, John. ‘Green Ban for Sirius’. www.millerspointcommunity.com.au
Heritage NSW. ‘Our Approach to Engaging Our Communities’. Heritage NSW. Accessed
12

October

2020.

https://www.heritage.nsw.gov.au/celebrate/community-

engagement/.
Lewis, Brendan. ‘Facebook Post’. facebook.com, 25 July 2017
Ley, Sussan. ‘New Carrathool Bridge Opens to Traffic’. Sussan Ley, 4 October 2019.
https://sussanley.com/new-carrathool-opens-to-traffic/
McInerney, John. ‘Millers Point and The Rocks’. www.innersydneyvoice.org.au, 30
November 2014. https://innersydneyvoice.org.au/magazine/millers-point-and-therocks-an-alternative-way-forward/.
Millers Point Community. ‘Millers Point’. www.millerspointcommunity.com.au, 20 January
2015. http://millerspointcommunity.com.au/the-place/sirius/.
Moore, Clover. ‘Millers Point Housing under Threat’. clovermoore.com.au, n.d.
https://www.clovermoore.com.au/millers_point_housing_under_threat

347

NSW Department of Premier & Cabinet. ‘NSW Department of Premier & Cabinet’.
Accessed 28 November 2019. https://www.dpc.nsw.gov.au/about-us/about-thedepartment/.
NSW Institute of Architects. ‘New South Wales Architecture Awards 2018’.
www.architecture.com.au, 2018.
Pickett,

Charles.

‘Sirius

on

The

Rocks’.

maas.museum,

8

May

2013.

https://maas.museum/inside-the-collection/2013/05/08/sirius-on-the-rocks/.
Save Our Sirius. ‘Save Our Sirius Objection to Sirius Site SEPP’. Save Our Sirius, 1 February
2018.
———. ‘Sirius on Governments Own S170 Heritage Register’. saveoursirius.org, 6
December 2017. https://saveoursirius.org/blog/2017/12/06/sirius-on-governmentsown-s170-heritage-register/.
Sydney

Morning

Herald.

‘Millers

Point’.

smh.com.au,

2014.

https://www.smh.com.au/interactive/2014/millerspoint/animations/1.77/sceneSetter.html.
———.

‘Millers

Point:

A

Community

Under

the

Hammer’,

2014.

https://www.smh.com.au/interactive/2014/millers-point/home.html.
Turnbull, Geoff. ‘Friends of Millers Point Formed’. www.innersydneyvoice.org.au.
Accessed 22 August 2018. https://innersydneyvoice.org.au/magazine/the-friends-ofmillers-point-formed/.
Watts, Oliver. ‘In Praise of the Sirius Building, a Ruined Remnant of Idealistic Times’. The
Conversation, 3 August 2016. http://theconversation.com/in-praise-of-the-siriusbuilding-a-ruined-remnant-of-idealistic-times-63387.
World Monuments Fund. ‘Announcing the 2018 World Monuments Watch’, 2017.
www.wmf.org.

348

Secondary Sources
Alinsky, Saul D. ‘Protest Tactics’. In The Social Movements Reader, edited by Jeff Goodwin
and James M Jasper, 225–28. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2003.
———. Rules for Radicals. A Practical Primer for Realistic Radicals. New York: Random
House, 1971.
Amy, D.J. The Politics of Environmental Mediation. New York: Columbia University Press,
1987.
Anderson, Benedict. Imaginary Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of
Nationalism. New York: Verso, 1983.
Andrews, J. ‘The Emergence of the Wheat Belt in Southeastern Australia to 1930’. In
Frontiers and Men, 5–65. Melbourne: Cheshire, 1966.
Angotti, Tom. ‘Norman Krumholz (1927-2019): Working for Equity Inside Government’.
Progressive City, 3 January 2020.
Arnstein, Sherry R. ‘A Ladder of Citizen Participation’. Journal of the American Institute of
Planners 35, no. 4 (1 July 1969): 216–24.
Ashton, Paul, and Jennifer Cornwall. ‘Corralling Conflict’. Public History Review 13 (2006):
53–65.
Australia ICOMOS. ‘Burra Charter Practice Notes: Understanding and Assessing Cultural
Significance’. ICOMOS Australia, 9 October 2013.
———. ‘The Burra Charter’. The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural
Significance 2013. Australia ICOMOS, 2013.
Beeksma, Anne, and Chiara De Cesari. ‘Participatory Heritage in a Gentrifying
Neighbourhood: Amsterdam’s Van Eesteren Museum as Affective Space of
Negotiations’. International Journal of Heritage Studies 25, no. 9 (2019): 974–91.
Berelson, Bernard. ‘Democratic Theory and Public Opinion’. Public Opinion Quarterly 16,
no. 3 (1952): 313–30.
Berke, Philip. Urban Land Use Planning, 2006.
Birch, Anthony Harold. The Concepts and Theories of Modern Democracy. London ; New
York: Routledge, 2001.

349

Bishop, Patrick, and Glyn Davis. ‘Mapping Public Participation in Policy Choices’.
Australian Journal of Public Administration 61, no. 1 (2002): 14–29.
Blackmore, Kate. ‘A Good Idea at the Time’. In The Design of Sydney, edited by G P Webber,
120–39. Sydney: Law Book Company, 1988.
Boekkooi, Marije, Bert Klandermans, and Jacquelien van Stekelenburg. ‘Quarrelling and
Protesting: How Organizers Shape a Demonstration’. Mobilization: An International
Journal 16, no. 2 (2011): 221–39.
Bondurant, Joan Valérie. The Conquest of Violence: The Gandhian Philosophy of Conflict.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1958.
Bourdieu, Pierre. Outline of a Theory of Practice. 16. Cambridge, NY: Cambridge University
Press, 1977.
Bourke, Max, and Peter James. ‘The Protection of Historic Places in Australia - the Roles of
Government and the Voluntary Sector’, 1–17. Rome, 1981.
Brady, Henry E, Sidney Verba, and Kay Lehman Schlozman. ‘Beyond SES: A Resource
Model of Political Participation’. The American Political Science Review 89, no. 2
(June 1995): 271–94.
Brenman, M, and T W Sanchez. Planning as If People Matter. Washington: Island Press,
2012.
Brennan Center for Justice. ‘Ensuring Every American Can Vote’. Brennan Center for Justice
at NYU Law, 2020.
Broadbent, James. The Australian Colonial Home. Sydney: Hordern House Rare Books,
1997.
Bruhn, Kathleen. Urban Protest in Mexico and Brazil. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2008.
Burgmann, Meredith, and Verity Burgmann. Green Bans, Red Union: Environmental
Activism and the New South Wales Builders Labourer’s Federation. Sydney: UNSW
Press, 1998.
Burke, Sheriden. ‘ICOMOS’. In Conservation of Modern Architecture, edited by Susan
MacDonald, Kyle Normandin, and Bob Kindred, 143–50. Shaftsbury UK: Donhead,
2007.

350

Burstein, P, R L Einwohner, and J A Hollander. ‘Success of Political Movements’. In The
Politics of Social Protest, edited by J C Jenkins and B Klandermans, 275–95.
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1995.
Calder, Barnabas. Raw Concrete. The Beauty of Brutalism. London: William Heinemann,
2016.
Castells, Manuel. The City and the Grassroots. A Cross-Cultural Theory of Urban Social
Movements. University of California Press, 1983.
Choguill, MBG. ‘A Ladder of Community Participation for Underdeveloped Countries’.
Habitat International 20, no. 3 (1996): 431–44.
Clendinnen, Inga. Dancing with Strangers. Melbourne: Text Publishing, 2005.
Collins, Kevin, and Ray Ison. ‘Dare We Jump off Arnstein’s Ladder?’ In PATH Conference,
1–15, 2004.
Collis, J, R Hussey, and J Hussey. Business Research: A Practical Guide for Undergraduate
and Postgraduate Students. 2nd ed. Basingstoke NY: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003.
Colman, James. The House That Jack Built. Jack Mundey, Green Bans Hero. NewSouth,
2016.
Connor, Desmond M. ‘A New Ladder of Citizen Participation’. National Civic Review 77,
no. 3 (1988): 249–57.
Cornwall, A. ‘Unpacking “Participation”: Models, Meanings and Practices’. Community
Development Journal 43, no. 3 (2008): 269–83.
Cortés-Vázquez, J, G Jiménez-Esquinas, and C Sánchez-Carretero. ‘Heritage and
Participatory Governance’. Anthropology Today 33, no. 1 (2017): 15–18.
Council of Europe. ‘Landscape and Sustainable Development: Challenges of the European
Landscape Convention’. Strasbourg: Council of Europe Publishing, 2006.
Creighton, James L. The Public Participation Handbook. Making Better Decisions Through
Citizen Involvement. John Wiley & Sons, 2005.
Crooke, Elizabeth. ‘The Politics of Community Heritage: Motivations, Authority and
Control’. International Journal of Heritage Studies 16, no. 1–2 (2010): 16–29.
Crosson, Bruce. ‘The History of Carrara’, 23 June 1989.
Cubit, Simon. ‘Empowering the Dispossessed: Public Process in Heritage Assessment and
Management’. Historic Environment 12, no. 3–4 (1997): 133–36.

351

Dahl, Robert. Preface to Democratic Theory. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1956.
Darcy, Michael, and Dallas Rogers. ‘Place, Political Culture and Post-Green Ban Resistance:
Public Housing in Millers Point, Sydney’. Cities 57, no. C (1 September 2016): 47–
54.
Davidson, Scott. ‘Spinning the Wheel’. Planning 1262 (1998): 14–15.
Delanty, Gerard. Community. New York: Routledge, 2010.
Deshler, D, and D Sock. ‘Community Development Participation: A Concept Review of the
International Literature’. Ljungsile, Sweden: International League for Social
Commitment in Adult Education, 1985.
Dunn, John, Ben Peake, and Amiera Piscopo. Sirius. Sydney: Piper Press, 2017.
Eaton, Marc. ‘Manufacturing Community in an Online Activist Organisation: The Rhetoric
of MoveOn.Org’s e-Mails’. Information, Communication & Society 13, no. 2 (March
2010): 174–92.
Farrelly, Elizabeth. Killing Sydney: The fight for a city’s soul. Sydney: Picador Pan
Macmillan Australia, 2020.
Flyvbjerg, Bent, and Richardson, Tim. ‘Planning and Foucault: In search of the dark side of
Planning Theory’. In Planning Futures: New Directions for Planning Theory, edited
by P Allmendinger and M Tewdwr-Jones, 44-62. London and New York: Routledge,
2002.
Fogg, Alan. ‘Public Participation in Australia’. The Town Planning Review 52, no. 3 (1 July
1981): 259–66.
Fraser, Nancy. ‘Feminist Politics in the Age of Recognition: A Two-Dimensional Approach
to Gender Justice’. Studies in Social Justice 1 (2007): 23–35.
Freestone, Robert. ‘Planning Sydney: Historical Trajectories and Contemporary Debates’. In
Sydney: The Emergence of a World City, edited by J Connell, 119–43. Melbourne:
Oxford University Press, 2000.
———. Urban Nation. Australia’s Planning Heritage. Collingwood VIC: CSIRO
Publishing, 2010.
Fung, Archon. ‘Varieties of Participation in Complex Governance’. Public Administration
Review 66, no. s1 (2006): 66–75.

352

Gamson, William A. ‘Reflections on The Strategy of Social Protest’. Sociological Forum 4,
no. 3 (September 1989): 455–67.
———. The Strategy of Social Protest. Homewood, IL: The Dorsey Press, 1975.
Gerring, John. Case Selection for Case‐Study Analysis: Qualitative and Quantitative
Techniques. Edited by Janet M. Box-Steffensmeier, Henry E. Brady, and David
Collier. Vol. 1. Oxford University Press, 2009.
Gillion, Daniel Q. The Loud Minority: Why Protests Matter in American Democracy.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2020.
———. The Political Power of Protest: Minority Activism and Shifts in Public Policy.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013.
Gleeson, B, and N Low. Australian Urban Planning. St Leonards: Allen & Unwin, 2000.
Goad, Philip. ‘Bringing It All Home’. Fabrications 25, no. 2 (6 August 2015): 176–213.
———. ‘Unloved, over-Loved or Just Mis-Understood?’ Historic Environment 25, no. 1
(2013): 12.
Gofers, Tao. ‘People and Community: A Never-Ending Story’. Self-published, 2018.
———. ‘Sirius The Rocks’, 2016.
Gofers, Theodorus. ‘Forum Notes NSW Parliament’, 1 November 2014.
Goodwin, J, and J.M Jasper. ‘Introduction’. In The Social Movements Reader: Cases and
Concepts, 221–24. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2003.
Goodwin, Jeff, and James M Jasper. ‘Editors’ Introduction’. In The Social Movements
Reader, 3–9. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2003.
Greer, S, and M Fuary. ‘Community Consultation and Collaborative Research in Northern
Cape York Peninsula - a Retrospective’. Archaeological Heritage 1, no. 1 (2008): 5–
15.
Greer, Shelley. ‘Heritage and Empowerment: Community‐based Indigenous Cultural
Heritage in Northern Australia’. International Journal of Heritage Studies 16, no. 1–
2 (2010): 45–58.
———. ‘Portals in a Watery Realm: Cultural Landscapes in Northern Cape York’. Historic
Environment 22, no. 1 (2009): 38.
Griffiths, Nesta. Some Houses and People of New South Wales. Sydney: Ure Smith, 1949.

353

Haines, H. ‘Black Radicalisation and the Funding of Civil Rights’. Social Problems 32, no.
1 (1984): 31–43.
Hanna, Bronwyn. ‘Innovation in Conservation’. A Timeline History of Australia ICOMOS
and the Burra Charter. Australia ICOMOS, 15 May 2017.
Harrison, Rodney. Heritage. Critical Approaches. Routledge, 2013.
———. ‘What Is Heritage?’ In Understanding the Politics of Heritage, 5–43. Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 2009.
Harwood, Elain. Space, Hope and Brutalism. English Architecture 1945-1975. London: Yale
University Press, 2015.
Hay, David. ‘Defending Brutalism’. Preservation 65, no. 1 (2013): 1–10.
———. ‘Review of NSW Heritage Legislation’. Discussion Paper. Sydney, April 2021.
Healey, Patsy. Collaborative Planning: Shaping places in fragmented societies. Vancouver:
UBC Press, 1997.
Hillier, Jean. ‘Culture, Community and Communication in the Planning Process’. In Social
Town Planning, edited by C H Greed. London: Routledge, 1999.
Hodges, A, and S Watson. ‘Community-Based Heritage Management: A Case Study and
Agenda for Research’. International Journal of Heritage Studies, 2000.
Holtorf, Cornelius. ‘What Does Not Move Any Hearts— Why Should It Be Saved? The
Denkmalpflegediskussion in Germany’. International Journal of Cultural Property
14, no. 01 (2007): 48–23.
Hoskins, Ian. Sydney Harbour. A History. Sydney: NewSouth Publishing, 2011.
Howard, Leanne. ‘Community Involvement in Cultural Landscape Management: Reality or
Rhetoric?’ University of Melbourne, 2016.
Howard, P. Heritage: Management, Interpretation, Identity. New York: Continuum, 2003.
Hunt, Jan. ‘Protecting Aboriginal Heritage in New South Wales’. Centre for Aboriginal
Economic Policy Research. Canberra: Australian National University, 2012.
Huxley, Margot. ‘The Limits to Communicative Planning’. Journal of Planning Education
and Research, 19, no. 1 (2000): 369-377.
IAP2. ‘Public Participation: State of the Practice Australasia’. International Association for
Public Participation Australasia, 2010.

354

Irish, Paul, and Michael Ingrey. ‘Aboriginal Connections to Vaucluse House and Elizabeth
Bay House’. Historic Houses Trust NSW, 1 June 2011.
Irvin, R A, and J Stansbury. ‘Citizen Participation in Decision Making: Is It Worth the
Effort?’ Public Administration Review 64, no. 1 (2004): 11.
Jacobs, Jane. The Death and Life of Great American Cities. New York: Vintage Books, 1961.
Jacobs, Jane, M. ‘An Australian Jane Jacobs’. In Reconsidering Jane Jacobs. New York:
American Planning Association, 2011.
James, Sarah W. ‘Rights to the Diverse City: Challenges to Indigenous Participation in Urban
Planning and Heritage Conservation in Sydney, Australia’. Space and Culture 16, no.
3 (2013): 274–87.
James Wallace Pty Ltd. The Redevelopment of The Rocks Area. Sydney: James Wallace Pty
Ltd, 1964.
Jasper, James M. Getting Your Way. Strategic Dilemmas in the Real World. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 2006.
Jasper, James M. The Art of Moral Protest. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1997.
Jasper, James M, Kevin Moran, and Marisa Tramontano. ‘Strategy’. In The Oxford
Handbook of Social Movements. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015.
Johnston, Chris. ‘Whose Views Count? Achieving Community Support for Landscape
Conservation’. Historic Environment 7, no. 2 (1989): 33–37.
Jones, Michael. ‘The European Landscape Convention and the Question of Public
Participation’. Landscape Research 32, no. 5 (2007): 613–33.
Jose, Jane. Places Women Make: Unearthing the Contribution of Women to Our Cities. Mile
End, SA: Wakefield Press, 2016.
Kanigel, Robert. Eyes on the Street. The Life of Jane Jacobs. New York: Alfred E. Knopf,
2016.
Karskens, G. ‘On The Rocks’. UNSW Magazine, 2017.
Kaya, Ece. Transformation of Sydney’s Industrial Historic Waterfront. Sydney: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2020.
King, Cheryl Simrell, Kathryn M Feltey, and Bridget O’Neill Susel. ‘The Question of
Participation: Toward Authentic Public Participation in Public Administration’.
Public Administration Review 58, no. 4 (1998): 317.

355

King, Jr., Martin Luther. ‘The Social Organization of Nonviolence’. Liberation 4, no.
October (1959): 5–6.
Klandermans, Bert. ‘Between Rituals and Riots: The Dynamics of Street Demonstrations’.
Mobilization: An International Journal 17, no. 3 (2012): 233–34.
Klein, Nicholas. ‘Address to the Biennial Convention of the Amalgamated Clothing Workers
of America’. Baltimore, 1918.
Kovan, Jessica T., and John M. Dirkx. ‘“Being Called Awake”: The Role of Transformative
Learning in the Lives of Environmental Activists’. Adult Education Quarterly 53, no.
2 (2003): 99–118.
Kruesel, Silke, and Andreas Speck. ‘The Movement Action Plan’. Peace News, no. 2423
(March 1988).
La Rocca, Sam. ‘Making a Difference: Factors That Influence Participation in Grassroots
Environmental Activism in Australia’. Griffith University, 2004.
Lee, Bill. ‘Review: Doing Democracy: The MAP Model for Organising Social Movements’.
Canadian Review of Social Policy, no. 52 (2002): 168–71.
Legacy, Crystal, Dallas Rogers, Nicole Cook, and Kristian Ruming. ‘Beyond the PostPolitical: Is Public Participation in Australia Cities at a Turning Point?’ Geographical
Research 56, no. 4 (2018): 353–57.
Lipsky, Michael. ‘Protest as a Political Resource’. The American Political Science Review
62 (1968): 1144–58
Magee, Owen. How The Rocks Was Won. Plans vs Politics. Crows Nest NSW: Engineers
Media, 2005.
Marquis-Kyle, Peter, and Meredith Walker. The Illustrated Burra Charter. Australia
ICOMOS, 2004.
Marshall, N, C Steinmetz, and R Zehner. ‘Community Participation in Planning’. In Planning
Australia, edited by Susan and Maginn Paul J Thompson. New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2012.
McAdam, D. ‘Micromobilisation Context and Recruitment to Activism’, 125–54.
International Social Movement Research 1. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, 1988.
McAdam, Doug. Freedom Summer. New York: Oxford University Press, 1988.

356

———. Political Process and the Development of Black Insurgency 1930-1970. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1982.
———. ‘Social Movements: Power from above and Below’. Lecture presented at the
Fletcher Summer Institute for the Advanced Study of Nonviolent Conflict,
International Centre on Nonviolent Conflict, 2010.
———. ‘Tactical Innovation and the Pace of Insurgency’. American Sociological Review 48,
no. 6 (1983): 735–54.
McAdam, Doug, John D McCarthy, and Mayer N Zald. ‘Social Movements’. In Handbook
of Sociology, edited by Neil J Smelser, 695–737. Newbury Park, CA: Sage
Publications, 1988.
McCarthy, J.D, and M.N Zald. The Trend of Social Movements in America:
Professionalization and Resource Mobilization. Morristown, NJ: General Learning
Press, 1973.
McConnel, Kenneth. ‘The Rocks Development - Some Comments on the Nine Schemes’.
Australian Planning Institute Journal 2, no. 5 (1963): 141–50.
McDonald, Heath. ‘Understanding the Antecedents to Public Interest and Engagement with
Heritage’. Edited by Roger Bennett. European Journal of Marketing 45, no. 5 (2011):
780–804.
McKenna, Mark. ‘Different Perspectives on Black Armband History’. Australian
Parliamentary Library, 10 November 1997.
Meskell, L. The Nature of Heritage: The New South Africa. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2012.
Morris, Colleen, and Peter Spearritt. ‘The Modern Movement in New South Wales: A
Thematic Study and Survey of Places’. Heritage Council of New South Wales,
August 2013.
Moyer, B. ‘The Movement Action Plan: A Strategic Framework Describing the Eight Stages
of Successful Social Movements’. Green Alternative Information for Action, 1987.
Moyer, B, J McAllister, M Finley, and S Soifer. Doing Democracy: The MAP Model for
Organising Social Movements. Gabriola Island, BC: New Society Publishers, 2001.
Munro, Lyle. ‘Strategies, Action Repertoires and DIY Activism in the Animal Rights
Movement’. Social Movement Studies 4, no. 1 (2005): 75–94.

357

Murray, Wal, and Alan Croker. Traditional Joinery. Sydney Houses 1810-1915. Sydney:
Watermark Press, 2005.
Naughton, J. ‘Contested Space: The Internet and Global Civil Society’. In Global Civil
Society, edited by H Anheier, M Glasius, and M Kaldor, 147–68. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2001.
OECD. Citizens as Partners. Information, Consultation and Public Participation. OECD
Publishing, 2001.
Ollis, Tracey. ‘The “Accidental” Activist: Activism, Community and Social Change’, 13.
Deakin University, Melbourne: Centre for citizenship, development and human
rights, 2008.
———. ‘The “Accidental Activist”: Learning, Embodiment and Action’. In Australian
Journal of Adult Learning; Canberra, 48:316–35, 2008.
Painter, M. ‘Participation and Power’. In Citizen Participation in Government, edited by M
Munro-Clarke, 21–36. Sydney: Hale & Iremonger, 1992.
Pateman, Carole. Participation and Democratic Theory. London: Cambridge University
Press, 1970.
Perkin, Corinne. ‘Beyond the Rhetoric: Negotiating the Politics and Realising the Potential
of Community‐driven Heritage Engagement’. International Journal of Heritage
Studies 16, no. 1–2 (2010): 107–22.
Perlgut, Donald. ‘Introduction’. In Citizen Participation in Public Decision Making. Praeger
Pub Text, 1987.
Piper, Andrew. ‘Heritage Hell - Can This Be Happening in NSW in the 21st Century?’
Australian Policy and History, March (2010).
Poland, June. Carrara/Strickland House. The Finest Site on the Foreshores of Sydney
Harbour. Double Bay: Woollahra History and Heritage Society Inc., 1992.
———. ‘Strickland House’. National Trust Magazine, 1 September 1990.
Porta, Donatella della, and Mario Diani. The Oxford Handbook of Social Movements. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2015.
Porta, Donatella della, and Dieter Rucht. ‘The Dynamics of Environmental Campaigns’.
Mobilization: An International Journal 7, no. 1 (2002): 1–14.

358

Pretty, Jules. ‘Participatory Learning for Sustainable Agriculture’. World Development 23,
no. 8 (1995): 1247–63.
Prieur, M, and S Durousseau. ‘Landscape and Public Participation’. Landscape and
Sustainable Development: Challenges of the European Landscape Convention.
Strasbourg: Council of Europe Publishing, 2006.
Prudon, Theodore. ‘Preservation, Design and Modern Architecture: The Challenges Ahead’.
Journal of Architectural Conservation 23, no. 1–2 (2017): 27–35.
Rao, Matthew V. ‘Paul Davidoff and Planning Education: A Study of the Origin of the Urban
Planning Program at Hunter College’. Journal of Planning History 11, no. 3 (2012):
226–41.
Rappaport, Paul. ‘Who Makes Decisions about Heritage?’ www.heritage21.com.au, 14
August 2019. https://www.heritage21.com.au/who-makes-decisions-about-heritage/.
Read, Peter. Wiradjuri: A Hundred Years War. Canberra: ANU Press, 1994.
Reitzes, Donald C., and Dietrich C. Reitzes. ‘Alinsky Reconsidered: A Reluctant Community
Theorist’. Social Science Quarterly 63, no. 2 (1982): 265–79.
———. ‘Saul D. Alinsky: A Neglected Source but Promising Resource’. The American
Sociologist 17, no. 1 (1982): 47–56.
Rocha, E M. ‘A Ladder of Empowerment’. Journal of Planning Education and Research 17,
no. 1 (1997): 31–44.
Roddewig, Richard J. Green Bans: The Birth of Australian Environmental Politics. A Study
in Public Opinion and Participation. Sydney: Hale & Iremonger, 1978.
Rodrigo, Russell. ‘Aesthetics as a Practical Ethic’. Fabrications 25, no. 2 (2015): 234–61.
Ross, Murray, G. Community Organization: Theory, Principles and Practice. New York:
Harper and Row, 1967.
Ruhanen, Lisa, and Michelle Whitford. ‘Cultural Heritage and Indigenous Tourism’. Journal
of Heritage Tourism 14, no. 3 (2019): 179–91.
Russell, Jim. ‘Debating Heritage: From Artefacts to Critical Perception’. Australian
Geographer 24, no. 1 (1993): 12–16.
———. ‘Towards More Inclusive, Vital Models of Heritage: An Australian Perspective’.
International Journal of Heritage Studies 3, no. 2 (1997): 71–80.

359

Ryan, P. ‘Court of Hope and False Expectations: Land and Environment Court 21 Years On’.
Journal of Environmental Law 14, no. 3 (2002): 301–15.
Sandercock, L. ‘Citizen Participation: The New Conservatism’. In The Community
Participation Handbook: Resources for Public Involvement in the Planning Process,
edited by W Sarkissian and D Perlgut, 7–16. Murdoch WA: Impacts Press, 1994.
Sandercock, Leonie. ‘Citizen Participation: The New Conservatism’. In The Community
Participation Handbook Resources for Public Involvement in the Planning Process,
edited by Wendy Sarkissian and Donald Perlgut. Murdoch: Impacts Press, 1986.
———. Property, Politics and Urban Planning. A History of Australian City Planning 18901990. London: Transaction Publishers, 1990.
Sanoff, H. Participatory Design: Theory and Techniques. New York: Cornell University
Press, 1990.
Sanoff, Henry. Community Participation Methods in Design and Planning. New York: John
Wiley and Sons, 2000.
Sarkissian, W, A Cook, and K Walsh. Community Participation in Practice: A Practical
Guide. Western Australia: Murdoch University, 1997.
Sartori, Giovanni. Democratic Theory. Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1962.
Schoene, Matthew. ‘Urban Protest in the European Union’. PS: Political Science & Politics
51, no. 01 (12 January 2018): 73–78.
Schumpeter, Joseph. Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy. 5th ed. London: Routledge,
1994.
Sharp, Gene. The Methods of Nonviolent Action. 3 vols. The Politics of Nonviolent Action
2. Boston: Extending Horizon Books, 1973.
Shipley, R., and J.F. Kovacs. ‘Good Governance Principles for the Cultural Heritage Sector:
Lessons from International Experience’. Corporate Governance: The International
Journal of Business in Society 8, no. 2 (2008): 214–28.
Shipley, Robert, and Stephen Utz. ‘Making It Count: A Review of the Value and Techniques
for Public Consultation’. Journal of Planning Literature 27, no. 1 (2012): 22–42.
Skeffington. ‘People and Planning (The Skeffington Report)’. London: HMSO, 1969.
Slotterback, Carissa Schively, and Mickey Lauria. ‘Building a Foundation for Public
Engagement in Planning: 50 Years of Impact, Interpretation, and Inspiration from

360

Arnstein’s Ladder’. Journal of the American Planning Association 85, no. 3 (2019):
183–87.
Smith, Laurajane. ‘Class, Heritage and the Negotiation of Place’. English Heritage, 2009.
———. ‘Ethics or Social Justice?’ Australian Aboriginal Studies 2010, no. 2 (2010): 60–68.
———. Uses of Heritage. Routledge, 2006.
Smith, Laurajane, and Emma Waterton. ‘Heritage and the Politics of Exclusion’. Current
Swedish Archaeology 19 (2011): 53–57.
Spearritt, Peter. ‘Essay: What Is Heritage?’ Canberra: Australian Heritage Strategy,
Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Populations and Communities,
2011.
———. ‘On The Rocks: What Constitutes Good Design in a Heritage Precinct?’ Australian
Construction Law Newsletter, no. 75 (2000): 7–12.
———. Sydney’s Century: A History. Sydney: University of New South Wales Press Ltd,
2000.
Stern, Paul C, Thomas Dietz, Troy Abel, Gregory A Guagnano, and Linda Kalof. ‘A ValueBelief-Norm Theory of Support for Social Movements’. Human Ecology Review 6,
no. 2 (1999): 81–97.
Strange, John H. ‘Citizen Participation in Community Action and Model Cities Programs’.
Public Administration Review 32 (1972): 655–69.
Sullivan, Sharon. ‘Cultural Values and Cultural Imperialism’. Historic Environment 10, no.
2,3 (1993): 9.
Swensen, Grete, Gro B Jerpåsen, Oddrun Sæter, and Mari S Tveit. ‘Alternative Perspectives?
The Implementation of Public Participation in Local Heritage Planning’ 66, no. 4
(2012): 213–26.
Syme, G.J. ‘When and Where Does Participation Count?’ In Citizen Participation and
Government, edited by M. Munro-Clarke, 78–98. Sydney: Hale & Iremonger, 1992.
Tarrow, Sidney. ‘Cycles of Collective Action’. Social Science History 17, no. 2 (1993): 281–
307.
———. Power in Movement. Social Movements, Collective Action and Politics. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1994.
Taylor, Jennifer. Australian Architecture since 1960. Sydney: The Law Book Co., 1986.

361

The Rocks Peoples’ Plan Committee. The Rocks, This or That: A Peoples’ Plan. Kensington
NSW, 1972.
Tilly, Charles. Contentious Performances. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008.
———. Regimes and Repertoires. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006.
Tilly, Charles, Marco Giugni, and Doug McAdam, eds. How Social Movements Matter.
Minnesota: University of Minnesota Press, 1999.
Tritter, J Q, and A McCallum. ‘The Snakes and Ladders of User Involvement: Moving
beyond Arnstein’. Health Policy 76, no. 2 (2006): 156–68.
UDPA Planners. ‘East Rocks Review’. Sydney, 1974.
UNECE. ‘Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision Making
and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters Done at Aarhus, Denmark 25 June
1998’.
Van Zoonen, L. ‘A Dance of Death: New Social Movements and the Mass Media’. In
Political Communication in Action: States, Institutions, Movement, Audiences, edited
by D Paletz. Cresshill, NJ: Hampton Press, 1996.
Vouligny, Évelyne, Gérald Domon, and Julie Ruiz. ‘An Assessment of Ordinary Landscapes
by an Expert and by Its Residents: Landscape Values in Areas of Intensive Agricultural Use’.
Land Use Policy 26, no. 4 (2009): 890–900.
Waitt, Gordon. ‘Consuming Heritage: Perceived Historical Authenticity’. Annals of Tourism
Research 27, no. 4 (2000): 835–62.
Walker, Edward T. ‘Beyond Channelling and Professionalization’. In Players and Arenas,
edited by James M Jasper and Jan Willem Duyvendak, 79–96. Amsterdam:
Amsterdam University Press, 2015.
Waterton, Emma, and Laurajane Smith. ‘The Recognition and Misrecognition of Community
Heritage’. International Journal of Heritage Studies 16, no. 1–2 (2010): 4–15.
Watson, Steve, and Emma Waterton. ‘Heritage and Community Engagement’. International
Journal of Heritage Studies 16, no. 1–2 (2010): 1–3.
White, Sarah. ‘Depoliticising Development’. Development in Practice 6, no. 1 (1996): 6–15.
Wiedemann, Peter M., and Holger Schütz. ‘Informing the Public about Information and
Participation Strategies in the Siting of Mobile Communication Base Stations: An
Experimental Study’. Health, Risk and Safety 10, no. 6 (2008): 517–34.

362

Wyatt, I. F. Ours in Trust: A Personal History of the National Trust of Australia (NSW).
Sydney: National Trust, 1987.
Yin, R K. Case Study Research. Design and Methods. Thousand Oaks CA: SAGE
Publications, 2009.
Zukin, Sharon. ‘Gentrification: Culture and Capital in the Urban Core’. Annual Review of
Sociology 13 (1987): 129–47.
———. ‘Reputations’. The Architectural Review 230, no. 1377 (2011): 2.

