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1. Purpose

This report has been prepared by City of Adelaide (the Designated Entity) for consideration by the
Minister for Planning and Local Government (the Minister) in adopting the Historic Area Statement
Update Code Amendment (the Code Amendment).

The report has been prepared in accordance with Section 73(7) of the Planning, Development and
Infrastructure Act 2016 and Part 6 of Practice Direction 2: Preparation and Amendment of a
Designated Instrument (Practice Direction 2). The report includes:

e details of the engagement process undertaken

e asummary of the feedback received

e aresponse to the feedback, including recommended amendments

e an evaluation of the effectiveness of the engagement and whether the principles of the
Community Engagement Charter have been achieved.

The report also confirms that engagement has been undertaken in accordance with the Engagement
Plan, prepared under part 2(5) of Practice Direction 2.

The report recommends amendments to the proposed Code Amendment in response to the
submissions received.

2. Introduction

The City of Adelaide seeks to amend the Planning and Design Code (the Code Amendment), by
revising the Historic Area Statements and nominating the listing of Representative Buildings.

The draft Code Amendment proposes to update the City of Adelaide’s 14 existing Historic Area
Statements in the Planning and Design Code and identifies 45 Representative Buildings proposed
to be included in the Historic Area Overlay.

The updated Historic Area Statements include further information describing attributes and elements
of historic character to guide context-sensitive design and decision-making in the Historic Area
Overlay and identify Representative Buildings.

The draft Code Amendment proposes to strengthen the current heritage protection policies in the
Planning and Design Code by describing relevant contextual information, attributes and important
historic character elements of the Historic Areas in the Historic Area Statements for applicants to
inform how they design proposed developments, including alterations and additions and to enhance
the effectiveness of assessment of future development applications and to strengthen the protection
of historic character.

The inclusion of Representative Buildings that exhibit historic themes and attributes of the historic
built character described in the relevant Historic Area Statement clarifies the assessment of
development proposals in Historic Area Overlays by providing further examples of desirable built
form and streetscape characteristics.

The draft Code Amendment also seeks to include 45 Representative Buildings in the relevant
mapping layer in the South Australian Planning and Property Atlas (SAPPA) within the Affected Area
within the Historic Area Overlay (26 in the Adelaide Historic Area and 19 in the Historic Areas in
North Adelaide).



3. Engagement Approach

The process for amending a designated instrument (including the process to amend the Planning
and Design Code) is set out in the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 (the Act). The
Act requires public engagement to take place in accordance with the Community Engagement
Charter.

The City of Adelaide prepared an engagement plan (the Engagement Plan) to apply the principles
of the Community Engagement Charter. The State Planning Commission approved the Engagement
Plan on 30 September 2024.

The purpose of the engagement was to ensure that individuals, organisations and communities
interested in and/or affected by the proposed Code Amendment were able to provide feedback and
influence particular elements of the proposed Code Amendment prior to the finalisation of the Code
Amendment.

The engagement period for this Code Amendment was six (6) weeks from Monday, 28 October 2024
until Monday, 9 December 2024.

3.1 Purpose of Engagement

The purpose of the Engagement was to:

¢ Raise stakeholder, affected and interested community awareness of the proposed changes
to the Historic Area Statements.

e Seek feedback from stakeholders, the affected and interested community, on the Draft Code
Amendment to enable their needs, ideas, and concerns to be considered in the Code
Amendment.

e Raise awareness of the Final Code Amendment and close the loop on community
engagement.

¢ Meet the statutory requirements for engagement on a Code Amendment.

3.2 Engagement Objectives

The engagement objectives were to:

e Ensure the community and stakeholders were aware of the Code Amendment and had the
opportunity to comment on and inform it.

e Make information available about the Code Amendment in ways that enable people to
understand what a Code Amendment is, what it proposes, the rationale, how it relates to
future land development, and how people can comment.

e Encourage stakeholders to ask questions in order to understand how it might impact them.

¢ Maintain constructive relationships with stakeholders and the community through timely and
direct communication.

e Follow through on commitments made throughout the consultation process and ensure that
all documentation is easily accessible to the public.

¢ Integrate a feedback loop and evaluation process into the engagement process.

e Ensure that engagement with stakeholders and the community is sufficiently resourced and
managed to deliver high-quality results.



¢ Implement an engagement approach directed by the principles of International Association
for Public Participation 2 (IAP2) and the State Community Engagement Charter in
accordance with the requirements of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016.

3.3 Engagement Activities

Public engagement for the Historic Area Statement Update Code Amendment was held for a six-
week period from Monday, 28 October to Monday, 9 December 2024. Engagement Activities
included:

Table 1 - Engagement and promotion activities

Engagement Activity Description Target audience

Initial meetings with staff  An initial meeting was held with the senior staff from PLUS
from PLUS PLUS to discuss the content of the Code Amendment.
PLUS was sent consultation material prior to formal
consultation.

Webpage on the Plan SA Relevant information, including draft Code All audiences

Portal Amendment and information on the multiple ways that
feedback can be accepted, was included on the
webpage
Our Adelaide - The City of Adelaide’s Our Adelaide online All audiences

Community engagement community engagement platform included the draft
page on City of Adelaide = Code Amendment, FAQs, information brochure, link
website to the Engagement Plan and Interactive Map.

The frequently asked questions were in plain English.

The interactive map was a useful visual tool to
illustrate what Historic Area Statements applied to
different areas.

Hard copies of the Code Printed hard copies of the Code Amendment were All audiences.
Amendment available for reading at the City Library and the City
of Adelaide Customer Service Centre.

Information packs were also available at the Hutt
Street Library, North Adelaide Library, Minor Works
Building community centre, Box Factory community
centre, and the North Adelaide community centre.

Letter to owners and A letter and Factsheet were posted to the owners Owners and occupiers

occupiers and occupiers of land within and adjacent to the of properties within and
Historic Area Overlay. adjoining the Historic
They were also offered the opportunity to meet. ATEE Overla)_/, eidins

Representative

8477 were sent information. Buildings.

Letters to stakeholders A letter and factsheet were sent electronically to LGA, Councils,
identified stakeholders who had an interest in this Government Agencies,
Code Amendment. members of parliament,

First Nations, and local
business and
35 letters/emails were sent with information. community groups.

They were also offered the opportunity to meet.

Public Notice An advertisement was placed in The Advertiser All audiences
advising of the consultation.

Online Survey An online survey form was linked to the PlanSA All audiences
Portal as a more targeted way to receive feedback
about elements of the Code Amendment.
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Online Submission Form

Briefings to key
individuals/groups

Fact Sheet & FAQ

Online and face-to-face
meetings by request

Phone and email
enquiries

Hard copy mail address

Feedback
acknowledgements

Post Engagement
Evaluation Survey

This survey also included evaluation questions in line
with the Community Engagement Charter.

A total of 21 survey responses were received.

An online submission form was available through the
PlanSA Portal for providing feedback on the Code
Amendment.

A total of 2 submissions were received via PlanSA.

City of Adelaide presented the Code Amendment to
The North Adelaide Society Inc. on 20 November
2024.

A plain-English fact sheet and FAQ were prepared
that clearly outlined what a Code Amendment is, the
changes proposed, and how people could provide
feedback. The fact sheet and FAQ were available
electronically on the City of Adelaide and PlanSA
websites. Hard copies were available at the City
Library, City of Adelaide Customer Service Centre,
Hutt Street Library, North Adelaide Library, Minor
Works Building community centre, Box Factory
community centre, and the North Adelaide
community centre and distributed to local residents
and key stakeholders.

8477 owners and occupiers received a copy of the
fact sheet and FAQ in their letterbox.

The City of Adelaide held one meeting with key
stakeholders by request.

A phone number and dedicated email address were
promoted throughout all correspondence and on the
fact sheet, so further information could be requested
or feedback provided.

A total of 27 individuals contacted the City of
Adelaide regarding the Code Amendment during the
engagement period.

A hard copy mail address was promoted through all
correspondence and the fact sheet so that people
could provide feedback in hard copy should they not
wish to or be unable to participate online.

2 responses were received via post.

Acknowledgement of feedback received via hard
copy or email.

A link to a post engagement survey was sent to all
respondents who provided feedback.

3.4 Mandatory Requirements

The following mandatory engagement requirements have been met:

All audiences

Residents of North
Adelaide

All audiences

Identified stakeholders

All audiences

All audiences

Those who provided
feedback on the Code
Amendment

Those who provided
feedback on the Code
Amendment



3.4.1 Notice and consultation with Owners and Occupiers of Land which is Specifically
Impacted

Under section 73(6)(d) of the Act, where a Code Amendment will have a specific impact on one or
more particular pieces of land in a particular zone or subzone (rather than more generally), the
Designated Entity must take reasonable steps to provide a notice to Owners or Occupiers of the land
(and each piece of adjacent land) as prescribed by the Regulations.

Regulation 20 of the PDI (General) Regulations requires such notice to:
a) identify the piece or pieces of land in relation to which the specific impact will apply; and
b) describe the impact; and

¢) indicate where and when the relevant amendment to the Planning and Design Code may be
inspected; and

d) provide information about the consultation that is to occur under the Community Engagement
Charter

A letter, notice and Frequently Asked Questions Factsheet were sent by post to owners and
occupiers of land within and adjacent to the Historic Area Overlay. They were also offered the
opportunity to meet.

3.4.2 Notice of proposal to include the nomination of Representative Buildings Listing to
the Owner of Land

The Community Engagement Charter requires that, where a Code Amendment proposes to include
a heritage character or preservation policy that is similar in intent or effect to a local heritage listing,
the owner of the land on which the places resides, must be directly notified in writing of the proposal
and consulted for a minimum period of four weeks.

e Aletter, Notice, and Frequently Asked Questions Fact Sheet were posted to the owners and
occupiers of each of the 55 proposed Representative Buildings.

e The letter also offered to opportunity to meet with the project team.

3.4.3 Notice and consultation with Council/s and the Local Government Association

The Historic Area Statement Update Code Amendment has been undertaken by the City of Adelaide
and is specifically relevant to the City of Adelaide. As such, it is not a mandatory requirement of the
Community Engagement Charter to notify other councils or the Local Government Association
(LGA). However, as part of the Engagement Plan, the LGA and adjoining councils were notified as
key stakeholders.

Representatives of these councils were engaged in the following ways:

e Letter and fact sheet emailed to the CEO of seven (7) adjoining councils on 28 October 2024,
providing information about the Code Amendment and its engagement.

e The letter also offered to opportunity to meet with the project team.
The LGA was engaged in the following ways:

e Letter and fact sheet emailed to the CEO of the LGA on 28 October 2024, providing
information about the Code Amendment and its engagement.

e The letter also offered to opportunity to meet with the project team.



3.5 Compliance with Engagement Plan

The above-described activities were undertaken in accordance with the engagement plan. In line
with the Community Engagement Charter, the engagement process was regularly monitored. Based
on feedback from stakeholders and the community, no variations occurred or were needed.

It is noted that post-consultation activities set out in the engagement plan to ‘close the loop and
report back’ are still in progress, pending the final determination of the Code Amendment.

4. Engagement Outcomes

The engagement approach for this Code Amendment was designed to provide multiple ways for
information to be accessed and feedback provided. Both targeted and broad communications
methods were used, including direct notification of 8477 landowners and occupiers as well as
advertising in The Advertiser newspaper, which also had the potential to reach thousands. The 44
submissions received during the formal consultation period are considered relatively low given the
breadth and numerics of the various methods of engagement undertaken. The responses were
received in the following ways:

e 21 Written submissions (via post and email)

e 21 Our Adelaide submissions

e 2 PlanSA Portal submissions

e 27 individuals contacted City of Adelaide via phone or other means of inquiry.
It is noted that some individuals engaged via multiple platforms.
The key themes and issues raised through the consultation process were as follows:

Table 2 — Themes and Issues raised in submissions

Themes and Issue Identified in submissions No. of submissions | % of submissions

that raised issue that raised issue

Objection to inclusion of specified Representative Building/s 15 34
Supportive (in part or generally) of Historic Area Statements etc. 20 45
Broader concern/opposition regarding the Code Amendment 4 9
Proposals beyond the scope of this Code Amendment (e.g., 8 18
apply Historic Area Overlay to other areas)

Proposals for specific changes to Historic Area Statements 7 16
Proposed minor change to align the Historic Area with lot 1 2
boundary

Development related comment (e.g., Crown & Anchor, high rise) 5 11

Attachment 1 provides a summary of the submissions and detailed responses to each submission.
Consultation responses were primarily collected through written submissions and the online survey.



4.1 Online Survey

A survey prompted the community’s insights and feedback on the Code Amendment and its
associated policy outcomes. The online survey was undertaken through the City of Adelaide’s
Engagement platform, Our Adelaide.

The engagement response was as follows:

e 21 participants undertook a survey relating to the Code Amendment, with all participants
providing feedback

- 19 percent (4) of the survey respondents supported all of the proposed revisions to the
Historic Area Statements within the draft Code Amendment.

- 47.6 percent (10) of the survey respondents supported some of the proposed revisions
to the Historic Area Statements within the draft Code Amendment.

- 14.2 percent (3) of the survey respondents did not support the Code Amendment.

- 14.2 percent (3) indicated support for heritage protections and/or increased spatial
application of the Historic Area Overlay

e Two survey respondents own properties proposed as Representative Buildings in the draft
Code Amendment. They did not support the proposed designation as a Representative
Building.

e Survey respondents included owners and occupiers of the City of Adelaide, visitors, city
workers, and people with a general interest in the Code Amendment

The survey included free-form responses that sought views on the Code Amendment and areas for
improvement. Most of the survey respondents acknowledged support for the draft Code Amendment.

4.1.1 What we heard

The survey feedback on Representative Buildings was mixed, but owners of proposed
Representative Buildings who objected were more likely to comment. Some examples follow:

“I believe buildings should either be given heritage listing protection or not. | don’t believe that identifying
“representative buildings” is a good means of preserving heritage fabric as it creates ambiguity about
what is prohibited and what is encouraged.”

“It will place further limitations on what | do and offer zero benefits to me as a land holder.”

“The broad concept of having Representative Buildings as part of existing Historic Area statements to
provide additional contextual information...is supported in certain areas. Particularly in respect of front
facades of relevant properties...I think it should be more specific in terms of key aspects of representative
houses to be preserved.”

“Its selection as the sole nominated Representative Building from...Street...raises significant questions
about the nomination process.”

Itis noted that some objected to heritage listing of their property, which can be taken, in these cases,
to mean objection to proposed designation as a Representative Building.

The survey feedback on revising Historic Area Statements was mostly supportive. Only a few
respondents elaborated on this topic. In response to the relevant survey question, most indicated
that they supported some revisions. A few supported all or none of the revisions.

There were also comments that were more generic in nature or went beyond the scope of the Code
Amendment, such as:

“Strongly supportive of all means to retain the historic amenity, appeal and streetscape of the area.”

“Encourage development that increases the population of these parts of the city.”
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“The SW area is a rich precinct of 19th Century workers cotftages which have largely been spared
destruction so far. Surely that should be included as an Historic Area.”

“I want the character of North Adelaide preserved.”

4.2 Written Submissions

The community had multiple ways to provide feedback, including via written submission through the
PlanSA Portal, email, or post.

A total of 21 written submissions were received and have been summarised in Attachment 1, with
all submissions included in Attachment 3. The submissions can be broadly categorised into
Community Submissions and Key Stakeholder and Agency submissions.

4.2.1 What we heard

The feedback on Representative Buildings was mixed. However, the submissions received about
Representative Buildings tended to include an accompanying letter from a lawyer and/or statement
by a heritage consultant acting for the landholder, to be very site-specific in nature, and to contest
the merits of designation. Examples of the types of feedback include:

“The proposed representative items are supported but “Local Heritage Places” is preferred.”

“These representative items should be re-evaluated to determine whether they meet either LHP or SHP
status”.

“...the house has previously been rejected for listing as a local heritage place on several occasions.”

“Inclusion of a dwelling that is an unfortunate hybrid of architectural styles including an unsympathetic
dominant addition that has considerably altered the original single storey dwelling, would potentially
devalue the meaning and interpretation of Representative Buildings.”

“The historic development...is well represented in the existing State and local heritage places and
proposed Representative Buildings with significantly higher integrity than the subject dwelling.”

“I oppose the nomination of my building...as a “Representative Building”. | consider this to be a heritage
listing by stealth.”

In terms of the revision of Historic Area Statements, feedback was mixed but mainly supportive:

“The use of the Statements to provide a reference point for upgrading, refurbishment and conservation
work on the main body of heritage and representative buildings is supported.

However, we do have some concern that the Statements could be used to unreasonably limit the creative
and innovative design of additions to the rear of existing heritage and representative buildings. Away from
the historic street frontage creative and innovative design solutions should be... encouraged as they can
provide improved accommodation, amenity and environmental outcomes.”

“...a substantial improvement to the paucity of the existing historic area statements...”
“The Historic Area Statements are not concise, nor particularly useful in guiding the assessment process.”
Other feedback reflected on the (limited) scope of the Code amendment — for example:

“supports in principle...but concerned that the existing code amendment is too narrow and restricted.”

“The Main Street precincts in North Adelaide (O’Connell and Melbourne Streets) should become subject
to historic area statements, consistent with the rest of North Adelaide”.



4.3 Phone Calis

Seventeen phone calls were received regarding the proposed Code Amendment. The phone calls
were from owners of buildings within the Historic Area Overlay, owners of Representative Buildings
and the South East City Residents Association.

4.3.1 What we heard

Comments and queries relating to the proposed Code Amendment raised via phone calls included:

e s their building identified as a Representative Building?

¢ How will the Code Amendment impact what they can do to the property?

e Concerned about the listing of their property as a Representative Building.

¢ Why were they notified?

¢ Request for a copy of the report by historian, Dr Peter Bell. (The report is cited in the Code
Amendment in relation to the rationale for proposed Representative Buildings on land
previously the subject of objections to heritage listings, which were reviewed by Dr Bell.)

44 Key themes

Several themes/planning policy matters were raised in the consultation that require further
consideration and response. A more detailed summary of issues is provided in Attachment 1.

A summary of key issues raised and responses follows.

4.4.1 Listing of Representative Buildings

Submissions from some property owners of proposed Representative Buildings were concerned or
objected to the listing of their buildings and have argued that they do not meet the criteria for
designation as a Representative Building.

In contrast, other submissions supported the proposed listing of Representative Buildings; others
were concerned that listing Representative Buildings is not enough to ensure their protection and
that they should be listed as Local Heritage Places. The submissions indicated that there was limited
awareness about the limited criteria for listing Representative Buildings.

The ‘testing’ of merit applied varied, some being more analogous with the approach taken in the
assessment of heritage places, while others clearly provided a fresh assessment of the proposed
status of the Representative Building as opposed to a heritage place.

Response

Representative Buildings in the Code Amendment were buildings identified as representing historic
character described in the relevant Historic Area Statement (but do not include State and Local Heritage
Places, which may also represent that character). The existing Historic Area Overlay contains demolition
control that protects places that contribute to the historic character of the neighbourhood. A Historic Area
without Representative Buildings creates ambiguity as to which buildings have merit in the retention.
Designation confirms there is value in retention.

For each Representative Building, an assessment of the current streetscape context and condition of each
potential Representative Building, as far as possible to judge from viewing the street, has been made. This
occurred in conjunction with a holistic review of Historic Areas to inform a review of the Historic Area
Statements.

Key factors considered in the assessment process include:
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e The building style and era should be consistent with those assessed as significant in the Historic
Area as per the revised Historic Area Statement.

e The building demonstrates historical theme/s important in the area.

e For dwellings (whether converted to another use or still residential) there is visual continuity with
buildings with similar characteristics in the streetscape, noting that this is a matter of fact and degree
and can still occur where there is intervening development of another era in the same street or
section of a street.

e Where there is a current valid approval for total demolition of a building.

Past character analyses were compared with present streetscapes involving physical drive-by surveys with
a heritage architect and planning professionals.

Following public consultation, the objector Representative Buildings have been further re-examined. The
information provided by the objectors has been further reviewed and considered by City of Adelaide’s
Heritage Architects. Grieve Gillett Architects (GGA) were also engaged by council to independently review
the 16 objector Representative Buildings. Based on the information provided, ten (10) of the objector
properties have been reconsidered and assessed as being unsuitable for listing as a Representative
Building.

For those properties that are considered to demonstrate characteristics of the Historic Area Statement staff
resources are available to assist with the heritage development process. There may also be opportunity for
owners of Representative Buildings to be eligible for funding through the Heritage Incentives Scheme.

4.4.2 Protection of Heritage

While many submissions are happy with the added protection the Code Amendment will provide to
preserving heritage fabric, and they consider it a substantive improvement to the current statements,
there remains some concern that the Code Amendment does not go far enough to protect heritage.
There is also concern that the Representative Buildings listing is not enough, and they should be
listed as Local Heritage Places. There was a suggestion that twentieth-century buildings should
also be included as Local Heritage Places.

Response

The Historic Area Statement updates have been prepared to further clarify the limited information for these
areas currently in the Planning and Design Code.

The proposed Historic Area Statements have been drafted to identify historic elements that are important to
the character of the area.

The Code Amendment includes additional contextual information about the significant attributes of historic
character, including the eras, themes, styles, patterns and detailing of historically significant development
in each of the Historic Areas. It aims to improve the clarity, certainty and efficiency of decisions on
development proposals in these Areas.

Part of this update is to clarify for owners within the Historic Area Overlay which buildings are considered to
demonstrate the historic characteristics as expressed in the Historic Area Statement for the purposes of
planning assessment.

Historic Area Overlay Performance Outcome 7.1 - Buildings and structures, or features thereof, that
demonstrate the historic characteristics as expressed in the Historic Area Statement are not demolished.

As the areas do not currently have a Representative Building list, planning assessment staff must determine,
when they receive a development application, whether a building in the overlay has features that
demonstrate the historic characteristics of the Historic Area Statement.

10



Therefore, a Representative Building list is an opportunity to increase transparency in the development
assessment process by clarifying which properties will be subject to Historic Area Overlay-based demolition
controls.

Based on the current thresholds for heritage place listing, there is limited or minimal scope to list proposed
Representative Buildings instead as heritage places.

The inclusion of twentieth-century buildings as Local Heritage Places is outside the scope of this Code
Amendment approved by the Minister of Planning.

4.4.3 Expansion of Historic Area Overlay

Whilst many submissions supported the Code Amendment, many submissions expressed that the
Historic Area Overlay did not cover enough of the city with important historic character and that the
Historic Area Overlay should be expanded to include additional areas such as the East End, the
south-west corner of the city, parts of East Terrace, South Terrace, Melbourne Street, Hutt Street,
the eastern part of North Terrace and gardens within the Adelaide Park Lands.

Other comments suggested the inclusion of localities with, and adjacent/cy to, State and Local
Heritage Places.

Response
This Code Amendment only covers areas within the existing Historic Area Overlay boundaries.

The inclusion of new character and historic areas and any changes to or outside the boundaries of the
current Historic Area Overlay are outside the scope approved by the Minister of Planning. The expansion
of the Historic Area Overlay will be investigated separately, and this investigation will inform a future program
of Code Amendments subject to Council and Ministerial approvals.
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4.3.4 Historic Area Statements could prevent innovation and good design

Some of the submissions raised concern that the Historic Area Statements could unreasonably
prevent innovation in the design of additions to the rear of existing heritage and Representative
Buildings and put restrictions on renovations and opportunities.

Response

Development in South Australia is assessed against the Planning and Design Code, which includes Zones,
Subzones, and Overlays. The Historic Area Overlay identifies areas of historic value to the local area. This
Overlay specifies Desired Outcomes (DO), Performance Outcomes (PO), and Historic Area Statements
(HAS), which, along with the underlying zone and subzone, guide local development while preserving the
area’s historic character.

The Historic Area Statements, updated as part of this Code Amendment, only describe the area's historic
attributes and character. The Desired and Performance Outcomes of the Historic Area Overlay aim to
conserve these attributes and ensure that development visible from the public realm responds contextually,
remaining consistent and complementary to the identified character.

Assessments for additions and alterations would primarily be made against the Performance Outcomes of
the Historic Area Overlay, particularly PO 3.1. Alterations and additions complement the subject building,
employ a contextual design approach, and are sited to ensure they do not dominate the primary fagade.

The objective of this Performance Outcome is for additions to adopt a contextual design approach, rather
than closely replicate the original, while ensuring the historic building’s visual prominence is preserved within
its setting.

It is best practice for additions to heritage buildings to be designed in a contemporary style to clearly
differentiate the new from the old. These additions should feature contemporary finishes that complement
and reflect the historic elements. The design's appropriateness also depends on its visibility from the
primary streetscape, with greater flexibility allowed for additions.

The State Government has prepared a guideline (‘Historic Area Overlay Design Advisory Guideline’) to
assist applicants in interpreting policy in the Historic Area Overlay. The City of Adelaide is also developing
guidelines to support development in Historic Areas and heritage places.

5 Summary of Recommended Changes

Key changes to the Code Amendment arising from the consultation are:

¢ Removal of the proposed Representative Place designation of the following buildings:

123 Barnard Street, North Adelaide

171 Barnard Street, North Adelaide

66 Mills Terrace, North Adelaide (subject of a deputation)
112 Brougham Place, North Adelaide

99 Palmer Place, North Adelaide

39 - 40 Kingston Terrace, North Adelaide

41 Kingston Terrace, North Adelaide

43 Kingston Terrace, North Adelaide

47 Stanley Street, North Adelaide (subject of a deputation)
424 Gilles Street, Adelaide (subject of a deputation).

O 0O OO O o0 0O O O O

¢ Incorporating suggested minor editorial changes to the Historic Area Statements, including
the removal of reference to the school oval on Gover Street, as it is not part of the area’s
historic character.
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6. Evaluation of Engagement

6.1 Performance Indicators for Evaluation

To ensure the principles of the Community Engagement Charter (the Charter) are met, an evaluation
of the engagement process for the Code Amendment was undertaken.

The minimum mandatory performance indicators have been used to evaluate engagement on the
Code Amendment. These measures help to gauge how successful the engagement has been in
meeting the Charter’s principles for good engagement.

Evaluation of Engagement by Community Members

The minimum mandatory performance indicators required an evaluation of responses from members
of the community on the engagement. This includes an evaluation of whether (or to what extent)
community members felt:

1. That the engagement genuinely sought their input to help shape the proposed Code
Amendment.

2. Confident their views were heard during the engagement.

3. They were given an adequate opportunity to be heard.

4. They were given sufficient information so that they could take an informed view.

5. Informed about why they were being asked for their view, and the way it would be considered.

This evaluation was undertaken via a survey provided to all those who engaged with the process
and provided their contact details (including signatories of submissions). The survey received 12
responses.

A copy of the engagement survey can be found in Attachment 2.

Evaluation of Engagement by the Designated Entity

City of Adelaide is required to conduct a further evaluation of the engagement process.

The minimum performance indicators for this evaluation include assessing the following key areas:

1. Occurred early enough for feedback to genuinely influence the planning policy, strategy or
scheme.

Contributed to the substance of the final draft Code Amendment.

Reached those identified as communities or stakeholders of interest.

Provided feedback to the community about outcomes of engagement.

Was reviewed throughout the process and improvements put in place or recommended for
future engagement.

aORrODN

The evaluation of the engagement was undertaken by Colleen McDonnell, Manager City Planning
& Heritage on behalf of the City of Adelaide. The results of the evaluation are contained in
Attachment 2 to this Engagement Report.

6.2 Evaluation against the Charter principles

The following is a summary of the evaluation of the engagement against the five principles of the
Charter. The full results of the evaluation can be found in Attachment 2 to this Engagement Report.

Charter Principle 1 - Engagement is genuine

People had faith and confidence in the engagement process
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e The engagement process provided an opportunity for any person to identify their issues
through a submission (via letter, e-mail or online submission through the SA Planning Portal
and City of Adelaide’s Our Adelaide website) that was reviewed and considered before
finalising the Code Amendment.

e Engagement was encouraged by directly contacting key stakeholders, including government
agencies, community groups, industry representatives, and owners/occupiers within or
adjacent to the Historic Area Overlay.

e The consultation was promoted via Our Adelaide newsletter, Facebook and an advertisement
in the Advertiser newspaper

Community members were able to provide feedback via:

e A website, direct letters, e-mails, contact with City of Adelaide employees by telephone, email
and meetings by request

e The engagement material articulated the policy proposed, potential impacts and how
interested persons could provide their feedback. The information provided was aimed at
being in plain English.

e The engagement process provided an opportunity for any person to identify their issues
through a submission (via letter, e-mail or online submission through the SA Planning Portal
and City of Adelaide’s Our Adelaide website) that was reviewed and considered before
finalising the Code Amendment.

The engagement process provided an opportunity for any person to identify their issues through a
submission (via letter, e-mail or online submission through the SA Planning Portal and City of
Adelaide’s Our Adelaide website) that was reviewed and considered before finalising the Code
Amendment. The engagement evaluation survey noted that 25 percent of respondents were unsure
if engagement genuinely sought their input to shape the proposal. Public engagement occurred at
the draft Code Amendment stage, where there was an opportunity for feedback to genuinely shape
planning policy.

The engagement evaluation survey was conducted after the consultation period, before a decision
was made on the Code Amendment and the Engagement Report was published. As a result, survey
respondents were likely unaware of how their views were considered and their impact on the
finalisation of the Code Amendment.

Evaluation statement Strongly Somewhat | Notsure | Somewhat & Strongly
disagree Disagree Agree agree

| feel the engagement genuinely sought my input to 16.67% (2) | 33.33% (4) @ 25% (3) @ 8.33% (1) 16.67% (2)
help shape the proposal (Principle 1)

Charter Principle 2 - Engagement is inclusive and respectful

Affected and interested people had the opportunity to participate and be heard. A substantial number
of letters were sent directly to community groups, industry representatives, government agencies
and owner/occupiers of land within or adjacent to the Historic Area Overlay.

Feedback was received from various people/interested parties, including community groups,
industry representatives, government agencies and the public. The feedback was received via
written submissions and an online survey. A presentation to a community group was also provided
on request to ensure understanding of the Code Amendment.

The variety of engagement techniques was considered suitable for the identified stakeholder groups
to be informed and provide feedback on the Code Amendment.
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The engagement evaluation survey indicated that respondents were not sure if their views were
heard. Due to the timing of the engagement evaluation survey, respondents were unclear about how
their views had influenced the outcome. Comments indicated that some respondents were awaiting
the final report. Additional feedback suggested a lack of trust in the process/planning system, with
one respondent noting heritage properties had previously been approved for demolition.

Evaluation statement Strongly Somewhat Not sure Somewhat Strongly agree
disagree | Disagree Agree
| am confident my views were 25% (3) 8.33% (1) 33.33% (4) | 33.33% (4) 0%

heard during the engagement

Charter Principle 3 - Engagement is fit for purpose

e People were effectively engaged and satisfied with the process
e People were clear about the proposed change and how it would affect them

The engagement information aimed to be presented in plain English and included information about
the proposed changes, a frequently asked questions page, and supporting written material. An
interactive map was provided to illustrate the spatial application of the Historic Area Statements.
Information was available in hard copy and electronically and interested parties could speak to a
representative in person, via phone or email. Information was available from a range of sources,
including the Planning SA Portal and the Our Adelaide Engagement webpage. The public
consultation period was open for six (6) weeks.

The survey results indicate that many respondents felt they had an adequate opportunity to be heard.
Given the scale and complexity of the Code Amendment, the six-week public consultation period is
considered sufficient. Five respondents (40 percent) felt that sufficient information was provided to
form an informed view, while one-third of respondents felt there was insufficient information. The
draft Code Amendment and engagement materials outlined the scope, purpose, and in-depth
investigations related to the amendment. Although survey respondents did not explain why they felt
the information was insufficient, City of Adelaide staff noted that many individuals sought assistance
during the public consultation period to locate information within the draft Code Amendment. While
this may not directly correlate with the survey results, the large size of the draft Code Amendment
document and the numerous direct letters sent may have made it difficult for people to find the most
relevant information for their needs.

Evaluation statement Strongly Somewhat Not Somewhat Strongly
disagree Disagree sure Agree agree

| was given an adequate opportunity to be 8.33% (1) 8.33% (1) 25% (3) | 41.67% (5) 16.67% (2)

heard

I was given sufficient information so that | 16.67% (2) 16.67% (2) 25% (3) | 25% (3) 16.67% (2)

could take an informed view

Charter Principle 4 - Engagement is informed and transparent

¢ All relevant information was made available, and people could access it
e People understood how their views were considered, the reasons for the outcomes and the
final decision that was made
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Any interested party could access all information, including the Code Amendment report, Frequently
Asked Questions, link to the Engagement Plan, and Interactive Map, via the PlanSA Portal and the
City of Adelaide’s Our Adelaide Engagement webpage.

The City Library and the City of Adelaide Customer Centre had printed hard copies of the Code
Amendment available for reading. Information packs were also available at the Hutt Street Library,
North Adelaide Library, Minor Works Building community centre, Box Factory community centre, and
the North Adelaide community centre.

Letters were sent to owners/occupiers within or adjacent to the Historic Area Overlay. Additional
letters were also sent to owners/occupiers of proposed Representative Buildings. These letters
identified that their building was proposed to be nominated as a Representative Building and
included a brief rationale as to why it was nominated.

Engagement material included information regarding the Code Amendment process and how the
Minister would decide on the proposed Code Amendment. As indicated in the responses received,
33 percent of respondents understood how their views would be considered. However, it was
apparent that there was uncertainty about why people were being asked for their views and how
they would be considered.

Evaluation statement Strongly | Somewhat | Not sure Somewhat | Strongly
disagree | Disagree Agree agree

| feltinformed about why | was being asked formy | 25%(3) | 8.33% (1) | 33.33% (4) | 16.67% (2) | 16.67% (2)
view and the way it would be considered.

Charter Principle 5 - Engagement processes are reviewed and improved

All feedback has been reviewed and considered in preparing this Engagement Report. The
Engagement evaluation survey revealed that some respondents were unclear about how their
feedback was considered and how it impacted the proposal. Following the Council’s decision on the
Code Amendment, the Our Adelaide Engagement Page and related newsletter will be updated to
inform the public about the engagement outcomes and the submission of the Code Amendment to
the Minister.

The Engagement Plan guided the process and was followed closely. Throughout the engagement,
additional stakeholders were identified and contacted. However, some stakeholders outlined in the
Engagement Plan, such as the South West City Community Association (SWCCA) and the
O’Connell Street and Melbourne Street Main Street Groups, are no longer operational and were not
engaged.

The engagement process was continuously reviewed and improved, and feedback from other Code
Amendment Engagement evaluations also contributed to these improvements. For example, tailored
letters were sent to the owners/occupiers of buildings proposed for nomination as representative
buildings, ensuring they received the information by post before the public consultation period began.

7. Refer to the Minister for Planning

On 2 September 2025, the City of Adelaide approved the Code Amendment and this Engagement
Report to be provided to the Minister for Planning and Local Government.
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Attachment 1 — Summary of Written Submissions

Background

The Historic Area Update Code Amendment amends the content of 14 existing Historic Area
Statements by including additional contextual information about the area's important
historical elements and introducing Representative Buildings.

The goals and methodology of engagement were:

Inform the community about the proposed changes to the Planning and Design Code.
Provide an opportunity for community and key stakeholders to provide feedback on the
Code Amendment through Our Adelaide, PlanSA Portal, email and written submissions.

Public Consultation
Consultation ran from 28 October 2024 to 9 December 2024.

Submissions were invited from internal stakeholders, the community, and external
stakeholders, including the following State Government agencies and industry associations:

Planning and Land Use Services
Department for Infrastructure and Transport
Department of Environment and Water

The Office for Design and Architecture

SA Tourism Commission

Renewal SA

National Trust of South Australia

Urban Development Institute of Australia SA
Property Council of Australia SA

Australian Institute of Architects

Planning Institute of Australia

Housing Industry Association SA

Master Builders Association SA

City of Burnside

City of Charles Sturt

City of West Torrens

City of Unley

City of Walkerville

18

o City of Norwood, Payneham and St Peters
o City of Prospect

Response to Engagement & Submissions

A summary of the engagement response is provided below while details of specific
responses to the engagement process reflected in the updated HMP are provided in the
table in the following section. Feedback was received from:

e Email submissions
e Our Adelaide submissions
*  PlanSA portal submissions

A total of 44 submissions were received and elaborated on below.

Community consultation

Online engagement was undertaken through Our Adelaide and promoted through various
City of Adelaide social media and online platforms. The engagement response was as
follows:

» 703 Views - The number of times a visitor views any page on a site.

» 403 Visitors - The number of unique public or end-users to a site. A visitor is only
counted once, even if they visit a site several times in one day. There were 601 visits to
the Our Adelaide webpage, which means some people visited your page more than
once.

» 530 Total Downloads - the total set of unique documents downloaded.

* 21 Contributors - The unique number of visitors who have left feedback or
contributions on a site through the participation tools.

» 6 Followers - The number of visitors who have ‘subscribed ' to a project using the
‘Follow’ button.



Submissions Received

Stakeholder Summary of Submission Administration Response and Recommended Changes
Key Stakeholders
1 City of Burnside Supports the proposed improvements to the Planning | Acknowledge support of the Code Amendment.

and Design Code.

The Code Amendment addresses many concerns
raised by the City of Burnside during the transition to
the Planning and Design Code.

Pleased with the following aspects of the Code
Amendment:

Enhancement of the City of Adelaide’s distinctive
character and heritage

Reinforcement of the importance of heritage and
character while recognising the need for a
balanced approach to change and growth
Improved clarity, certainty and efficiency of
decisions

reinforcement of Representative Buildings through
their identification to further support their value
and retention

Updates Historic Area Statements to further
describe attributes and elements of historic
character, themes, context, landscape setting and
descriptions of fencing and materials appropriate
to periods of architecture to guide context-
sensitive design and decision-making

The use of diagrams provides further guidance for
development and assessment.

Comments do not request a change to the Code Amendment.
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Anna Moeller CEO
Australian Hotels
Association SA

The Association is not opposed to the draft Code
Amendment on the basis that the changes will:

* Provide better definition of the significant attributes
of historic character, including the eras, themes,
styles, patterns and detailing of historically
significant development in each of the 14 Historic
Areas will improve the clarity, certainty and
efficiency of decisions on development proposals in
these Areas; and

¢ Enable development applicants and others to check
if a particular building is a Representative Building,
signifying value in its retention.

Comments noted.

Acknowledge that the Association
Amendment.

is not opposed to the Code

The comment does not request a change.

South East City
Residents Association

Supports the principle of the Code Amendment.

Acknowledge support in principle for the Code Amendment.

Concerned that the code amendment is too narrow
and restricted. The statement for the south-east of the
city does not include:

e ltems Minister Rau removed from the Local
Heritage Register in 2013

* Areas of significant historical importance include
parts of East Terrace and South Terrace, and the
historic and unique main street of Hutt Street.

» Consideration of 20th-century buildings (i.e. post-
WW II).

¢ The Adelaide Park Lands, where Veale Gardens
(Park 21), Himeji Garden (Park 18), Grandstand
(Park 16), and a native garden hosting cultural
burns (Park 17) which all add to the historical
diversity of Adelaide.

There is no historic area statement for the south-west
of the city despite its significant contribution to the
early development of Adelaide.

Most proposed representative items are in the south-
east of the city.

Comments are noted.

This Code Amendment only covers areas within the existing Historic Area
Overlay boundaries. The inclusion of new Local Heritage Places and any
changes to the boundaries of the Historic Area Overlay are outside the
scope approved by the Minister of Planning and are not proposed to be
changed as part of this Code Amendment.

New character and historic areas are being investigated separately, and
this can inform a future program of Code Amendments, subject to Council
and Ministerial approvals.

There is limited or minimal scope to list proposed Representative
Buildings instead as heritage places based on the current criteria for
heritage place listing.
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They do not have the same status as heritage places
and should be re-evaluated to determine whether they
meet either Local or State Heritage Place status.

They should be awarded additional protections, such
as financial penalties for damage and neglect, like
those found in the Heritage Places (Protection of State
Heritage Places) Amendment Act 2024.

As this issue is essential to recognising the area's
cultural and historical importance, an additional
Historic Areas Code Amendment should be
commenced as soon as possible to include more of
south-east Adelaide.

North Adelaide Society
Inc

The North Adelaide
summarised as follows:

Society comments are

Respecting the Past in Planning for the Future

The history, heritage and character of localities and
precincts of the CoA make Adelaide unique. The
content and coverage of Historic Area Statements
(HAS) within the CoA must respect and not detract
from enhancing that intergenerational value and
uniqueness.

The intent of the Historic Area Statements is to focus on identifying
important historic elements that are and contribute to the character of the
area.

The Statements include additional contextual information about the
significant attributes of historic character including the eras, themes,
styles, patterns and detailing of historically significant development in
each of the Historic Areas. It aims to improve the clarity, certainty and
efficiency of decisions on development proposals in these Areas.

The comment does not request a change.

The Code Amendments are a substantive
improvement to the current statements and bleakness
of the Planning and Design Code.

Comment is noted.

The Code Amendment can be further improved and
provide greater certainty of intent and interpretation by
including the following.

e desired outcomes and performance outcomes
from the previously well-developed Adelaide (City)
Development Plan.

As mentioned above, the Code Amendment includes additional contextual
information about the significant attributes of historic character.

Although the proposed Historic Area Statements reference historic
character elements that were referred to and addressed in the former
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e O’Connell St and Melbourne St should become
subject to historic area statements. Alternatively,
adjacency from within a historic area statement
should extend into an adjoining (contiguous) zone.

* The coverage of historic area statements should
be expanded to include localities with, and
adjacent to, state and local heritage places within
the CoA.

e The CoA should expeditiously seek further code
amendments and ministerial approval for interim
effect pending requisite formal processes.

Development Plan, the content of the proposed Statements is more
detailed and comprehensive.

This Code Amendment only covers areas within the existing Historic Area
Overlay boundaries. Any changes to the boundaries of the Historic Area
Overlay to include the Main Streets are outside the scope approved by
the Minister of Planning and are not proposed to be changed as part of
this Code Amendment.

New character and historic areas outside the current Historic Area
Overlay will be investigated separately, and this can inform a future
program of Code Amendments.

There is no Overlay in the Code addressing adjacency to a Historic Area
— only the Heritage Adjacency Overlay, which covers land adjacent to a
heritage place.

Support proposed representative items; however, the
listing as a “Local Heritage Place” is preferred. ltems
from within adjacent main streets should also be
considered.

Items from within the main street zones adjoining a
HAS ought to be considered, assessed and included
as “representative items”, absent the preferred
characterisation as a “local heritage place”

Acknowledge support for the proposed Representative Buildings.

The inclusion of new Local Heritage Places and any changes to or outside
the boundaries of the Historic Area Overlay are outside the scope
approved by the Minister of Planning and are not proposed to be changed
as part of this Code Amendment.

Refer also to comments above regarding expansion of the Historic Areas
and in relation to the Main Street Zones.

The Code Amendment should also include the spatial
application (i.e., area coverage) of historic area
statements within the CoA to include localities with and
adjacent to state and local heritage places within the
CoA. This is especially important in the southern and
other residential areas of the CoA, in which there are
local/state heritage places, but without the benefit of
being within an HAS.

Comments noted.

As mentioned above, this Code Amendment only covers areas within the
existing Historic Area Overlay boundaries. Any changes to the boundaries
of the Historic Area Overlay are outside the scope approved by the
Minister of Planning and are not proposed to be changed as part of this
Code Amendment.

New character and historic areas outside the current Historic Area
Overlay will be investigated separately, and this can inform a future
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program of Code Amendments, subject to Council and Ministerial
approvals.

Community

Written Submissions

5

Andrew Mill on behalf
of Mill Investments Pty
Ltd

Object to the rear of the property situated at 134
Melbourne Street, North Adelaide, being included in
the proposed Historic Area. Request that the
boundary of the proposed Historic Area undergo a
minor adjustment to align with the 'true' rear boundary
of 134 Melbourne Street (which is the rear of the
Sussex Street Strata Plan).

Non-alignment of the Historic Area Overlay boundary with the cadastral
boundary of 134 Melbourne Street is a technical error that can be
remedied by the Minister for Planning as a Minor Correction (rather than
via the Code Amendment process). To this end, Planning and Land Use
Services has been requested, via the relevant PlanSA online request form,
to investigate a Minor Correction by the Minister.

Matthew Gerschwitz

Under Architectural styles, Brougham Court
incorrectly refers to the Edwardian period and semi-
detached Edwardian villas within the North Adelaide
Cathedral Historic Area Statement.

The construction was completed by 1901, the City of
Adelaide Council Heritage Plaque that sits on the front
fence of most of the properties identifies them all as
late Victorian. They do not reflect an Edwardian style
of architecture or construction.

The content should be revised to correctly reflect the
Victorian era.

Comment noted.

The properties higher on the street are of 1901 construction and
demonstrate Edwardian era detailing, including Queen Anne-style gables
and coursed brick detailing. Those toward the bottom of the street also
reflect the Edwardian period: however, they include late Victorian Gothic-
style elements, and, also, unusual projecting brick quoins more typical of
Georgian buildings.

Amend the Architectural styles for Brougham Court within the North
Adelaide Cathedral Historic Area Statement to read as follows:

Brougham Court

Late Victorian and Edwardian period.

Architectural styles include but not limited to detached and semi-detached
late Victorian and Edwardian villas and former Ebenezer Chapel.

Alistair and Sally
McHenry

Want to see the historic area preserved and heritage
values maintained.

Comment noted.

Acknowledge support for Code Amendment.
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Support the use of the Statements to provide a
reference point for upgrading, refurbishment and
conservation work on the main body of heritage and
representative buildings.

Concerned that the Statements could unreasonably
limit the creative and innovative design of additions to
the rear of existing heritage and representative
buildings, for example, if planners and heritage
consultants were to use the statement to demand that
the design of an addition to the rear of a Victorian villa
closely match its form and materials.

Creative and innovative design solutions away from
the historic street frontage should be possible and
encouraged, as they can improve accommodation,
amenities, and environmental outcomes.

Comment noted.

The Historic Area Statements were prepared to provide guidance in
assessing proposals rather than prescribe a specific design approach.

Assessment is made against the Historic Area Overlay Performance
Outcomes in the Planning and Design Code, primarily PO 3.1 Alterations
and additions complement the subject building, employ a contextual
design approach and are sited to ensure they do not dominate the primary
facade. The key outcome sought is that the design of the additions would
employ a contextual design approach, rather than closely match, and that
the historic building would retain its visual prominence in the historic
context.

In historic areas, it is best practice for additions to historic/ heritage
buildings to be contemporary designs that clearly differentiate the old and
new portions of the building and should utilise contemporary finishes that
resemble the historic elements. The appropriateness of an addition’s
design also depends on its visibility in the primary streetscape, with
greater flexibility provided to additions that are not greatly visible from the
street.

Allotments, subdivisions and built form patterns

....Typically, there is either no on-site parking space
for a car or else space is situated at the rear of the
Dwelling......

While correct there are examples where driveways
and parking exist at the front between houses. In the
immediate vicinity of Kate Court 10% of the off-street
parking is like this.

Comment noted.

Although there may be some examples of where driveways exist between
dwellings, the intent of the Historic Area Statements is to focus on
identifying historic elements that are important and contribute to the
character of the area. It is not the role of the Historic Area Statement to
describe all features of the area, only those contributing to its historic
character.

No further change to Historic Area Statements is proposed.
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Architectural styles, detailing and built form features

....Typical and appropriate siting of carports and
garages is illustrated below.(part plan)

Given security and vandalism concerns, it would be
unduly restrictive to only allow “open carports only”.
Roll-up doors are very common in the area and should
not be excluded.

Comment noted.

The intent of the Historic Area Statements is to focus on identifying historic
elements that are important and contribute to the character of the area. It
is not the role of the Historic Area Statement to describe all features of the
area, only those contributing to its historic character. If new roll-up doors
are proposed, all relevant policy provisions of the Code that apply will
need to be considered.

No further change to Historic Area Statements is proposed.

Building Height
... Second level additions not protruding above the
roof line apparent from the primary street.

Did they mean:

... Second level additions protruding above the roof
line should not be apparent from the primary street.

The use of the word apparent is vague and could be
interpreted to mean that additions should not be
readily seen from the street and would be unduly
restrictive. Most existing second-level additions are
higher than the existing single-storey roof line at the
front, and while well set back, are visible from the
primary street. Additional height is essential for good
architectural outcomes, space planning and amenity.

Comment noted.

As explained above, the proposed Historic Area Statements within the
Code Amendment have been drafted to identify historic elements that are
important to the character of the area.

Rear additions that are not visible from the streetscape are reflective of
the historic character of the area.

No further change to Historic Area Statements is proposed.

Building Height

Building height, including the floor to ceiling
clearances of each level, reference the prevailing floor
level and building heights of Heritage Places and
Representative Buildings within the locality

“As Above”
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For many rear additions, particularly single-storey
cottages, this would be unduly restrictive for a second
floor.

Materials

Paint colours consistent with the era and style of the
building as defined by archival sources

Very few buildings have paint colours strictly as
defined by archival sources. The “archival sources”
wording is restrictive and needs to be relaxed to meet
community expectations.

Suggestion:

Paint colours consistent with the era and style of the
building as defined by archival sources are preferred,
however a range of colours that are consistent with the
established streetscape is also acceptable.

Comment noted.

The paint colours should be consistent and complementary to the era and
style. The archival sources provide information that can be referenced to
ensure the choice is complimentary and consistent.

Revise the Materials section of each Historic Area Statement as follows:

Paint colours consistent or complementary with the era and style of
the building as defined by archival sources.

Materials
A list of prevailing materials is provided.

Concerned if this material palette is applied to
additions and alterations at the rear of dwellings
(where well set back from the street), it would be
unduly restrictive and not result in good design
outcomes. It would be good if there were a distinction
made between the requirements for renovation and
restoration of the main part and street frontage of
existing heritage buildings, and new works behind this.

Noted.

The list of materials provided provides a reference point for selecting
contemporary materials with similar qualities and applies to the visible
prevailing streetscape qualities.

No further change to Historic Area Statements is proposed.
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Dr. Drew Toth
Susy Gounder JP

Strongly objects to the inclusion of 123 Barnard St,
North Adelaide, as a representative building.

Grounds for objection to any nomination as a
representative building are:

Historian Dr P. Bell engaged by Council stated in his
report:

1. ‘The house has undergone major alterations to its
form, ‘such that there is relatively little of the
existing fabric of the house from the nineteenth
century, and

2. ‘recommended that the property be removed
from the schedule of local Heritage places’.

3. Itwould be ‘ultra vires ‘etc. to nominate the house
at 123 Barnard St, North Adelaide, including due
to *#1 and # 2 above, etc..

Based on 1 and 2, the categories are negative. There
are insufficient grounds for the building to be
nominated as a representative building, and we would
regard it as ‘ultra vires ‘, etc., to do so.

Please also note previous submission/s and /or
objection/s for this house for previous heritage and/or
PAR/s, etc.

Enclosed as part of the submission is expert advice
from Douglas Alexander from Douglas Alexander
Architecture and Heritage Pty Ltd, summarised below.

Acknowledge opposition to the Code Amendment, including the listing of
123 Barnard Street, North Adelaide, as a Representative Building.

The Historic Area Statement updates have been prepared to further clarify
the limited information for these areas currently in the Planning and Design
Code.

Part of this update is to understand community sentiment and
expectations around which buildings within the Historic Area Overlay are
considered to demonstrate the historic characteristics as expressed in the
Historic Area Statement

On review and in consideration of the additional information provided, 123
Barnard Street, while being of the appropriate era of construction,
setbacks, and detailing, is not considered to retain sufficient integrity to
demonstrate its original design due to the poor quality and highly
unsympathetic second-storey addition that has compromised the
significant roof form and impacts the visual amenity of the representative
place and historic area.

Independent assessment by Grieve Gillett Architects:

123 Barnard Street retains some original features; however, it is visually
evident from the street that it has been substantially altered, to an extent
that diminishes its ability to effectively represent a single identifiable
Historic Style.

The original overall form of the Victorian asymmetrical residence is
compromised by a second-storey addition, which reduces the integrity
and legibility of the place.

123 Barnard Street has a mixed character street frontage which has no
visual cohesion with other dwellings in the immediate streetscape.

123 Barnard Street is not an exemplary representation of a particular era
or style that demonstrates historic character in the street. The building has
been substantially altered to an extent that diminishes its ability to

27




effectively represent a single identifiable Historic Style or Era. There is
limited visual continuity with other buildings having similar characteristics.

Recommendation - Not recommended for inclusion as a Representative

Building.
Objection supported.

Advice from Douglas Alexander supporting the
objection to 123 Barnard Street as a Representative
Building is as follows:

* The Code Amendment falls short in the following
areas:

- The Historic Area Statements are neither
concise nor particularly useful in guiding the
assessment process;

- Wrongly identify the dwelling at 123 Barnard
Street as a Representative Building and
potentially devalue the meaning of a
Representative Building.

e |t is already sufficiently protected by the Historic
Area Overlay and Heritage Adjacency Overlay;

e 123 Barnard Street has been substantially altered
to the extent that it does not sufficiently represent
the significant historic character described in the
relevant Historic Area Statement. It is also in a
portion of the streetscape that has been altered
with  modern new dwellings and modern
institutional buildings on the north side.

* The upper-level addition is not a quality design nor
an architectural style relating to North Adelaide’s
development as a residential village from the
1830s-1940s;

e The upper-level addition is dominant and intrusive
and detracts from the original single-storey
portion, and would be unlikely to be approved
today;

Refer to the response above to Dr Drew Toth.
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e The upper-level addition has involved demolition of
the dwelling’s original ridge and the construction
of a much lower ridge line, which has changed the
proportions and composition of the dwelling;

e The verandah is non-original, the walls have
suffered the application of plastic paint and the
front doorway has suffered accretions and change.

e The front original portion is fortunately not highly
visible; the removal of vegetation would reveal just
how invasive the alterations have been and set up
an unfortunate contrast with 125 Barnard Street,
which would not result in visual cohesion and
confuse the nature of identified buildings.

Richard Crowley

Objects to the inclusion of 171 Barnard St as an
important Representative Building.

The property was recently sold after being purchased
approximately 10 years ago in a derelict condition and
renovated.

The house was built in 1915, and its roofline is at the
same height as Gibbon Lane, adjacent to the side of
171. The house has NO historical significance, and the
neighbouring derelict houses to its North and East.

The brush and colour bond fencing should be
considered permanent, both for security and privacy
purposes, thus making the house inconspicuous.

The Insubstantial brick dwelling significantly reduces
the value of the beautiful, large corner allotment and
should be replaced with a dwelling sympathetic to its
potential and surroundings. There is no value in
retaining or further conserving the original building; it
provides modest accommodation for 2-3 people.

Strongly disagrees with the proposed Amendment.

Acknowledge opposition to the Code Amendment, including the listing of
171 Barnard Street, North Adelaide, as a Representative Building.

The Historic Area Statement updates have been prepared to further clarify
the limited information for these areas currently in the Planning and Design
Code.

Part of this update is to understand community sentiment and
expectations around which buildings within the Historic Area Overlay are
considered to demonstrate the historic characteristics as expressed in the
Historic Area Statement

On review and considering the additional information provided, 171
Barnard Street, while constructed in the stated eras, is not considered to
represent key aspects of the patterns and characteristics of the Historic
Area, namely Barnard Street’s prevalence of large/grand residences set
on large allotments with consistent setbacks.

Independent assessment by Grieve Gillett Architects:

External changes to the building, including a new verandah, render and
painted brickwork, compromise the building’s integrity. 171 Barnard
Street does not demonstrate key original features with material integrity.
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Due to the extent of alterations, 171 Barnard Street does not represent a
single identifiable era or style. Furthermore, the original materiality and
form of this building demonstrated the Inter-War Austerity Style; however,
this is not included in the description of Inter-War styles within the Historic
Area Statement for (Adel 1), which focuses on Bungalow, Tudor Revival,
Spanish Mission and Art Deco Modern.

There are no other dwellings with similar characteristics in the immediate
context, diminishing visual continuity within the streetscape.

171 Barnard Street does not demonstrate key original features with
material integrity. It does not represent a single identifiable era or style.
There are no other dwellings with similar characteristics in the immediate
context visual continuity within the streetscape

Recommendation - Not recommended for inclusion as a Representative
Building.

Objection supported.

10

James Katsaros

Opposes the nomination of the building at 174 Ward
Street, North Adelaide, as a “Representative Building”
and considers this to be a heritage listing by stealth.

Enclosed as part of the submission is expert advice
from Mr Brian Hayes KC and Assoc and Professor
Danvers, heritage architect, in support of the
opposition to this nomination.

Acknowledge opposition to listing 174 Ward Street, North Adelaide as a
Representative Building within the Code Amendment.

Noted. Refer to the detailed response to the Associate. Professor Danvers
below.

Advice from Assoc. Professor Danvers to support for
the objection is as follows:

174 Ward Street retains much of its architectural
character, but its landscape setting has been
sacrificed to provide for its use as consulting rooms.
The front garden has been rebuilt, not unattractively,
to improve pedestrian access from the street and also

The property, as noted in Associate Professor Danvers’s letter, retains
much of its architectural stylistic elements (despite the alterations made),
which the Administration have assessed as sufficient to meaningfully
express the characteristics as described in the Historic Area Statement.
This Statement recognises that there is a prevailing pattern
counterintuitively defined by diversity, e.g.:
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to improve vehicle access and parking on the eastern
side.

The building does not meet the criteria for designation
as a Representative Building as the code defines,
because of the extremes in character of its urban
context. It is on the edge of the area covered by the
relevant Historic Area Statement, and the majority of
buildings in its immediate locality fall outside the
“diverse collection of architectural style” described in
that statement. Designation as a Representative
Building would not, therefore, contribute to greater
legibility in understanding the historic area as defined.

Recommends that 174 Ward Street not be designated
as a Representative Building.

Characterised by a range of architectural styles relating to North
Adelaide’s development as a residential village from the 1830s-1940s and
from the 1960s

It is recognised that the context of these proposed representative places
includes later buildings that do not reinforce the established character as
provided in the Historic Area Statement. The more recent buildings
opposite are not in the relevant Historic Area because the Area’s boundary
follows the centre-line of Ward Street. (The Historic Area boundary was
set under earlier legislation, as a Policy Area boundary. It is not within the
scope of the Code Amendment agreed with the Minister for Planning to
review these boundaries.)

174 Ward Street is on the edge of a Historic Area, and all such Areas must
have an edge. In this case, Ward Street, being a wide street (and forming
the edge in question), there is significant separation of the building lines
and built form on either side of the street.

The statements aim to speak only to historic characteristics/patterns
rather than make a comment or concession relating to the relative integrity
of the urban context. Therefore, as the Historic Area Statement only
considers the contribution of historic buildings, the collection of historic
buildings on Ward Street represents and reinforces what could otherwise
be considered a limited historic character.

Having regard to the built-form character of the northern side of Ward
Street, including a row of four similar-aged buildings (that on 174 Ward
Street being the eastern-most of these), respectfully assert that 174 Ward
Street demonstrates the historic characteristics of the Historic Area
Statement.

Independent assessment by Grieve Gillett Architects:

Original elements of the building include overall form, roof pitch, masonry
construction, bay windows, tall brick chimneys with expressed crowns,
and timber detailing to the gable end.
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174 Ward Street has sufficient elements to demonstrate the streetscape
characteristics of the Historic Area Statement. It is part of a small group
with similar buildings. To the west, one is a State Heritage Listed Place,
the other is a Local Heritage Listed Place. Both heritage-listed places to
the West have a higher degree of material integrity, including stone walling
and face brickwork.

The focus of the Representative Building assessment is the integrity and
character of the building. Elements such as landscape and fencing can be
improved.

The streetscape has limited visual continuity; however, 174 Ward Street
demonstrates sufficient characteristics and contextually relates to the
adjacent listed buildings to the west.

Recommendation - Recommended for inclusion as a Representative
Building.

No changes to the Code Amendment proposed.

Advice from Brian Hayes KC to support the objection
is as follows:

Refers to the Code Amendment’s explanation that for
each representative building, an assessment of the
current streetscape context and condition of each
potential representative building, as far as possible to
judge from viewing from the street, has been made.

Refers to the Code Amendment’s recommendation of
174 Ward Street because it’s in a row of four similar
aged buildings of which 182c to 284 Ward Street are
listed as local heritage places and 178 Ward Street is
a state heritage place.

174 Ward Street, North Adelaide, is recommended as a Representative
Building not because it is the sole building or building type contributing to
historic character, but because it is part of a collective contribution by
buildings, also including nearby local heritage places and state heritage
places. These buildings contribute to the significant historic character as
described in the relevant Historic Area Statement.

Noted. Refer to the detailed response to the Associate. Professor Danvers
above.
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“It then describes the architectural merits of the
building. There is no further stated justification for its
inclusion.”

The proposal to nominate 174 Ward Street as a
representative building cannot be justified having
regard to the criteria set out above. 174 Ward Street is
the only proposed representative building in that
Street.

It is not part of a “cohort of representative buildings
“nor is it part of a collection of buildings of historic
character.

Refers to a report from Prof Ron Danvers reinforcing
“the view that | have expressed”.

For the reasons set out above, there is no proper
justification for including 174 Ward Street as a
representative building as part of this amendment to
the code.

11

Charles W. Irwin

Requests that 112 Brougham Place be removed from
the listing of proposed buildings.

Would like previous letter dated 22 November 2004
objecting to a similar proposal to be considered as part
of my current objection as it remains relevant.

The 2004 McDougall & Vines citation was erroneously
generic and self-contradictory and was correctly
rejected on review. It is less accurate today as a
substantial renovation of the building was undertaken
in 2012, during which *“outbuildings or staff
accommodation” that were conjectured to fit the 2004
citation were replaced. The only part of the property

Acknowledge objection to listing of 112 Brougham Place, North Adelaide
as a Representative Building within the Code Amendment.

The Historic Area Statement updates have been prepared to further clarify
the limited information for these areas currently in the Planning and Design
Code.

Independent assessment by Grieve Gillett Architects:

Generally, the building incorporates Victorian Era characteristics;
however, its configuration is not typical and is not evident from the street.

Whilst the dwelling, when viewed from the south, demonstrates
characteristics of the Victorian style, its siting (on the street boundary) and
orientation (fronting the rear boundary) do not allow visibility of these
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that could date from the period referred to in the 2004
citation is the western section of the street wall

Comments regarding dismissal by the Environment
Court, precinct consistency, and the protection of
character in stark contrast to other local heritage-
protected places due to continuous family ownership
remain accurate.

Inaccuracies in your more recent letter of October 10"
state that “the dwelling is well set back from the
frontage”, when in fact it is built right on the street. It
refers to “the photos below” when no photos at all
were included or appended to the letter. It further
states that these illustrate “the roof form and chimney
and part of the exterior wall of the dwelling can be seen
from the street (and also from the public open space
uphill to the north)” which, given its six foot boundary
wall and solid gates, the actual exposure of the
residence to any public space (certainly from the
footpath and the low level parkland opposite and even
from apartments several stories higher on the other
side of the park, from which views into the property are
well shielded by the many trees.

The latest citation of heritage values is inaccurate and
self-contradictory as the 2004 proposal. As found by
Dr Peter Bell in 2005, any recommendation for listing
should be rejected.

features, and the streetscape presentation does not align with the
established streetscape character.

The building incorporates Victorian-era characteristics; however, its siting
and orientation are not typical, and its visibility from the street is obscured.
Substantial renovations and limited visibility to the street due to orientation
mean it has no meaningful value as a Representative Building.

Recommendation - Not recommended for inclusion as a Representative
Building.

Objection supported.

12

Luisa Manno

Objects to the nomination of 293, 301, 305 and 307
Halifax Street as " representative buildings".

No change in circumstances has been found since we
last petitioned and debated, along with other residents,
against placing our properties as Heritage listed.

Acknowledge opposition to listing of 293, 301, 305 and 307 Halifax Street,
Adelaide as a Representative Building within the Code Amendment.

The Historic Area Statement updates have been prepared to further clarify
the limited information for these areas currently in the Planning and Design
Code.
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No noteworthy, famous, or distinguished person, be
they Historical or Einstein, has been connected to my
family's properties, which my family has lived in for well
over 60 years.

Our properties have neither Museum nor Art Gallery
importance. There have been no archaeological
findings or fossils found.

My late parents, Mr Vittorio Manno and Mrs Amina
Manno, built a name for themselves. Their legacy for
us children was achieved honestly by working hard
with their blood, sweat, and tears while upholding the
upkeep and integrity of the Street.

Part of this update is to clarify for owners within the Historic Area Overlay
which buildings are considered to demonstrate the historic characteristics
as expressed in the Historic Area Statement for the purposes of planning
assessment.

Historic Area Overlay Performance Outcome 7.1 Buildings and structures,
or features thereof, that demonstrate the historic characteristics as
expressed in the Historic Area Statement are not demolished...

As the areas do not have a Representative Building list currently, planning
assessment staff must make a determination when they receive a
development application whether or not a building in the overlay has
features that demonstrate the historic characteristics of the Historic Area
Statement.

Therefore, a Representative Building list is an opportunity for City of
Adelaide to increase transparency in the development assessment
process, by clarifying which properties will be subject to Historic Area
Overlay based demolition controls.

Due to their visible architectural details, that closely align with the Historic
Area Statement, these properties are currently considered to sufficiently
and meaningfully demonstrate the historic characteristics as expressed in
the Historic Area Statement.

It is important to note that being included as a Representative Building is
not a measure of heritage value but rather whether a property
meaningfully demonstrates the historic characteristics as expressed in the
Historic Area Statement. Marking this property as a Representative
Building does not increase or decrease the protections already afforded
under the current Historic Area Statements.

Independent assessment by Grieve Gillett Architects:

The buildings retain intact architectural features including a hipped roof,
tall brick chimneys, a pitched verandah, vertically proportioned windows
with brick reveals, and stone masonry walls and brick quoins.
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The buildings display typical characteristics of a Victorian cottage. Halifax
Street (east of Hutt Street) is identified as having a ‘Victorian Period’
Architectural style.

The buildings are sited in accordance with the surrounding streetscape,
presenting as a single-storey, low-scale cottage with a shallow front
setback, small garden area, and minimal side boundary setbacks. There
is visual continuity with surrounding dwellings having similar
characteristics on Halifax Street.

Overall, the buildings display key original features consistent with
architectural elements commonly found in Victorian-era cottage dwellings.
They are a good example of this style and era and have visual continuity
with other buildings having similar characteristics in the streetscape.

Recommendation - Recommended for inclusion as a Representative
Building.

No further change to the Code Amendment is proposed.

13

Michelle Slatter

Andrew Alston

Object to the nomination of 47 Stanley Street for the
following reasons:

is of uncertain date - there is no clear consensus
about the age of the oldest remnants of the
building.

The lack of certainty underlines the extreme
alterations of form made to the dwelling.

After many alterations, the building “no longer
displays ... characteristics of importance to North
Adelaide” [Bell, 2005]

In 2005, Professor Bell found the building had
experienced ‘severe alterations’ over the course of
its life:

Acknowledge opposition to listing 47 Stanley Street, North Adelaide as a
Representative Building within the Code Amendment.

Independent assessment by Grieve Gillett Architects:

The building's outline appears in the 1880 Smith Survey. Whilst the
original form remains, the extent of early / original fabric is uncertain due
to alterations that are not typical of Victorian Cottage characteristics.

The extent of modifications including heavily rendered walls, verandah
profile, roof profile, results in an inability to exemplify a single clearly
identifiable era and style of construction. The original key features are not
retained with high integrity.

The low integrity of the building fabric and inability to demonstrate a single
clearly identifiable era or style result being unsuitable to be recommended
as a Representative Building.
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Everything visible of this building has undergone
an unknown degree of alteration and has been
heavily rendered.

‘[it is] a mixture of architectural styles and eras. It
is not typical and displays very little architectural
merit.

As a result, the building no longer displays
...design characteristics of significance to North
Adelaide.’

Since 2005, further major alterations have been
undertaken. The alterations resulted in more
changes to the dwelling’s street-visible profile,
facade, presentation, garden, boundary and gates.

The alterations, have added to the ‘mixture of
architectural styles and eras’ than 20 years
ago, when Professor Bell dismissed it as ‘not
typical’ and its hotchpot design as ‘of no
significance to North Adelaide’.

respects its street context simply by observing the
heritage protection requirements applicable.

The recent alterations have considerably improved
its street appeal.

This has been achieved simply by observing
heritage controls prevailing across the Kentish
Arms Historic area, without any additional
limitations or restrictive status imposed on the
development sites.

recognises that the parameters for development
are established by the large number of existing

Recommendation - Not recommended for inclusion as a Representative
Building.

Objection supported.
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Local and State Heritage Places throughout the
Street.

The character and context of this very special
Street are well-protected by the numerous
Heritage Places’ influence and by the Kentish
Arms Historic Area heritage controls without
additional ‘Representative Buildings’.

The nomination as a Representative Building is
unjustified and inappropriate, and hard to understand
when the nominee is a building found by experts to
‘lack characteristics of significance to North Adelaide’.

14

Sofia Laparidis

Obijects to the Historic Area Overlay and the listing of
25 Mann Terrace, North Adelaide, as a representative
building.

This is the third time that the council has sought to list
my property, causing considerable stress and
uncertainty. While the value of preserving significant
buildings and sites is recognised, the proposed listing
is unwarranted and does not meet the necessary
criteria for inclusion.

Concerns are outlined as follows:

¢ Lack of Historical or Architectural Significance:
Over the years, the property has undergone
significant alterations, particularly to the facade,
verandah and fencing, which have eroded its
original character. As a result, it no longer retains
the distinct historical or architectural features that
would justify its inclusion as a representative-listed
site.

e Deteriorating Property Condition and
Aesthetic Impact to Area: The house does not
retain its original features, which have had to be

Acknowledge opposition to the Historic Area Overlay and listing of 25
Mann Terrace, North Adelaide as a Representative Building within the
Code Amendment.

The Historic Area Overlay was introduced when the Planning and Design
Code was introduced and replaced what was the North Adelaide Historic
Conservation Zone in the former Development Plan. Removal of individual
buildings from the Historic Area Overlay is outside the scope of this Code
Amendment.

The Historic Area Statement updates have been prepared to further clarify
the limited information for these areas currently in the Planning and Design
Code.

Part of this update is to clarify for owners within the Historic Area Overlay
which buildings are considered to demonstrate the historic characteristics
as expressed in the Historic Area Statement for the purposes of planning
assessment.

Historic Area Overlay Performance Outcome 7.1 Buildings and structures,
or features thereof, that demonstrate the historic characteristics as
expressed in the Historic Area Statement are not demolished...

38




replaced due to deterioration. The state of the
property shows it is continuing to be subject to
ongoing deterioration. The proposed listing could
place restrictions on necessary repairs or
modifications to the property and could severely
limit my ability to address the building’s issues in a
timely and cost-effective manner. This could result
in a situation where the property becomes
uninhabitable or is lost entirely, reducing the
potential for preserving any aspect of its historical
value.

Impact on Property Value: A Representative
listing would have a detrimental effect on the value
of my property. The restrictions on alterations and
renovations would limit my ability to maintain or
improve the property, leading to a reduction in its
marketability and value.

Personal and Financial Impact: Restrictions
associated with a representative listing would
create considerable challenges. The ongoing
costs of maintaining a representative building,
combined with the limitations on necessary repairs
or improvements, would place a significant
financial burden on me. The potential for
decreased property value and diminished
flexibility in managing the property is a major
concern.

As the areas do not currently have a Representative Building list, planning
assessment staff must make a determination when they receive a
development application whether or not a building in the overlay has
features that demonstrate the historic characteristics of the Historic Area
Statement.

Therefore, a Representative Building list is an opportunity for the City of
Adelaide to increase transparency in the development assessment
process by clarifying which properties will be subject to Historic Area
Overlay-based demolition controls.

Due to their visible architectural details, which closely align with the
Historic Area Statement, these properties are currently considered to
sufficiently and meaningfully demonstrate the historic characteristics as
expressed in the Historic Area Statement.

It is important to note that being included as a Representative Building is
not a measure of heritage value but rather whether a property
meaningfully demonstrates the historic characteristics as expressed in the
Historic Area Statement. Marking this property as a Representative
Building does not increase or decrease the protections already afforded
under the current Historic Area Statements.

Independent assessment by Grieve Gillett Architects:

Retaining key elements such as rendered quoins, window and door
facings, and eaves brackets. Masonry walling remains; however, it has
been painted over.

Whilst the integrity of the dwelling is compromised by alterations including
replaced verandabh, it retains characteristics including overall form, roof
pitch, chimneys, symmetrical frontage, vertically proportioned windows
reflective of its Victorian era construction.

There is visual continuity in the streetscape with other nearby buildings,
including some Local Heritage places.
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The Victorian era characteristics are demonstrated by the subject
dwelling, which retains a level of integrity and consistency in the
streetscape.

The condition of a place should not be a factor for consideration in the
assessment and does not influence the assessment of Representative
Buildings.

Listing as a Representative Building would mean there is merit for
retention; however, alterations to Representative Buildings are common
and there is a framework for planning assessment in place. The property
is already subject to the Desired Outcomes assessment criteria for the
Heritage Area Overlay, including demolition control.

Recommendation - Recommended for inclusion as a Representative
Building.

No changes proposed to Code Amendment.

15

Judith Thomas (Dr)

Accepts the changes outlined in the draft Code
Amendment.

| hope the height of new buildings can also be
considered, contrary to preserving the Historic Area
Overlay.

Acknowledge acceptance of the changes proposed by the Code
Amendment.

Height within the Finniss (Adel 13) Historic Area Statement identifies the
historic character elements as low scale, one-storey residential,
established by the prevailing patterns set by Heritage Places and
Representative Buildings, except where the following Concept Plans
apply:

*» Concept Plan 25 — Kathleen Lumley College

Two-storey exceptions are the British Hotel and Finniss Corner (at 1-3
Finniss Street), and buildings of Heritage value (but more recent origin),
ranging from two to four storeys in the Kathleen Lumley College site
between Finniss Street and MacKinnon Parade.

Building height, including the floor-to-ceiling clearances of each level,
references the prevailing floor level and building heights of Heritage
Places and Representative Buildings within the locality.
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The comment does not request a change.

16

Angelo Kotses

Does not support the proposed changes to the Historic
Area Statement. The changes:

e introduce some arbitrary, ineffective and
unsuitable attributes when detailing what is of
historical significance.

e The 54 buildings listed as Representative Buildings
have been arbitrarily selected with no apparent
justification or consistency, and in doing so yield
yet further control to the City of Adelaide at risk of
connection with the past.

Does not have confidence that expectations and
decision-making now and in the future will be
supportive and compatible with the past.

The proposed changes grant the Council further
discretion to make determinations about the future
and go beyond what is required to ensure the
location's historic nature is maintained.

Acknowledges opposition to the changes of the Historic Area Statements
and listing of Representative Buildings within the Code Amendment.

The Code Amendment includes additional contextual information about
the significant attributes of historic character, including the eras, themes,
styles, patterns and detailing of historically significant development in
each of the Historic Areas. It aims to improve the clarity, certainty and
efficiency of decisions on development proposals in these Areas.

17

David Davies

Objects to the nomination of 39-40 Kingston Terrace,
North Adelaide, as a Representative Building.

The objection is supported by a report by Mr Andrew
Stevens, director of Stevens Architects Pty Ltd,
summarised below:

Acknowledge objection to the listing of 39-40 Kingston Terrace, North
Adelaide, as a Representative Building within the Code Amendment.

Noted. Refer to the detailed response to Andrew Stevens below:

In summary, the advice from Andrew Stevens from
Stevens Architects PTY Ltd supporting the objection
is as follows:

The dwelling does not “display characteristics of
importance in a particular area” nor does it “exemplify
the characteristics and elements to be protected

Acknowledge support for the objection to the listing of 39-40 Kingston
Terrace, North Adelaide, as a Representative Building within the Code
Amendment.

On review, the submission, including advice from Stevens Architects,
provides reasonable grounds to remove the proposed Representative
Place designation.

41




within the respective Historic Area”. It is evident that
the subject dwelling:

- Is not of a building style and era consistent with
those assessed as significant in the Historic Areas.

- Does not demonstrate the historic theme/s
important in the area.

- Does not display visual continuity with buildings with
similar characteristics in the streetscape.

The historic development of North Adelaide as a
residential village and the continued residential nature
of the suburb are well presented in the existing State
and Local heritage Places and proposed
Representative Buildings, with significantly higher
integrity than the subject dwelling.

The subject dwelling should not be a Representative
Building.

While it is recognised that there is historical fabric remaining from the mid-
1800s, the property was included in the proposed list of Representative
Places due to its presentation as a late-interwar/early post-war property,
also demonstrating the eclectic and transitional nature of North Adelaide’s
development. Stevens Architects advises that the 2-storeys was approved
in 1948 and constructed after with further substantial alterations in the
1970-1980s.

The majority of representative fabric, therefore, dates from after the
significant period 1920-1942, disqualifying the property under the
proposed guidelines as written. The fabric that may represent a mid-1850s
building has also been treated in a manner that does not allow for its
interpretation as a building of this era.

Independent assessment by Grieve Gillett Architects:

While some of the early fabric may remain, the dwelling as viewed from
the street displays a mix of eras and styles.

39-40 Kingston Terrace displays a mix of styles and eras. It does not
exemplify a single era and style of construction consistent with those
identified as significant in the Historic Area Overlay (as defined in the
Historic Area Statement).

There is no visual continuity with other buildings having similar
characteristics in the streetscape, and the immediate context is varied.

The low integrity of the building makes it difficult to identify era of
construction and therefore is not able to clearly demonstrate relevant
historic themes.

The mix of eras and styles demonstrates a mix of post-war influences in
the area; the overall composition of the building is not representative of a
single style. Decorative features are of old English and American Colonial
revival, while the form is derived from the repurposing of two original
attached dwellings with a two-storey extension.
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The overall composition of the building is not representative of a single,
clearly identifiable style. The building has been substantially altered to the
extent that it is not recommended to be listed as a Representative Building.

Recommendation - Not recommended for inclusion as a Representative
Building.

Objection supported.

18

David Deakin Davies
Nominees Pty Ltd

Obijects to the proposed nomination of the two
properties at 41 and 43 Kingston Tce, North
Adelaide, as Representative Buildings.

The objection is supported by a report by Mr Andrew
Stevens, director of Stevens Architects Pty Ltd,
summarised below:

Acknowledge obijection to the listings of 41 Kingston Terrace, North
Adelaide and 43 Kingston Terrace, North Adelaide as Representative
Buildings within the Code Amendment.

Noted. Refer to the detailed response to Andrew Stevens below:

In summary, the advice from Andrew Stevens from
Stevens Architects PTY Ltd supporting the objection
is as follows:

The dwellings do not “display characteristics of
importance in a particular area” nor do they “exemplify
the characteristics and elements to be protected
within the respective Historic Area”. It is evident that
the subject dwellings:

- Are not of a building's style and era consistent with
those assessed as significant in the Historic Area.

- Do not demonstrate the historic theme/s important
in the area.

- Do not display visual continuity with buildings with
similar characteristics in the streetscape.

The historic development of North Adelaide as a
residential village and the continued residential nature
of the suburb are well presented in the existing State
and Local heritage Places and proposed

Acknowledge support for the objection to the listing of 41 Kingston
Terrace, North Adelaide and 43 Kingston Terrace, North Adelaide, as
Representative Buildings within the Code Amendment.

Review comments by Grieve Gillett Architects:

Some of the original Victorian material remains; however, the integrity is
compromised by alterations to windows, rendered walls, and porches in
the Georgian Revival Style. The extent of these alterations is not easily
reversible.

The alterations result in the buildings presenting as a combination of
styles. They do not represent a single era or style of construction
consistent with those identified as significant in the Historic Area Overlay.

The building presents a shallow front setback and single-storey scale
characteristic of the Area Statement; however, there is no limited visual
continuity with other buildings having similar characteristics in the
immediate streetscape.

The remaining original fabric is not legible and is compromised by
alterations; therefore, integrity is low. Alterations result in these buildings
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Representative Buildings, with significantly higher
integrity than the subject dwelling.

The subject dwelling should not be a Representative
Building

having a combination of styles and eras, such that they are not
recommended as Representative Buildings. There is limited visual
continuity with other buildings having similar characteristics in the
streetscape.

Recommendation - Not recommended for inclusion as a Representative
Building.

Objection supported.

19

Daniel Farrugia

Also submitted a
written submission

Does not support the proposed revisions to the
Historic Area Statements

Would like the deletion of his house at 99 Palmer Place
as a “Representative Building”

Acknowledge objection to the listing of 99 Palmer Place, North Adelaide,
as a Representative Building within the Code Amendment.

Noted. Refer to the detailed response to DASH Architects below:

Griffins Lawyers on
behalf of Mr Daniel Lee
Farrugia

99 Palmer Place, North
Adelaide

Strongly opposes the inclusion of 99 Palmer Place,
North Adelaide, as a Representative Building.

Notes that the building has already been rejected for
listing as a Local Heritage Place on more than one
occasion.

The objection is supported by a report by DASH
Architects summarised below:

Acknowledge objection to the listing of 99 Palmer Place, North Adelaide,
as a Representative Building within the Code Amendment.

Noted. Refer to the detailed response to DASH Architects below:

In summary, the advice from DASH Architects
supporting the objection is as follows:

The Subject Property does not exhibit any of the
historic themes or attributes of historic built character
described in the relevant Historic Area Statement and
accordingly should not be confimed as a
Representative Building.

99 Palmer Place fails to adequately display any of the
attributes identified by the amended Historic Area
Statements, with the possible exception of the use of
bluestone in its facades, in which 70% of this material

Acknowledge support for the objection to the listing of 99 Palmer Place,
North Adelaide as a Representative Building within the Code Amendment.

Independent assessment by Grieve Gillett Architects:

The building was substantially altered in 1987. Most features displayed to
the street are later alterations in the style of a symmetrical Victorian
House. Remaining original features are not legible.

There is considerable evidence that the building no longer represents its
historic form. The building does not retain key original features with
material integrity. Additionally, a photograph dated 1976 sourced from
Adelaide City Council provides further evidence of this.
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has been reconstructed to a different layout in either
salvaged or newly sourced material, so lacks any
integrity to the original era of construction.

Accordingly, there is no basis for the inclusion of 99
Palmer Place as a Representative Building.

These findings remain consistent with two prior
reviews undertaken by the Administration in 1993 and
2005, which saw any pursuit of a Local Heritage listing
rejected.

The Code does provide limited circumstances,
however, where demolition is contemplated, namely:

Performance Outcome 7.1 notes:

Buildings and structures, or features thereof, that
demonstrate the historic characteristics as expressed
in the Historic Area Statement are not demolished,
unless

(a) The front elevation of the building has been
substantially altered and cannot be reasonably
restored in a manner consistent with the
BUILDING'S original style

(b) The structural integrity or safe condition of the
original building is beyond reasonable

While PO7.1(b) would clearly not be satisfied for the
subject property, the extent of alteration undertaken in
the 1980’s would almost certainly stratify (a). The scale
and extent of alterations were extensive and included
the demolition and reconstruction of the majority of the
facade to a different form, scale and style. The extent
of alteration is so great that it cannot be reasonably
restored in a manner consistent with the buildings

The building presents to the street as an intact symmetrical Victorian
House however this is not the case. The presentation to the street is the
result of mixed eras of construction.

99 Palmer Place presents with Victorian characteristics that are also
present in the streetscape however the integrity is low as the
characteristic elements have been applied to an earlier building of a
different style.

The symmetrical fagade to 99 Palmer Place is the result of major
alterations which occurred in 1987. These works completely altered the
configuration and style of the building. The current house represents a
building which is grander than the original. Designation as a
Representative Building is not appropriate as this would misrepresent the
historic development pattern of the area.

Listing a 1980s reproductive style would misrepresent the historic
development pattern of the Area.

Recommendation - Not recommended for inclusion as a Representative
Building

Objection supported.
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original style, and accordingly PO7.1(a) would support
any demolition of the place

In circumstances where reconstruction might be
contemplated, there appear to be no specific details of
what the building’s original style was in order to
facilitate this. The only current located image of the
Palmer Place frontage is a c1980s real estate sketch.
While this sketch shows the original form and
configuration of the building, it lacks any illustration of
the original 1880s architectural detail that heavily
characterised the development of this era. This is
particularly the case for the verandah that is clearly not
original (c1940 - 1950s).

20

James Hilditch on
behalf of Hib Pty Ltd

66 Mills Tce, North
Adelaide

Advise that his client opposes the inclusion of the
building 66 Mills Terrace, North Adelaide, as a
Representative Building in the proposed Code
Amendment.

The building has been rejected on three occasions for
listing as a Local Heritage Place. However, it was never
regarded as such or as contributing to the historic
streetscape character.

Enclosed as part of the submission is expert advice
from Assoc. Professor Danvers, heritage architect, in
support of objecting to the nomination.

Acknowledge objection to the listing of 66 Mills Terrace, North Adelaide,
as a Representative Building within the Code Amendment.

Noted. Refer also detailed response to Assoc. Professor Danvers below.

It is not to the point that the dwelling can be described
as being representative of the Inter-War Spanish
Mission Style. All buildings of this age can be
described as being representative of one particular
style or another, but cannot all be designated as
Representative Buildings for that reason alone. The

There are no guidelines or thresholds established for the selection of
Representative Buildings. The legislation/code does not note the degree
to which something must demonstrate the characteristics.

The approach of this amendment is as follows:

The Planning legislation has been described as practical legislation,
relating to practical outcomes. Therefore, utilising the Representative
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real question is - does the building display
characteristics of importance in a particular area?

Assoc. Professor Ron Danvers views the building as
part of an eclectic mix of buildings that are
overwhelmed by the dominant character of the
locality, which is comprised of Victorian dwellings. It
does not display important characteristics in this area.

Most of the content of the relevant Statement is not
relevant to the property.

As Associate Professor Ron Danvers describes, the
Building is part of an infill development and out of
place in one of Adelaide's finest extensive groups of
Victorian mansions.

The building is not set on a large allotment within a
spacious garden setting, including landscaped front
gardens. It is part of a cluster of outlier infill dwellings,
including two recent townhouses described below.
There is now a front hedge and large gates to deter
intruders.

There is no report that considers the building against
the current criteria for a "representative building". The
building has not been properly assessed against the
current criteria, any basis for its current inclusion must
be fundamentally flawed and cannot support its
inclusion.

The relevant Key Factors described in the Code
Amendment in the assessment process are said to be:

* The building style and era should be consistent
with those assessed as significant in the Historic
Area as per the revised Historic Area Statement.

Building list to define which buildings demonstrate the historic
characteristics as expressed in the HAS allows certainty for owners of
non-representative places. It also assists planners by clearly identifying
those buildings that require a ‘closer look’ in the assessment process and
those that can be clearly considered under the excluded building
definition.

The statement includes the Interwar period and notes the importance of
setbacks, appropriate materials, pitched roofs and other architectural
elements.

It is recognised that the context of these proposed representative places
includes later buildings that do not reinforce the established character as
provided in the Historic Area Statement. It is the purpose of the statements
to speak only to the characteristics/patterns that are historic, rather than
make a comment or concession relating to the relative integrity of the
urban context.

47




The Danvers Report refutes the applicability of this
factor to the building.

e The building demonstrates historical theme/s
important in the area.
Nothing in the Code Amendments description

supports this factor.

* For dwellings (whether converted to another use
or still residential) there is visual continuity with
buildings with similar characteristics in the
streetscape, noting that this is a matter of fact and
degree and can still occur where there is
intervening development of another era in the
same street or section of a street.

The Danvers Report refutes the applicability of this
factor to the building as it is an eclectic building out
of place in otherwise one of Adelaide's finest
extensive group of Victorian mansions.

The internal layout and workings are impractical and
simply do not work with a standard family. The facilities
and internal workings are simply not adequate for a
modern home and modern family. Most builders (and
sometimes other trades), on entering the building to
undertake any work, query whether it is better to
demolish the building and start again.

Any redevelopment of this Property is likely to lead to
a practical dwelling more in sympathy with the
surrounding dwellings and the overall character and
status of Mills Terrace rather than this eclectic, out of
place, odd, impractical and poorly designed dwelling.

Advice from Assoc. Professor Danvers to support the
objection is as follows:

Acknowledge support of objection to the listing of 66 Mills Terrace, North
Adelaide, as a Representative Building within the Code Amendment.
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¢ The building does not exhibit significant historic

themes and attributes of character based on the
predominant character of the locality as intended
in the relevant Historic Area Statement.

“Representative  Buildings  “should  exhibit
significant historic themes and attributes of
character based on the relevant Historic Area
statement in the Planning and Design Code”.

The building does not meet the criteria for
designation, it is one of a small eclectic group of
buildings in what is otherwise one of Adelaide’ but is
not the dominant character of the locality. The
dominant character of the locality is represented by
the finest extensive group of Victorian mansions, a
typology and style that dominates the Historic Area.

* The building is an outlier stylistically in a small

eclectic grouping, overwhelmed by the dominant
character of the locality.

Recommends that 66 Mills Terrace not be designated
as a Representative Building.

Independent assessment by Grieve Gillett Architects:
66 Mills Terrace demonstrates Inter-War Spanish Mission style.

66 Mills Terrace demonstrates a single era and style; however, it is a
unique style, being the only building of this style in the streetscape.

66 Mills Terrace is a Spanish Mission Style dwelling. It does not meet the
visual continuity criteria for Representative Building Assessment and
listing this building risks confusing or diminishing the dominant character
of the area which is established by the other properties (primarily of earlier
defined eras) that are already Heritage Listed.

Recommendation - Not recommended for inclusion as a Representative
Building

Objection supported.

21

Peter Psaltis on behalf
of Stanley and Marian
Psaltis

Object to the proposed listing of 424 Gilles Street,
Adelaide as a representative building.

Acknowledge objection to the listing of 424 Gilles Street, Adelaide as a
Representative Building within the Code Amendment.

* The inter-war period should not be included as an
era within the Historical Area Statement. The era
was not described in the Development Plan policy or
during the draft HAS (Adel 14), which was initially
released for public consultation as part of the Phase
3 (Urban Area) Code Amendment.

* The inter-war period was introduced to the Historic
Area Statements when the Code went live. There is
no historical analysis or ‘sound research’ to justify
the inclusion of the Inter-war period, or typical Inter-

Independent assessment by Grieve Gillett Architects:

Some original features remain; however, the overall integrity has been
compromised by alterations including altered window openings, additional
carport under main roof, and second storey addition, resulting in an
inability to exemplify a single clearly identifiable era and style of
construction.

The building does not exemplify a single era or style; it displays a mix of
Tudor Revival and Modern Bungalow styles. Any representation of
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war building materials, in the HAS. By any account,
its inclusion occurred for reasons which remain
undocumented and unexplained, and without
appropriate rigour or public scrutiny.

The Code Amendment recognises the importance of
predominately late nineteenth-century character in
the south east corner of the city, and yet, without
justification or explanation, the draft HAS refers to
‘1920s to 1942 - Inter-War Houses’ as being an
important era, and that the area is characterized ‘by
a variety of architectural styles including but not
limited to Inter-war Houses.’ Somewhat lazily
perhaps, the HAS (Adel 14) then reproduces, word
for word, the description of the Inter-war period in
Schedule 2, 9 of the Development Plan, which, of
course, related to house styles in North Adelaide.
The tenuous nature of its inclusion is further
revealed by a survey of the ‘Inter-war’ buildings
proposed to be listed as representative buildings in
the Adel 14 area, of which there are only 14 (see
Annexure 4). Of that number, 9 are clustered in a
continuous row on Allen Place, with the remaining 5
scattered variously on Carrington Street (1), Halifax
Street (1), Power St (1) and Gilles Street (2).

With a limited number of buildings from this era — the
majority of which are concentrated in a single
cluster, and with the remaining few which are
scattered haphazardly around the area— it hardly
screams out as being an important era of building in
the south-eastern corner of the City

In any case, even if it is accepted that the Inter-war
period has been validly incorporated into the HAS
(Adel 14), it is evident that the house at 424 Gilles
Street does not represent the relevant themes and

attributes referred to in the HAS.

character is also diminished by modifications including altered window
openings, second storey addition, and much later leadlight glazing.

424 Gilles Street has a mixed character street frontage which has no visual
cohesion with other dwellings in the immediate streetscape.

The building has low integrity due to alterations results in presentation of
mixed era styles. No visual continuity with other buildings having similar
characteristics in the streetscape.

Designating Representative Buildings that do not clearly demonstrate the
important historic characteristics within a particular Historic Area Overlay
risks undermining the objectives of this term within the Planning and
Design Code (the Code) particularly to inform assessment of future
surrounding development.

Inclusion of the Inter-War style should be pending further investigations as
recommended.

Recommendation - Not recommended for inclusion as a Representative
Building

Objection supported.
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A representative building should exhibit significant
historic themes and attributes of character based on
the relevant HAS. According to the Code Amendment,
key factors include:

* The building style and era should be consistent
with those assessed as significant in the Historic
Area as per the revised Historic Area Statement.

* The building demonstrates historical theme/s
important in the area.

In this regard, apart from being originally constructed
in the 1920s, the building:

e has been substantially modified since
construction, and these modifications have
diminished its integrity.

e is of an unusual and atypical design which is not
representative of buildings of that era (as
supported by a report by Mr Butcher) ; and

e does not exhibit two of the three materials
identified in the HAS as being typical of Inter-war
houses.

The listing rationale makes little reference to the
building itself, preferring to focus on other aspects,
namely, ‘the deeper building setback’ and the ‘more
generous size of the dwelling, site and garden

We further observe that the building does not
incorporate typical architectural features or ‘materials’
of the Inter-war period as identified in HAS (Adel 14).
In particular:

e it is not a traditional California Bungalow or a
Tudor Revival;

e the roof is colourbond, powder-coated steel,
rather than ‘Australian-made Wunderlich roof tiles
of the same profile as earlier Marseilles tiles’; and
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e |t does not feature ‘a steeply pitch roof with half-
timber gable ends’

e The front fence is ivy-covered brush rather than
‘low masonry walls, built from materials matching
the main building’.

Procedural Issue

Investigations included a peer review of the draft
Historic Area Statements undertaken by Grieve Gillett
Architects in 2024. We are told that the review
‘informed the final edit of the draft Statements in the
draft Code Amendment.’

This report was said to be ‘Attachment G’ to the Code
Amendment.

Insofar as reliance has been placed on the Grieve
Gillett report, it should have formed part of the
materials placed on public consultation. Failure to
make the report available has denied the community
an opportunity to review and respond to it. This has
adversely impacted the validity of the public
consultation process.

Grieve Gillet conducted a peer review of the Historical Area Statements to
assess their clarity and whether they met the objectives outlined in the
Code Amendment Proposal to Initiate.

The feedback provided was mainly editorial, identifying areas within the
Historic Area Statements that required revisions to enhance legibility and
clarity. The City of Adelaide administration undertook revisions and edits.
The feedback received was primarily editorial, so it was decided that the
review did not need to be included as part of the investigations in the draft
Code Amendment document. The draft incorrectly referenced the Grieve
Gillet review as Attachment G.

The scope of the review did not include an assessment of Representative
Buildings.

PlanSA webpage

22 | Elisa Star Support the Code Amendment and any amendments | Acknowledge support for Code Amendment.
that improve heritage assessment and care.
23 | Leonie Elbert Supports the Code Amendment if it maintains the | Acknowledge support for Code Amendment.

character and history of North Adelaide and does not
allow the development of preposterous buildings such
as the one on 88 O'Connell Street, which does not fit
the character of North Adelaide.

Will the code ensure that this preposterous building
does not open the door to other such ghastly

The Code Amendment includes additional contextual information about
the significant attributes of historic character, including the eras, themes,
styles, patterns and detailing of historically significant development in
each of the Historic Areas. It aims to improve the clarity, certainty and
efficiency of decisions on development proposals in these Areas.
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buildings? Will the code be strong enough to prevent
such buildings? Will the code take into account the
wants of the residents?

Our Adelaide

24

Debra Carson

Supports the Code Amendment.

Acknowledge support for Code Amendment.

Our street is an original display village from the 1890s.
Each house is different in design, decoration, and
render but of similar block size and location to the
street. It is in the Victorian Era, not Edwardian, as your
statement reads. The two Edwardian Villas face Gilles
Street.

Comment noted.

The architectural style is strongly aligned with Edwardian, typified by the
horizontal courses of red brick at different heights across the wall.

There are also course elements that cross stylistic periods from Victorian
to Edwardian—e.g., the lacework, hipped roof, and symmetrical form.

Revise the Architectural Styles for Royal Avenue within the Adelaide
Historic Area Statement as follows:

Royal Avenue
Late Victorian and early Edwardian period.

Exhibits a collection of architectural styles, including but not limited to late
Victorian/early Edwardian villas and cofttages, including Queen Anne
detailing.

25

Anonymous 1

Supportive of the Code Amendment. However, does
not support unreasonable provisions when renovating
a heritage property. Heritage is important, but time
moves on. Properties can be renovated but should not
be micro-managed.

Acknowledge support for Code Amendment.

Comment is noted.

26

Josephine Bills

Supports all elements of the Code Amendment. They
provide greater detail for future planning, particularly
for developers, who are usually far more incentivised
by financial gain than by a desire to retain the historic
features and amenity of a property or area.

Acknowledge support for Code Amendment.
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Some of the writing is clumsy and uses incorrect
grammar, e.g., the use of "comprise of'—this is not
English. It should read EITHER "comprise" OR "consist
of."

Some sentences are true sentences, whilst some are
not - easier to read if there is consistency.

Comment noted.

Review and edit for consistency.

27 | Anonymous 2 Support the revisions to the Code Amendment. | Acknowledge support for Code Amendment.
Historic buildings should not be allowed to be replaced
by modern structures just to make money. This is our
heritage and history, and they should be protected.
28 | Betty Salomon Would like the historic character of North Adelaide | Comment noted.
preserved. The Code Amendment includes additional contextual information about
the significant attributes of historic character, including the eras, themes,
styles, patterns and detailing of historically significant development in
each of the Historic Areas. It aims to improve the clarity, certainty and
efficiency of decisions on development proposals in these Areas.
The comment does not request a change.
Displeased with certain high-rise developments in | Comment noted.
North Adelaide and the city in general. The comment does not request a change.
29 | Neil and Bronwyn Supportive of some of the revisions in the Code | Acknowledge support for some aspects of the Code Amendment.
Mullins Amendment
Assume that 12 -16 Tomsey Street in Adelaide are not | Comment noted.
included in the Code Amendment.as they were built in The buildings at 12 -16 Tomsey Street have not been nominated as
2006 and 2007 and are not of heritage value. . . . . . .
Representative Buildings. However, the buildings will continue to remain
within the existing Historic Area Overlay.
The comment does not request a change.
30 | Aaron Davis Supportive of some of the revisions in the Code | Acknowledge support for some aspects of the Code Amendment.

Amendment.
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Support the additional detail is generally helpful in
establishing an ambition for the area and the narrative
format provides greater opportunity for Staff to
exercise judgement rather than being tied by
policy — something that is sorely lacking in the current
system.

Do not support the following:

Comment noted.

Acknowledge support for the additional detail contained within the Code
Amendment.

* "The open area of the school grounds on the
southern side contrasts with the setback of the
strong built edge along the remainder of the street."

Concerned that the school oval has nothing to do
with the area's heritage and is not a historically
significant open space. This was formerly cottages,
which were razed to make way for an oval for the
school, well after the pattern of the street was
established. From a street character and intention
perspective, the reinstatement of cottages along this
edge would be beneficial, so the policy should not
actively preclude this or excuse the demolition.

If keeping this statement, the entire suite of
documents should be extended to include "living
heritage" in all descriptions (e.g., in Gover St,
mention of the tiptop bakery and various other
businesses run from homes over the past 150
years), which is an absolute minefield, so | would
strongly recommend this be removed.

Comment noted.

The school oval does not directly respond to the Historic character, only
the contemporary use of the space by the school.

Remove reference to the ‘school oval’ under Gover Street within the
section on Allotments, subdivisions and built form patterns within the
North Adelaide Margaret Street Historic Area Statement.

Building additions incorporate materials and
proportions that reflect the character of the Heritage
Place or Representative Building and are not readily
visible from the street."

Comment noted.

Building additions should be materially compatible with the building, and
the sentence should be revised accordingly to reflect this.
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Unsure why materials that are not visible from the
street fall within the Historic Area Overlay. This runs
counter to best practice in heritage architecture and
may stop the inclusion of details and materials that
enable a clear separation between the original built
form and new additions.

Within the Architectural styles, detailing and built form features of each
Historic Area Statement revise the description of building additions as
follows:

Building additions incorporate materials and proportions that reflect the
character of the Heritage Place and are materially compatible with the

building. not-readilyvisible-from-the-street.

The code amendment would be a good opportunity to
clarify the placement of solar panels on homes. A solar
panel is not a structural change to a building, nor is it
permanent (at the scale of heritage), so | am unsure
why solar panels are currently precluded if visible from
the street. They do not damage the physical
structure/form/materials of the building, so it is not
clear why these are currently blocked from being
installed.

Comment noted.

Solar panels are obviously modern fabrics, and they impact the area's
historic appearance by drawing focus from the historic elements and
obscuring views of historic roofing materials.

No further change to the Code Amendment is proposed.

31

Anonymous 3

Does not support the proposed revision within the
Code Amendment.

Buildings should either be given heritage listing
protection or not. Do not believe that identifying
"representative buildings" is a good means of
preserving heritage fabric as at creates ambiguity
about what is prohibited and what is encouraged. It is
worrying that so much of North Adelaide covered by
Historic Area Statements as this is likely to prevent
innovation and limit opportunities for quality design.

Acknowledge opposition to Code Amendment.

Buildings have been nominated because they contain qualities
representative of the area and are not already represented by heritage
listings.

As the areas do not currently have a Representative Building list, planning
assessment staff must determine, when they receive a development
application, whether a building in the overlay has features that
demonstrate the historic characteristics of the Historic Area Statement.

Therefore, a Representative Building list is an opportunity for the City of
Adelaide to increase transparency in the development assessment
process by clarifying which properties will be subject to Historic Area
Overlay-based demolition controls.

It is important to note that being included as a Representative Building
does not measure heritage value but rather whether a property
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meaningfully demonstrates the historic characteristics as expressed in the
Historic Area Statement.

No further change to the Code Amendment is proposed.

Be clear about whether it is only the appearance from
the street that is of concern.

Unless it is identified within the extent of the individual heritage listing of
the place, assessments would be made based on the appearance from
the street.

No further change to the Code Amendment is proposed.

Encourage development that increases the population
of these parts of the city. The future is as important as
the past.

Comment noted.

The Code Amendment does not seek to preclude the ability to increase
the population.

No further change to the Code Amendment is proposed.

32

James

Supports some aspects of the Code Amendment.

Acknowledge support for some aspects of the Code Amendment.

Use of representative buildings is good. However,
some very poor examples have been selected. Many
are daubed in paint and are not good examples. Tower
Street and Gover Street examples are poor in
comparison to others.

Seems like you are seeking to weaken protections.

Comment noted.

These buildings have been nominated as they contain qualities that are
representative of the area and are not already represented by heritage
listing.

As the areas do not currently have a Representative Building list, planning
assessment staff must determine, when they receive a development
application, whether a building in the overlay has features that
demonstrate the historic characteristics of the Historic Area Statement.

Therefore, a Representative Building list is an opportunity for the City of
Adelaide to increase transparency in the development assessment
process by clarifying which properties will be subject to Historic Area
Overlay-based demolition controls.

It is important to note that being included as a Representative Building is
not a measure of heritage value but rather whether a property
meaningfully demonstrates the historic characteristics as expressed in the
Historic Area Statement.
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No further change to the Code Amendment is proposed.

33 | Bronwyn Waters Supports all of the proposed revisions. Acknowledge support for Code Amendment.
Concerned Council has not done enough to conserve | Comments noted.
the heritage architecture of the remaining shops on ) ) ) L
Melbourne Street. It is disgraceful that so many Melbourne Street |§ outside the bouncjanes of the Historic Area Overlay
Victorian and Edwardian buildings have been lost to and, therefore, outside the scope of this Code Amendment.
overd_evellopmen_t and high-rise buildings along one of | New character and historic areas outside the current Historic Area
Adelaide’s most important streets. Overlay will be investigated separately and incorporated into a future
Adelaide has been voted one of the most beautiful | Code Amendment program.
cities in the world because of its heritage buildings. Not .
enough has been done to ensure the ongoing No further change to the Code Amendment is proposed.
conservation of these sites. Melbourne Street is
quickly becoming overdeveloped by high-rise
buildings and insensitive developments that tear down
the existing heritage buildings. The few remaining
SHOULD BE PROTECTED for future generations.
No further high-rise developments on Melbourne St.
All Houses and Shops on Melbourne St to be
protected from demolition.
Noise control on Melbourne St emanates from certain | Comment noted.
cafes that play overly loud music until midnight to
entice patrons, especially in the eastern residential The comment does not request a change to the Code Amendment.
section.
34 | Carl Driesener Supports some aspects of the Code Amendment. Acknowledge support for some aspects of the Code Amendment.

Generally ok, but this statement is laughable: "The
historic streetscape is formed by the wide street
setting and attractive outlook to the Adelaide Park
Lands..." Building a huge aquatic centre on the
parklands has ruined our ‘historic streetscape'
Suggest that the above be rewritten.

Comment noted.

The proposed Historic Area Statements within the Code Amendment have
been drafted to identify historic elements that are important to the area's
character. The statement applies generally to the streetscape rather than
to a particular part of it.

No further change to the Code Amendment is proposed.
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It will place further limitations on what | do and offer
zero benefits to me as a landholder.

35

Anonymous 4

Would like the East End included in the revision of
historic areas.

Comment noted.

As the East End is outside the boundaries of the existing Historic Area
Overlay, it is outside the scope and unable to be considered as part of this
Code Amendment.

New character and historic areas outside the City Living Zone will be
investigated separately and incorporated into a future Code Amendment
program.

Concerned about the proposed accommodation
development near the Crown and Anchor Hotel and
how that will change the culture of this precinct. The
old stables are being demolished! High-rise buildings
in this part of the city should be banned. There are so
many unused buildings in the CBD that could be
repurposed.

Comment noted.

The Archi project and the Heritage Incentive Scheme have been
established to encourage and fund the adaptive re-use of buildings in the
CBD.

36

Laurel Hayes

Supports some aspects of the Code Amendment.

Make it much easier to find out which buildings will be
nominated as representatives. Having spent over 30
minutes searching multiple sites (council, planning,
Google and, in total desperation, Facebook), all | know
is what arrived in the letter. 54 sites will be nominated.
Is mine one of them? | don't know.

Acknowledge support for some aspects of the Code Amendment.

Comment noted.

37

Anonymous 5

Supports some aspects of the Code Amendment.

Acknowledge support for some aspects of the Code Amendment

Supportive of heritage restrictions that maintain a
streetscape and sense of place. If the city is to remain
attractive to families and residents, it has to be
possible to extend and renovate without this being
prohibitively expensive.

Residents need clear guidance on the parameters for
extensions and renovations - what is permissible, what

Comment noted.

Guidelines are currently being prepared for alterations and additions in
Historic Areas to guide the design of such works and additions within the
Historic Areas.
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the minimum requirements are for useable outdoor
space, setbacks, building and windows on boundary
lines, etc.

38

Anonymous 6

The code amendment should include an assessment
of other areas. The existing 14 Historic Areas are
totally inadequate.

Why is there none of the SW corner of the city, or the
Eastern part of North Terrace, included as a historic
area? The SW area is a rich precinct of 19th Century
workers cottages which have been largely spared
destruction so far. Surely, they should be included as
a Historic Area. | do notice that the Salvation Army was
permitted to let a nice cottage on the corner of
Morphett St and Gilbert St (in which they used to
conduct CBT programs to teach men not to be violent
to their partners) get run down, and it has now been
demolished. We do not want the same fate to befall the
rest of this important built history!

Comment noted.

The scope of this Code Amendment only covers areas within the existing
Historic Area Overlay boundaries. New character and historic areas are
being investigated separately and will be incorporated into a future Code
Amendment program.

39

Anonymous 7

Do not support the proposed revisions in the Code
Amendment as they are too general, compromised
and manipulated.

Acknowledges opposition to the proposed revisions within the Code
Amendment.

The proposed Historic Area Statements within the Code Amendment have
been drafted to identify historic elements that are important to the area's
character.

No further change to the Code Amendment is proposed.

40

Lu Spinato

Support all of proposed revisions within the Code
Amendment as people visit environments like these in
places like Europe etc. Unfortunately, Adelaide has
decimated its history and will continue to.

Acknowledge support for the Code Amendment.

60




Would like historic buildings, large/small, to be
retained.

Keeping facades is not adequate to shove a high-rise
building into. It is relevant for people to see how people
operated and lived in that particular building (rooms)
in a different era. Of course, this way of thinking will
not change.

Historic Area Statements only relate to what is visible within the public
realm. Retaining facades is sufficient to maintain the historic appearance
of the buildings within an area.

Items of particular significance for their internal functions and layouts are
recognised through their Heritage Listing information and continue to be
protected for these values in the confines of the Planning and Design
Code.

41

Randy and Luisa
Manno

Does not support the proposed revisions to the
Historic area Statements within the draft Code
Amendment.

Acknowledges opposition to the proposed revisions within the Code
Amendment.

Object to properties, particularly 301 Halifax Street,
from being placed on the register for the following
reason:

e They have no significant or unusual architectural
significance.

e They are not tourist attractions

e To our knowledge, no prominent or special
persons were ever born or lived there.

Our family has owned and kept possession of many
properties in the Adelaide CBD and surrounding areas
since 1958. We have paid many Hundreds of
Thousands of Dollars in Rates and Taxes, etc. We have
kept them maintained all these years, being mindful of
keeping in harmony with the local aesthetics.

They are, however, important to us, for at one time or
another, they were our "homes" and our Castles.

Acknowledge opposition to the Code Amendment, including the listing of
301 Halifax Street, Adelaide, as a Representative Building.

Refer to response to: Luisa Manno, 293, 301, 305 and 307 Halifax Street,
Adelaide.

Note that if the properties had been heritage listed, financial assistance
would have been available since 1988 through City of Adelaide’s Heritage
Incentives Scheme.

42

Ingrid Kerkhoven

Support some of the proposed revisions to the Historic
Area Statements within the draft Code Amendment.

Acknowledge support for some of the proposed revisions to the Historic
Area Statements with the Code Amendment.
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Unclear where the Representative Buildings are
located, there should be a map published with
locations shown.

Would like better protection of historic buildings

Comment noted.

The proposed Historic Area Statements within the Code Amendment have
been drafted to identify historic elements that are important to the area's
character.

The Code Amendment includes additional contextual information about
the significant attributes of historic character, including the eras, themes,
styles, patterns and detailing of historically significant development in
each of the Historic Areas. It aims to improve the clarity, certainty and
efficiency of decisions on development proposals in these Areas.

The comment does not request a change.

43

David Hargrave

Support some of the proposed revisions to the Historic
Area Statements within the draft Code Amendment.

Acknowledge support for some of the proposed revisions to the Historic
Area Statements with the Code Amendment.

The broad concept of having Representative Buildings
as part of existing Historic Area statements to provide
additional contextual information to improve clarity,
certainty, and efficiency of decisions on developments
is supported in certain areas, particularly in respect of
the front facades of relevant properties.

Properties must still be able to be developed, and it
must be right that development is still allowed in areas
of properties where there is less consistency of
architecture and there is already existing variability
and precedent across neighbouring properties, in
particular in respect of Stanley St, the rear of
properties, where more day-to-day living is also likely.

Comment noted.

The Historic Area Statements were prepared to provide guidance in
assessing proposals rather than prescribing a specific design approach.

Assessment is made against the Historic Area Overlay Performance
Outcomes in the Planning and Design Code, primarily PO 3.1 Alterations
and additions complement the subject building, employ a contextual
design approach and are sited to ensure they do not dominate the primary
fagcade. The key outcome here is that the design of the additions would
employ a contextual design approach, rather than closely match and that
the historic building would retain its visual prominence in the historic
context.

It is best practice in historic areas for additions to historic/heritage
buildings to be a contemporary design to clearly differentiate the old and
new portions of the building, and should utilise contemporary finishes that
resemble the historic elements. The appropriateness of an addition’s
design also depends on its visibility in the primary streetscape, with
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greater flexibility provided to additions that are not greatly visible from the
street.
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APS Alston and MM
Slatter

also submitted an
email submission

Support some of the proposed revisions to the Historic
Area Statements within the draft Code Amendment.

Acknowledge support for some of the proposed revisions to the Historic
Area Statements with the Code Amendment.

Do not support the nomination of 47 Stanley Street,
North Adelaide, as a Representative Building.

The building was found by experts in 2005 to “no
longer [display] design characteristics of
importance to North Adelaide” [Bell, 2005] because of
numerous severe alterations over time.

Since then, it has undergone more major works, 2010-
11, changing its street-visible profile, fagade,
presentation, garden, boundary and gates.

The numerous state and local heritage places in the
street establish the parameters for change and
development. As captured in the current Kentish Arms
Historic Area heritage controls, they can be seen to be
effective, resulting in renovations and replacement
builds along the south side of Stanley Street that
respect the street's character and context. The
nomination of Number 47 as an RB is unjustifiable and
without merit. It should not be confirmed.

Acknowledge objection to the listing of 47 Stanley Street, North Adelaide,
as a Representative Building within the Code Amendment.

Independent Review by Grieve Gillett Architects:

Whilst the original form remains, the extent of early/original fabric is not
legible due to alterations that are not typical of Victorian Cottage
characteristics.

The ability to exemplify defined character is compromised by alterations,
including heavily rendered walls, verandah profile, and roof profile. The
original key features are not retained with high integrity.

There is some visual continuity due to the reproduction elements from
later alterations.

The immediate streetscape consists of a heritage place to the west and
newer dwellings to the east, both exhibiting varying visual character.
Within the broader streetscape character, 47 Stanley Street aligns with
the Draft Historic Area Statement, which describes “closely sited single-
storey detached and semi-detached dwellings with small setbacks from
the street frontage and small front garden areas established by the
Heritage Places.”

The extent of early/original fabric is not legible due to alterations that are
not typical of Victorian Cottage characteristics.

Designating Representative Buildings that do not clearly demonstrate the
important historic characteristics within a particular Historic Area Overlay
risks undermining the objectives of this term within the Planning and
Design Code (the Code), particularly to inform assessment of future
surrounding development.
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The low integrity of the building fabric and inability to demonstrate a single
clearly identifiable era or style make it unsuitable for recommendation as
a Representative Building.

Recommendation - Not recommended for inclusion as a Representative
Building.

Objection supported.
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Attachment 2 — Engagement Survey and Evaluation Results
Results of the community minimum mandatory evaluation indicators

Evaluation statement Strongly Somewhat Not sure | Somewhat | Strongly
disagree Disagree Agree agree

1 | Ifeel the engagement genuinely  16.67% (2)  33.33% (4) @ 25% (3) 8.33% (1) 16.67%
sought my input to help shape
the proposal (Principle 1)

Comments: (3)

“| see where a historic sandstone house at 183 Melbourne St is to be demolished for apartment block”
“I have not seen the final report arising from the consultation”

“No one really sure of what to do getting passed Roun in circles”

2 | | am confident my views were 25% (3) 8.33% (1) | 33.33% 33.33% (4) | 0%
heard during the engagement (4)
(Principle 2)

Comments: (3)
“What is the point of giving feedback when it is obviously ignored and destruction of heritage property is
allowed to go ahead”

| have not seen the final report arising from the consultation”
“The result is yet to be confirmed, but so far so good”

3 | I was given an adequate 8.33% (1) | 8.33% (1) | 25% (3) 41.67% (5) | 16.67%
opportunity to be heard (2)
(Principle 3)

Comments:

4 | | was given sufficient 16.67% (2)  16.67% (2) @ 25% (3) 25% (3) 16.67%

information so that | could take (2)

an informed view (Principle 3)

Comments:(1)
“I had owned the property for ~10yrs prior to selling it in late 2024”

5 | felt informed about why | was 25% (3) 8.33% (1) | 33.33% 16.67% (2) | 16.67%
being asked for my view, and the (4) (2)
way it would be considered
(Principle 4)

Comments:
“If the Council was serious about keeping the historic look of Melbourne St it would not allow further high
rise development by demolishing beautiful and significant buildings”
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Evaluation statement

Engagement occurred early

enough for feedback to genuinely

influence the planning policy,
strategy or scheme (Principle 1)

Engagement contributed to the
substance of the Code
Amendment (Principle 1)

The engagement reached those
identified as the community of
interest (Principle 2)

Engagement included the
provision of feedback to
community about outcomes of
their participation

Engagement was reviewed
throughout the process and
improvements put in place, or
recommended for future
engagement (Principle 5)

Identify key strength of the Charter

and Guide

Identify key challenge of the charter

and Guide

Results and Evaluation of Designated Entity’s Engagement

The engagement was evaluated by Colleen McDonnell, Manager City Planning and Heritage, City of Adelaide.

Response options (Select answer)

= Engaged when there was an opportunity for input into the
first draft

Early engagement occurred in accordance with the approved
Engagement Plan. Public engagement occurred at the draft
Code Amendment stage, where there was an opportunity for
feedback to genuinely shape planning policy.

= |n a moderate way

Following public consultation, amendments were made to the
draft Code Amendment, including 10 buildings being removed
from nomination as a representative building

= Representatives from some
participated in the engagement

community  groups

Representatives from the North Adelaide Society Inc. and the
South East City Residents Association made submissions on
the Draft Code Amendment.

» Formally (report or public forum)

Those who made a submission on the draft Code Amendment
were advised how to access the report when made publicly
available (which will detail any proposed amendments and a
summary of submissions) following the consultation process.

At the time of completing this evaluation, it is noted that further
feedback to the community will be provided following the
Council's decision and the Minister's decision. The City of
Adelaide’s engagement platform will be updated, and emails
will be sent to those who provided feedback advising of
outcomes to close the loop.

= Reviewed and recommendations made in a systematic
way

A review of the engagement process was undertaken at the
completion of the consultation process in accordance with the
endorsed Engagement Plan to gauge the views of those who
provided submissions on the Code Amendment engagement
process.

The key strength of the Charter and Guide is that it allows for
the tailoring of engagement approaches and timeframes

The timing for the feedback evaluation is difficult as it requires
communicating with participants before the Council has
formally endorsed the final position and response.

Feedback and closing the loop are valued and should be part
of the process, although they cannot be reflected in their
entirety in the Engagement Report.
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Evaluation of Designated Entity’s engagement against Charter Principles

Charter Principle

How the engagement approach/ activities met the principle

1 Engagement is
genuine

o People were provided with the opportunity to participate via website, direct
letters, e-mails, telephone, and to arrange meetings by request.

o The engagement material articulated the proposed changes, potential impacts
of the engagement process, and how interested persons could provide their
feedback. The information provided was intended to be in plain English.

¢ An interactive map tool was also provided to illustrate the spatial application of
the Historic Area Statements and the Historic Area Overlay.

e The engagement process provided an opportunity for any person to identify
their issues through a submission (via letter, e-mail or online submission
through the SA Planning Portal or City of Adelaide’s Our Adelaide website) that
was reviewed and considered before finalising the Code Amendment.

2 Engagement is
inclusive and
respectful

e Engagement activities tailored to different groups, with key stakeholders
contacted directly.

¢ An Engagement Report was prepared summarising the feedback received and
how it was used to inform the decision

¢ Meetings were offered with key stakeholders.

3 Engagement is fit
for purpose

o Engagement activities are tailored to different groups.
¢ Identified contact for further assistance, information and advice.
e Information provided on how to be involved in the engagement process.

o The engagement material articulated the policy proposed, the potential impacts
of the engagement process and how interested persons could provide their
feedback.

4 Engagement is e The City of Adelaide provided information (online and hard copy) in basic
informed and language, clearly articulating the proposed changes in the draft Code
transparent Amendment, potential impacts, the engagement process and how interested

persons could provide their feedback/participation.

e Aninteractive map tool was also provided to illustrate the spatial application of
the Historic Area Statements

¢ An Engagement Report was prepared summarising the feedback received and
how it was used to inform the decision.

o The Engagement Report was made publicly available prior to a decision being
made. Identified contact for further assistance, information and advice.

5 Engagement is ¢ An Engagement Report was prepared to evaluate the engagement process.
reviewed and )
improved e At the conclusion of the engagement process, lessons learned have been

identified.
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Attachment 3 — Copies of Submissions Received
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Kenneth Chan
To be included when finalising. 








dHa|Sa

29 November 2024

ABM
Colleen McDonnell 1'__';:’;?““‘
Manager, City Planning & Heritage ;:_,j T
City of Adelaide Ervaii!

25 Pirie Street Wak

ADELAIDE SA 5000

By email: PDCSA.amendments@cityofadelaide.com.au

Dear Ms McDonnell

RE: Historic Area Statement Update Code Amendment

| refer to an emailed letter received on 28 October 2024, advising the Australian Hotels Association
(SA Branch) (the AHA|SA) that the City of Adelaide’s proposal to amend the Planning and Design Code
through the Historic Area Statement Code Amendment (the draft Code Amendment) had been
released for public consultation.

| advise that following receipt of the City of Adelaide’s letter, the AHA|SA has reviewed the project
information on the ouradelaide.sa.gov.au website and the Frequently Asked Questions provided with
the email.

The AHA|SA notes that the draft Code Amendment proposes:

e to revise the Historic Area Statements to include additional information to enable effective
and efficient decision-making by heritage experts and planners during development
assessment; and

e to nominate Representative Buildings within the Historic Area Overlay which exemplify the
characteristics and elements to be protected within the respective Historic Area.

The AHA|SA is not opposed to the draft Code Amendment on the basis that the changes will:

1. Provide better definition of the significant attributes of historic character including the eras,
themes, styles, patterns and detailing of historically significant development in each of the 14
Historic Areas will improve the clarity, certainty and efficiency of decisions on development
proposals in these Areas; and

2. Enable development applicants and others to check if a particular building is a Representative
Building signifying value in its retention along with a group of other — often similar - buildings
within the relevant Historic Area.

In particular, the AHA|SA notes that there is no fundamental change to policy in the Planning and
Design Code or to the areas in which the Historic Area Overlay apply. Rather the Code Amendment
helps describe and define attributes of historic character by revising the content of the Historic Area
Statements. The Historic Area Statements are an existing part of the Historic Area Overlay that are














































































































































































































































































Process.

In preparing this report, | have visited and photographed the subject place. I have also reviewed
the following documents and publications:
o City of Adelaide website: Historic Area Statement Update - Code Amendment
( ‘ S neraipd o
e Drawings, specifications and documents relating to changes to the place over time in
the City of Adelaide Archives.
e Copies of the Kingston Map (1842) and the Smith Survey (1880).
e The relevant assessment sheet from the North Adelaide Heritage Survey (2004) by
McDougall and Vines.
» The relevant assessment sheet from the City of Adelaide Townscape Frontages
Assessment (June 1992) by McDougall & Vines.
e The book “Heritage of the City of Adelaide an illustrated guide” (Marsden, Stark and
Summerling 1990).
e The Illustrated Burra Charter.
Letters to you concerning the proposal and the process from the City of Adelaide.

Background.

In 2004, the place was proposed for listing as a local heritage place. At that time, 1 prepared an
objection to the listing on your behalf. Much of the information relating to that objection

remains relevant and 1 attach a copy of my letter dated 29 November 2004. I also atrach a copy
of a subsequent review by architectural historian Peter Bell which reaches a similar conclusion.

The current proposal is however for inclusion of the place as a Representative Building and,
while the previous information remains relevant, the threshold for local heritage listing is
higher than that applied to Representative Buildings and specific criteria apply to assessment of
local heritage places. It is therefore necessary to consider the current proposal afresh.

The Place.

3940 Kingston Terrace, North Adelaide is a dwelling. The dwelling is located at the corner of
Kingston Terrace and Francis Street West. It comprises what was formerly two attached
dwellings but has been converted to a single dwelling and has been in that use fora
considerable period of time, since the 1980s, possibly carlier.

The dwelling comprises a low scale, single storey section on the southern side and a larger, two-
storey section on the northern side.

A 1940’ single width garage and a relatively recent three vehicle garage associated with the
dwelling have frontage to Francis Street West.

Historical Context.

The subject site is located within the area often known as “Lower North Adelaide”. Amongst
other things, the Historic Area Statement Update Code Amendment Engagement Plan
(Attachment D) of the Consultation Document, October 2024, provided by the City of

Adelaide states at page 232:
“This Historic Area is characterised by housing of the Victorian, Edwardian, and Interawar
periods as well as some corner shops and hotels. Victorian buildings are dominant across most of
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the area. Mediumscale dwellings tend to be where there is a view of the Adelaide Park Lands,
with smallerscale housing along Stanley Street (east of Jerningham Street) and minor streets.”

Representative Buildings.

The Historic Area Statement Update Code Amendment Engagement Plan (Attachment D) of
the Consultation Document, QOctober 2024, provided by the City of Adelaide states at page
218:
“A Representative Building should exhibit significant historic themes and attributes of character
based on the relevant Historic Area Statement in the Planning and Design Code.”
[t goes on to state:
Key factors considered in the assessment process include:
o The building style and era should be consistent with those assessed as significant in the
Historic Area as per the revised Historic Area Statement.
o  The building demonstrates historical theme/s important in the area.
®  For dwellings (whether converted to another use or still residential) there is visual
continuity wich buildings with similar characreristics in the streetscape, noting that this
is a matter of fact and degree and can still occur where there is intervening development
of another era in the same street or section of a street.
e  Where there is a current valid approval for total demolition of a building.

The subject dwelling is located within the Kentish Arms Historic Area (Adel 12).
Physical description.
It appears that the building was once two separate cortages, later combined in a single dwelling.

The singlestorey section has the appearance of a simple, symmetrical cottage with rendered
masonry walls and a terracotta tiled roof. The twostorey section also has rendered masonry
walls and a terracotra tiled roof. It features dormer windows and a gabled porch.

There are no buildings on the subject site on the Kingston Map of 1842. There is a building
footprint on the subject site on the Smith Survey of 1880. The footprint is suggestive of two
small cottages, an outhouse and an outbuilding.

The single storey section on the southern side of the dwelling appears to be what remains ofa
simple workers cottage of the mid-1800s, consistent with the Smith Survey, albeit now in a
much-altered state.

The attached, two-storey section, the substantial portion of which dates from the late 1940’s but
also includes substantial alterations and additions from the 1970’s and 1980’s, may also include
remnants of fabric associated with an early workers cottage although if this is the case, it is
difficult to interpret.

Integrity.

The single storey section of the dwelling is of a general form and scale of a simple workers
cottage of the mid-1800s period. It has however been substantially altered over time and has
also been the subject of change associated with construction and maintenance of the attached
two-storey section of the dwelling.
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The two-storey section of the dwelling was mostly constructed in 1948 but has also been the
subject of substantial alterations and addirions over time.

Plans held in the Adelaide City Archives prepared by Walter D Cowell, Architect, show that in
February 1948 approval was granted to Mr and Mrs Telfer to construct upper storey additions
and undertake substantial ground floor modifications to an existing single storey structure at 39
Kingston Terrace.

The plans indicate that the current appearance of the twosstorey dwelling from Kingston
Terrace is largely the result of these works. Subsequently garaging for vehicles was added. In
1968 bathroom and laundry additions were undertaken and in 1973 single storey additions
were added to the north side of the structure. In 1982 the ground and first floors were further
extended to the east.

These works have had a profound affect on the subject building and its context.

The two-storey section of the dwelling has a high gabled, terracotta tiled roof, rendered
chimney, rendered fagade, gabled portico, rimber shutters, dormer windows and elements of
Old English Revival style architectural detailing with, as Peter Bell states, “more than a touch of
American Colonial revival influence”.

The twostorey section has completely subsumed the remnant fabric associated with the earlier
building on that part of the site. In so doing, it appears that the design of the two-storey section
has been influenced by the earlier building fabric such that the proportions of the building
appear unusually compressed. The dwelling also lacks any substantive garden setting often
associated with dwellings of the revival styles.

The unusual appearance and proportions of the building are possibly also, in some part,
derived from the construction materials and methods used at a time of Post-War austerity and
building material shortages.

At the same time, it appears that the original roof of the single storey section of the dwelling
has been entirely removed and new framing installed with terracotta tiles to match the attached
two-storey section. The replacement roof of the single storey section has been constructed to
finish approximately 300mm short of the full width of its northern wall so that the upper storey
walls of the atrached twostorey section can bear on the northern wall of the single storey
section.

In addition, the singlestorey section of the dwelling appears to have had its appearance altered
to match the two-storey section. The original chimney of the single-storey section has been
removed and a low- profile chimney constructed of modern bricks. Fascias, bargeboards and
gutters are all non-original. Windows, window frames, tiled windowsills and shutters, all of
which are detailed ro march the attached twostorey dwelling, along with the front door are all
non-original.

A hard, cementrich render approximately 20-25 mm thick has been applied to the facade of
both sections of the dwelling. This render is adversely affecting the condition of the masonry
beneath with evidence of powdering due to the effects of rising damp. In my opinion the
hardness of the render is such that it is unlikely that it could be removed without damage to the
masonry behind.
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The Specification for the additions and alrerations carried out to the twostorey section of the
dwelling in 1948, called for an extremely hard external render of 1 cement: 3 sand base coat
and a 1 cement: 2 sand finish coat. Tt appears that the single storey section of the dwelling has
been rendered in a similar manner.

While the single storey section retains a low scale, its integrity has been compromised to the
extent that it appears that, of the original building fabric, only the masonry walls remain and
these with a hard cement render applied to the exterior built out to a flush finish so as to
completely obscure the masonry beneath.

The changes, which compromise the integrity of the place, are not reversible. Significant
historic fabric has been lost and what remains has been damaged and compromised by
insensitive renovation and inappropriate maintenance by previous owners.

Assessment as a Representative Building.

Although a single dwelling, the assessment of the place as a Representative Building by the City
of Adelaide appears to separate the two sections of the dwelling.

Taken as a whole, the dwelling is an unusual hybrid of building fabric and styles that has
evolved over time. It is not of any historically important or distinctive character and does not
contribute positively to the early and ongoing historic residential development of North
Adelaide during the Victorian, Edwardian or Inter-War periods.

Taken separately, the single storey section retains insufficient historic building fabric and
context to enable an understanding of the place as a simple workers cottage of the 1840’s -
1860’s period. In a much-altered state and compromised by the proximity of the twostorey
additions, it is not representative of the eras, themes and context identified in the draft Historic
area Statement. For similar reasons, it does not contribute positively to historic streetscape
character nor is the appearance of the building consistent with the appearance of the
predominantly Victorian cottages neatby.

It appears that the City of Adelaide and their consultants are also of this view, stating at page
233 of the Historic Area Statement Update Code Amendment Engagement Plan (Attachment
D) of the Consultation Document, October 2024, provided by the City of Adelaide:
“It is noted that only walls remain of an original Victorian cottage which was extended and
highly modified in 1940s such that it is no longer a representative element.”

Nevertheless, the document goes on to state that:
“However, the present two-storey dwelling is representative of Post-War housing development on
the rim of the Adelaide Park Lands.”
The proposal to include the two-storey section of the dwelling is inappropriate as it was built in
1948. This is outside of the eras mentioned in the Historic Area Statement for the Kentish
Arms Historic Area (Adel 12). The eras mentioned are:
o 1837 to 1901 - Victorian period.
e 1901 to 1920s - Edwardian period.
e 1920s to 1942 - Inter-war period.

The Historic Area Statement goes on to state:
“This Area is characterised by intact, lowscale residential development on rectangular allotments
of varying widths and sizes. The historic streetscapes are characterised by large nineteenth and
carly twentieth century substantial Victorian and Edwardian villas and other detached and semi-
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detached dwellings in a variety of forms and styles including row cottages, detached cottages and
small semidetached cottages.”

And in relation to Kingston Terrace specifically:
“The high amenity streetscape is formed by the wide street setting and the Adelaide Park Lands
frontage. The historic character is established by the single storey row dwellings and detached and
semi-detached dwellings generally with shallow setbacks from the primary street frontage with
small garden areas. The landscaped gardens make an important contribution to the streetscape
setting. There is only slight variation in setbacks which form a coherent building line. The
pattern, siting and setback of dwellings is established by the Heritage Places and Representative
Buildings.”

The draft policy clearly, and appropriately, places emphasis on buildings of the Vicrorian and
Edwardian eras which predominate in the area. There is no mention of Post-War buildings in
the Historic Area Statement.

In relation to architecrural styles, the Historic Area Statement opens by stating:
“The Avea is characterised by a range of architectural styles relating 1o North Adelaide’s
development as a residential village from the 1830s-1940s.”
North Adelaide was however well-developed by the 1940s and had arguably moved beyond a
residential village to a suburb with dwellings supplemented by institutional buildings, schools
and colleges, offices and churches.

In any event, the architectural styles, derailing and built form features mentioned in the draft
Historic Area Statement are as follows:

e Victorian Houses (1870s to 1890s)

o  Edwardian Houses (1900 to 1920s)

o Inter-War Houses (1920s to 1942)

The subject dwelling was predominantly built in 1948, has been altered and extended in
subsequent eras and is not of the eras mentioned.

In relation to Kingston Terrace specifically, the Historic Area statement notes the following:
Victorian and Interwar period.
Exhibits a collection of architectural styles including but not limited to Victorian villas and
cottages, Victorian Italianate, Victorian Gothic, Victorian Terrace, and Interavar Old English
Revival.

Again, there is no mention of Post-War character.

For these reasons, the twostorey section of the subject dwelling is not a Representative
Building. It is of an era outside that identified in the Historic Area Statement. It is an usually-
proportioned and eclectic building, compromised by adaptation of an earlier building on the
site and subsequent alterations and additions. The dwelling is prominently sited at the
termination of the vista down Kingston Terrace burt that in itself is not of significance.

Conclusion.
The subject dwelling, as a sum of its separate parts or as the separate parts taken individually,

does not “display characteristics of importance in a particular area” nor does it “exemplify the
characteristics and elements to be protected within the respective Historic Area.”
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Heritage Status

The subject place has been identified in the North Adelaide Heritage Survey (2004) as a place
of Local Heritage value and recommended for listing.

Integrity

The subject place is of a general form and scale of a simple workers cottage of the 1840s-1860’s
period. It has however been substantially altered over time and has also been the subject of
change associated with construction and maintenance of the attached two-storey dwelling.

Plans held in the Adelaide City Archives prepared by Walter D Cowell, Architect, show that in
February 1948 approval was granted to Mr and Mrs Telfer to construct upper storey additions
and undertake substantial ground floor modifications to an existing single storey structure at 39
Kingston Terrace.

The plans indicate that the current appearance of the twostorey dwelling from Kingston
Terrace is largely the result of these works. Subsequently garaging for vehicles was added. In
1968 bathroom and laundry additions were undertaken and in 1973 single storey additions
were added to the north side of the structure. In 1982 the ground and first floors were further
extended to the east.

These works have had a profound affect on the subject place and its context.

The original roof of the subject place has been entirely removed and new framing installed with
terracotta tiles to match the attached two-storey dwelling. The replacement roof of the subject
place has been constructed to finish approximately 300mm short of its northern wall so that
the upper storey walls of the attached dwelling can bear on the northern wall of the subject
place. In addition the original chimney of the subject place has been removed and a low profile
chimney constructed of modern bricks. Fascias, bargeboards and gutters are all non-original.
Windows, window frames, tiled windowsills and shutters, all of which are detailed to match the
attached two-storey dwelling, along with the front door are all non-original. A hard, cement-
rich render approximately 20-25 mm thick has been applied to the facade of the subject place.
This render is adversely affecting the condition of the masonry beneath with evidence of
powdering due to the effects of rising damp. In my opinion the hardness of the render is such
that it is unlikely that it could be removed without damage to the masonry behind.

The Specification for the additions and alterations carried out to the attached two-storey
dwelling in 1948 called for an extremely hard external render of 1 cement: 3 sand base coat and
a 1 cement: 2 sand finish coat. It appears that the subject place has been rendered in a similar
manner,

While the subject place retains a low scale its integrity has been compromised to the extent that
it appears that, of the original building fabric, only the masonry walls remain and these with a
hard cement render applied to the exterior built out to a flush finish so as to completely
obscure the masonry beneath.

The changes, which compromise the integrity of the place, are not reversible. Significant

historic fabric has been lost and what remains has been damaged by insensitive renovation and
maintenance by previous owners.
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In conservation practice the degree of intactness of significant fabric is recognised as being
relevant to establishing the cultural significance of a place. This is confirmed in the Burra
Charter, the publication which sets out a standard of practice to guide and inform decisions
affecting places of cultural significance.

Reconstruction is deemed to be appropriate only where a place is incomplete through damage
or alteration and where it is necessary for its survival, or where it reveals the cultural
significance of the place as a whole. Reconstruction should not constitute the majority of the
fabric of a place and should be based on physical or documentary evidence.

In the case of the subject place, reconstruction would therefore be inappropriate as the majority
of historic fabric has been lost. In any event, an attempt at reconstruction would be
compromised by the attached twostorey dwelling, which appears to be in sound condition and
bears on the northern wall of the subject place.

Context

The context of the subject place is significantly compromised by the attached two-storey
dwelling.

The attached twostorey dwelling is substantially larger than the cottage and has a high gabled,
terracotta tiled roof, rendered facade, gabled portico and elements of Old English Revival style
architectural detailing. It is this building which terminates the vista down Kingston Terrace
from the west and which visually dominates the subject place.

Assessment Against Relevant Criteria

In order to be listed as a local heritage place a place must fulfil one or more of the criteria listed
in Section 23(4) of the Development Act 1993.

The Heritage Survey inventory sheet for the subject place provided by the Council and on
which the proposed listing has been based states that the place fulfils criteria (a) and (d) under
Section 23(4) of the Development Act 1993 as a place of local heritage value.

Criteria (a) states:
(a) It displays historical, economic or social themes that are of importance to the local area.

In my opinion the subject place does not fulfil criteria (a) in that insufficient historic building
fabric and context remain to understand the place as a simple workers cottage of the 1840’s -
1860's period and reconstruction is inappropriate. It therefore is not, 1 believe, representative
of historical, economic or social themes.

Criteria (d) states:

(d) It displays aesthetic merit, design characteristics, or construction techniques of significance to the local
area.

In my opinion the subject place does not fulfil criteria (d) as its historic aesthetic merit and
design characteristics are not evident due to the changes that have been made and what historic
fabric remains provides little understanding of construction techniques of significance to the
local area.
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(a) it displays historical and social themes that are of importance to the local area as
an example of building construction at that time.

(d) it displays aesthetic merit and design characteristics of significance to North
Adelaide as a building displaying consistent use of local materials and
techniques.

Summary of Grounds for Objection

The objection directly addresses the criteria. It says that the house was significantly
altered from its original form in 1948 by removal of the roof, and the addition of a much
larger two storey house alongside, profoundly altering the building. It has undergone
further alterations in 1968, 1973 and 1982.

Only the masonry walls of the original cottage remain, and these have new openings and
have been rendered. The changes are not reversible.

As a result of these alterations, the house is no longer characteristic of houses of the
period, and has lost its original aesthetic merit.

The objection also raises the question of the boundary of the Kentish Arms Historic
(Conservation) Zone, which is beyond the brief for this assessment.

The objection is supported by a heritage assessment by Stevens Architects Pty Ltd.

Discussion

This house is not "a good example of an 1840s-1860s simple workers cottage” Itis a _
brash post-war Old English house with more than a touch of American Colonial Revival

“infiience. Only fragments of the original cottage survive.

e —

Recommendation

The objection brings the local heritage value of the house into serious question. It is
recommended that it be removed from the Schedule of Local Heritage Places.
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» Copy letter by Mr Andrew Stevens, director of Stevens Architects Pty Ltd, addressed
to me, dated 29 November 2004; and

« Copy "North Adelaide Heritage PAR Review of Objections” by Mr Peter Bell in
relation to 41 - 43 Kingston Terrace, North Adelaide SA 5006.

| will provide access to the original signed copy of the report and its enclosures upon receipt of a
written request and reasonable notice.

Would you please acknowledge receipt of this letter and its enclosures, inform me of any other
information or measures required from me to support the objection and, in due course, provide me
with the response to the abjection.

Please direct all further correspondence in refation to this issue as follows:
“David Deakin Davies Nominees Pty Ltd

Attentlon: Mr. David Davies

40 Kingston Terrace

North Adelaide

SA 5006

e I

Yours faithiuily, .

WW

David Davies
Director

for and on behalf of
David Deakin Davies
Nominees Pty Ltd






Process.

In preparing this report, 1 have visited and photographed the subject place. I have also reviewed
the following documents and publications:
s  City of Adelaide website: Historic Area Statement Update - Code Armnendment
(herrpse’/onradelnide sy g historicareastaemeneupd sre-code-amend me o).
e Drawings, specifications and documents relating to changes to the place over time in
the City of Adelaide Archives.
Copies of the Kingston Map (1842) and the Smith Survey (1880).
e The relevant assessmenc sheet from the North Adelaide Herirage Survey (2004) by
McDougall and Vines.
e The relevant assessment sheet from the City of Adelaide Townscape Frontages
Assessment (June 1992) by McDougall & Vines.
e The book “Heritage of the City of Adelaide an illustrated guide” (Marsden, Stark and
Summerling 1990).
The Illustrared Burra Charter.
Letters to you concerning the proposal and the process from the City of Adelaide.

Background.

In 2004, the place, (41 & 43 Kingston Terrace), was proposed for listing as a local heritage
place. At that time, I prepared an objection to the listing on your behalf. Much of the
information relating to that objection remains relevant and I attach a copy of my letter dated 29
November 2004. | also attach a copy of a subsequent review by archicectural historian Peter Bell
which reaches a similar conclusion.

The current proposal is however for inclusion of 41 & 43 Kingston Terrace as Representative
Buildings and, while the previous information remains relevant, the threshold for local heritage
listing is higher than that applied to Representative Buildings and specific criteria apply to
assessment of local heritage places. It is therefore necessary to consider the current proposal
afresh.

The Place.

41 & 43 Kingston Terrace, North Adelaide comprises a pair of semi-detached dwellings. The
dwellings are located at the eastern end of Kingston Terrace with vehicular access from Porter
Street at the rear.

The dwellings are single storey and low in scale.
Historical Context.

The subject site is located within the area often known as “Lower North Adelaide”. Amongst
other things, the Historic Area Statement Update Code Amendment Engagement Plan
(Attachment D) of the Consultation Document, October 2024, provided by the City of
Adelaide states at page 232:
“This Historic Area is characterised by housing of the Victorian, Edwardian, and Interavar
periods as well as some corner shops and hotels. Victorian buildings are dominant across most of
the area. Mediumscale dwellings tend o be where there is a view of the Adelaide Park Lands,
with smallerscale housing along Stanley Street (east of Jerningham Street) and minor streets.”
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Representative Buildings.

The Historic Area Statement Update Code Amendment Engagement Plan (Attachment D) of
the Consultation Document, October 2024, provided by the City of Adelaide states at page
218:
“A Representative Building should exhibit significant historic themes and attributes of character
based on the relevant Historic Area Statement in the Planning and Design Code.”
It goes on to state:
Key factors considered in the assessment process include:

o The building style and eva should be consistent with those assessed as significant in the
Historic Area as per the vevised Historic Area Statement.

o  The building demonstrates historical theme/s important in the area.

e  For dwellings (whether converted to another use or still residential) there is visual
continuity with buildings with similar characteristics in the streetscape, noting that this
is a matter of fact and degree and can still occur where there is intervening development
of another era in the same street or section of a street.

o  Where there is a current valid approval for total demolition of a building

The subject dwellings are located within the Kentish Arms Historic Area (Adel 12).
Physical description.

The form and construction of the dwellings suggest thar they were built around the 1870s
period.

The streetscape elevation suggests that they were once a pair of Victorian era symmetrical
cottages butr now substantially altered.

The external walls are painted sandstone with rendered plinths, quoinwork, string course and
reveals. The roof is corrugated steel sheet and features masonry chimneys and plaster eave
brackets. Each of the dwellings has a relatively large projecting bay window and a double-hung
sash window either side of the front door. A porch, with a very low-pitched roof to appear
almost flat, projects across approximately two-thirds of the front elevation of each dwelling.

There are no buildings on the subject site on the Kingston Map of 1842. There is a building
footprint on the subject site on the Smith Survey of 1880 that is representative of the pair of
semi-detached dwellings, each with a small outhouse at the tear. This would appear to confirm
that the semi-detached dwellings were built in the 1870s.

Integrity.

The semi-detached dwellings retain their original scale bur have been added to and altered over
time.

Records held at the Adelaide City Archives indicate that in 1965 substantial alterations were
carried out in accordance with plans prepared by John S Chappell, Architect.

During the works, windows on the castern side of number 41 and windows on the western side
of number 43 were removed and sections of the front walls were demolished. New projecting
bay windows were constructed to floor level. The front verandahs and the associated timber
partition screens were demolished. New porches were constructed. Verandah floors were taken
up and concrete paving and “crazy slate” paving installed at the front of the dwellings to higher
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levels than the original. New front doors and glazing ro windows, fanlights and sidelights were
installed along with timber shutters to the windows. 1t also appears that the fireplace and
chimney on the eastern side of number 41 and the fireplace and chimney on the eastern side of
number 43 were removed during these works so that there are now two chimneys rather than
four. Substantial alterations were also undertaken internally and at the rear of the dwellings.
The front fence was demolished and replaced with a low brick wall with metal infill.

Subsequently further alterations have been undertaken internally as well as additions to the
rear of the dwellings.

The impact of these changes to the streetscape appearance of the semi-detached dwellings has
been substantial. The dwellings no longer present as a pair of late Victorian cottages bur rather
as an eclectic amalgam of Victorian and Neo-Georgian architecture resulting in a rather
confusing pastiche of building styles and unusual building appearance. The bay windows and
porches dominate the building fagade.

In addition, the physical impact of the changes is substantial, more substantial than might first
be anticipated. The extent of demolition for the bay windows went well beyond simply
removing and replacing the previous double-hung sash windows. The width of the openings was
almost doubled, and masonry was removed to floor level as well as above the original opening.
The rendered reveals and sills were completely removed. It is evident that stonework alongside
the opening was disturbed in the process and subsequently rebuilt rather poorly in a hard
cement mortar with inappropriate bedding of some stones.

The porch structure and flashing was cut into and fixed into the stonework, further
compromising the early building fabric. Rendered reveals around the doors and windows were
poorly repaired, in the process much of the original detail was lost. Original wall vents were
replaced with ¢1960s wall vents and outside levels were built up, exacerbating salt damp in the
walls. The face stonework and renderwork were painted, with re-applications over time.

The fagade has been further compromised by the installation of window shutters, electrical
meter boxes and wiring, security cameras, imitative historic light fittings and ornate security
doors.

In addition, the context and setting of the semi-detached dwellings has been adversely impacted
through installation of a front fence of imitative historic metalwork and painted brickwork,
crazy slate paving and concrete paving.

Although some of the 1870s building fabric and detailing survives, the integrity of the semi-
detached dwellings, as far as their Victorian era appearance is concerned, is extremely low.

The general silhouette of the building, (excepr for apparently demolished chimneys), remains,
along with details such as rendered quoins and facings to windows and doors and eaves
brackets. The presence of these details in the context of the dwellings should not be overrated
given the absence of other original stylistic elements such as the verandahs, windows and
rendered facings that have been removed or altered and the physical impact of the changes that
have been made. The relative dominance of the Neo-Georgian bay windows and porches is also
relevant in considering the streetscape appearance of the dwellings.

The changes, which compromise the integrity of the place, are not reversible. Significant

historic fabric has been lost and what remains has been compromised by alterations and
additions which are inconsistent with the historic character of the subject place.
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The appearance of the dwellings has been substantially altered.

Substantial reconstruction would be required to return the dwellings to an appearance of semi-
detached Victorian cottages. Although hypothetically possible, the exrent of reconstruction
required is such that the result would be a subjective and hypothetical representation of what
might have been rather than an authentic pair of semi-detached Victorian cottages.

Assessment as Representative Buildings.

The semi-derached dwellings at 41 Kingston Terrace and 43 Kingston Terrace are each
proposed to be Representative Buildings.

At page 234 of the Historic Area Statement Update Code Amendment Engagement Plan
(Attachment D) of the Consultation Document, October 2024, provided by the City of
Adelaide it is stated that:
“Despite facade alterations in 1965, more particularly, larger windows and porches in neo-
Georgian style (Bell, 2006), the original form of the building as viewed from the street is part of a
row of earlier dwellings that is reasonably intact.”

This recommendation seems to appropriate and amalgamate some words {rom architectural
historian, Peter Bell’s review of the proposal for local heritage listing of the semi-detached
dwellings in 2004 with some supplementary opinions of Council’s consultants.

Peter Bell, in his review of the proposal for local heritage listing, also stated that:
“As a result of these alterations, the house is no longer characteristic of houses of the period, and
has lost its original aesthetic merit”

and:
“These houses are no longer “excellent examples of 1870s-1880s symmetrically fronted sandstone
vesidences”. They were modernised in the 1960s to become Georgian revival buildings. Only a
small proportion of the fabric of the original houses survives.”

For reasons mentioned in the previous section of this letter, I am also of the opinion that the
appearance of the dwellings is such that they are no longer characteristic of houses of the
period.

Furthermore, it is not clear what the “row of ealier dwellings” referred to is or how this might
influence the standing of the semi-detached cortages at 41 and 43 Kingston Terrace. If it is the
semi-detached cottages themselves that is referred to, then their compromised integrity is such
that they do not form or positively contribute to a row of earlier dwellings.

As far as some broader consideration of streetscape character is concerned, the dwelling at 39-
40 Kingston Terrace, to the northreast of the subject dwellings, presents to the streetscape as an
unusually proportioned and eclectic building of the 1940s. To the west of the subject dwellings,
numbers 44 and 45 Kingston Terrace are late Victorian cottages but have quite different form
and proportions to the subject dwellings. 46-48 Kingston Terrace is a 1967 Modemist house,
while 50 Kingston Terrace presents to the streetscape as a ¢1990s, two-storey imitative historic
dwelling. Further to the east but some distance from the subject dwellings, are the former Lady
Ayers Homes at 5160 Kingston Terrace, built in the early 1880s.

In fact, the eastern end of Kingston Terrace does not exhibit a cohesive nor consistent historic
character. It comprises a range of buildings of varying scale, form and architectural styles with
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buildings dating from Victorian, Inter-War, Post-War periods and modern times. There are
important historic places that are appropriately listed as State or local heritage places but in my
opinion, it is inaccurate to describe the subject dwellings as “part of a row of earlier dwellings that
is reasonably intact.”

This appears to be supported in the draft Historic Area Statement, which in relation to
Kingston Terrace specifically, identifies a broad range of buildings:
Victorian and Interwar period.
Exhibits a collection of architectural styles including but not limited to Victorian villas and
cottages, Victorian Italianate, Victorian Gothic, Victorian Terrace, and Interawar Old English
Rewvival.

1t is evident that the semi-detached dwellings at 41 and 43 Kingston Terrace were built within
an era mentioned in the Historic Area Statement for the Kentish Arms Historic Area (Adel 12):
1837 to 1901 - Victorian period. Nevertheless, in their compromised form and with a much-
altered appearance, the subject dwellings are not consistent with the architectural styles,
detailing and built form features mentioned in the Historic Area Statement with reference to
Victorian Houses (1870s to 1890s). Nor do the dwellings contribute positively, in any
meaningful way, to the historic streetscape character of the eastern section of Kingston Terrace,
to the extent that it exists.

For these reasons, the subject dwellings are not Representative Buildings. Rather, they present
to the streetscape as unusual, Georgian Revival buildings.

Conclusion.

The dwellings at 41 Kingston Terrace and 43 Kingston Terrace do not “display characteristics of
importance in a particular area” nor do they “exemplify the characteristics and elements to be protected
within the respective Historic Area.”

In relation to the key factors mentioned at page 218 of the Consultation Document, it is
evident that the subject dwellings:
e Are not of a building style and era consistent wich those assessed as significant in the
Historic Area as per the revised Historic Area Statement.
¢ Do not demonstrate historical theme/s important in the area.
Do not display visual continuity with buildings with similar characteristics in the
streetscape.

The subject dwellings should not be Representative Buildings.

Other Representative Buildings and Heritage Places.

The historic development of North Adelaide as a residential village and the continued
residential nature of the suburb is well-represented in the existing State and local heritage places
and proposed Representative Buildings with significantly higher integrity than the subject

dwellings.

[ would be pleased to discuss my assessments and conclusion with you, if you require further
elaboration.

As/is/24496/Letter David Davies - 41 & 43 Kingston Tce 6









Integrity

The semi-detached houses retain their original scale but have been added to and altered over
time.

Records held at the Adelaide City Archives indicate that in 1965 substantial alterations were
carried out to plans prepared by John S Chappell, Architect.

Windows were removed and sections of the front walls were demolished. New bay windows
were constructed to floor level. The front verandahs and screens were demolished and new
porches were constructed. Verandah floors, which were probably tiled, were taken up and
concrete paving and “crazy slate” paving placed at the front of the house to higher levels than
the original. New front doots, fanlights and sidelights were installed along with shutters to the
windows. Substantial alterations were also undertaken internally and at the reat of the
dwellings. The front fence was demolished and replaced with a rendered masonry wall with
modified recycled cast iron infill.

Subsequently further alterations have been undertaken internally as well as additions to the
rear of the dwellings.

Despite its compromised condition, the survey inventory sheet describes the subject place as
“an excellent example of semi-detached 1870’s - 1880’s symmertrically fronted sandstone
residences that retain important stylistic elements including rendered quoins and facings to
windows and doors, eaves brackets and verandahs”.

In my opinion, rendered quoins and facings to windows and doors along with eaves brackets
are typical rather than important stylistic elements of the architecture of the era. Their presence
in the context of the subject place should not be overrated given the absence of other original
stylistic elements such as the verandahs, windows and rendered facings that have been removed.
The suggestion that the existing verandahs are important stylistic elements is erroneous as they
are additions loosely Georgian in style and not original.

The changes, which compromise the integrity of the place, are not reversible. Significant
historic fabric has been lost and what remains has been compromised by additions which are
inconsistent with the historic character of the subject place.

In conservation practice the degree of intactness of significant fabric is recognised as being
relevant to establishing the cultural significance of a place. This is confirmed in the Burra
Charter, the publication which sets ourt a standard of practice to guide and inform decisions
affecting places of cultural significance.

Reconstruction is deemed to be appropriate only where a place is incomplete through damage
or alteration and where it is necessary for its survival, or where it reveals the cultural
significance of the place as a whole. Reconstruction should not constitute the majority of the
fabric of a place and should be based on physical or documentary evidence.

In the case of the subject place, reconstruction would therefore be inappropriate due to the
extent of historic fabric that has been lost.
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Criteria (a) states:
(a) It displays historical, economic or social themes that are of importance to the local area.
The heritage survey inventory sheet states that:

“This house displays historical and social themes that are of importance to North
Adelaide as it represents the continued construction of residences on recently
subdivided Town Acres, particularly during the 1870’s and 1880’s.”

Volume 1 of the heritage survey states that an overview history of the whole of the City of
Adelaide, which establishes the principal events and themes characterising the physical, cultural
and social development of the city and serves as the historical basis for the recommendations of
the heritage survey is currently in preparation. The inventory sheet therefore appears to
anticipate that the subject place meets an, as yet, undefined theme although the brief thematic
history accompanying the sutvey report does identify the boom years of the 1870’s and 1880’s
as a main residential development period in North Adelaide. It appears that what survives of
the original dwellings was constructed around this time, however the connection between the
subject place and its ability to be representative of or display such a theme is not clear.

Even if such a connection could be made the integrity and context of the place is compromised,
I believe, to the extent that the changes that have been made to building fabric do not enable
an understanding of the subject place as an example of semi-detached 1870’s - 1880’s
symmetrically fronted sandstone residences and certainly not an excellent example. Due to the
extent of loss of historic fabric reconstruction is in my opinion inappropriate. The subject
place therefore is not, I believe, representative of historical, economic or social themes.

Criteria (d) states:

{d) It displays aesthetic merit, design characteristics, or construction techniques of significance to the local
area.

The heritage survey inventory sheet states that:

“The house displays aesthetic merit and design characteristics of significance to North
Adelaide as it is a typical 1870’s Victorian residence displaying consistent use of
materials such as bluestone/sandstone masonry walls, detailed render and highly
decorative cast iron”.

In its compromised state the subject place is not, in my opinion, a typical 1870’s Victorian
residence. In fact, the 1960’s mock Georgian makeover including porches and bay windows,
along with the non-original fence, confuse an understanding of Architectural styles and the
origins and integrity of the place. The subject place does not therefore in my opinion fulfil
criteria (d) as an understanding of its aesthetic merit, design characteristics and construction
techniques has been confused and compromised by later alterations and additions and an
attempt to reconstruct the original form of the facade of the dwellings would be inappropriate
given the degree to which original fabric has been lost.
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Heritage Assessment and Relevant Criteria

The houses are excellent examples of 1870s-1880s symmetrically fronted sandstone
residences. The building reflects the design and building materials commonly in use at
the time. Buildings of this type are an important element of the distinctive historic
residential character of North Adelaide.

(a) it displays historical and social themes that are of importance to the local area as
an example of building construction at that time.

(d) it displays aesthetic merit and design characteristics of significance to North
Adelaide as a building displaying consistent use of local materials and
techniques.

Summary of Grounds for Objection

The objection directly addresses the criteria. It says that the houses were significantly
altered from their original form in 1965 by demolition of the verandahs and sections of the
front wall, creating larger windows and porches in neo-Georgian style, profoundly altering
the building.

Only sections of the walls of the original houses remain, and these have new openings
and have been rendered. The changes are not reversible.

As a result of these alterations, the house is no longer characteristic of houses of the
period, and has lost its original aesthetic merit.

The objection also raises the question of the boundary of the Kentish Arms Historic
(Conservation) Zone, which is beyond the brief for this assessment.

The objection is supported by a heritage assessment by Stevens Architects Pty Ltd.
Discussion

These houses are no longer "excellent examples of 1870s-1880s symmetrically fronted

“sandstone residences’. They were modernised in_the 1960s fo_become Georgian

.R'Eﬁv_a‘rﬁ'ﬁ@ﬁﬂy a small_ proportion of the fabric of the original houses survives.

Recommendation

The objection brings the local heritage value of the house into serious question. It is
recommended that it be removed from the Schedule of Local Heritage Places.
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